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SUBJECT: Hearing, discussion, and possible action on Appeal Case Number AX16-
004, appealing the denial by the Washoe County Board of Adjustment of
Variance Case Number VA16-003 (Fleming Front Yard Setback
Reduction) which sought a variance pursuant to Article 804 of the Washoe
County Development Code to allow the reduction in the front yard setback
from 15 feet to approximately 10 feet and 13/16 inches, to facilitate the
expansion of the existing dwelling. The Board of County Commissioners
may take action to confirm the Board of Adjustment's denial; or reverse
the Board of Adjustment's denial and issue the Variance with Conditions
of Approval.

The Applicant’s representative is Elise Fett and Associates Attn: Julie
Rinaldo PO Box 5989 Incline Village, NV 89450. The property owners
are Thomas and Susan Fleming. The property’s location is 715 Cristina
Drive, approximately 750 feet southeast of its intersection with Eagle
Drive, in Incline Village NV (APN 126-251-06). Parcel Size is + .363
acres with a Master Plan Category of Suburban Residential (SR) and a
Regulatory Zone of Medium Density Suburban (MDS). The property is in
the Tahoe Area Plan of the Washoe County Master Plan. (Commission
District 1.)

SUMMARY

Confirmation, reversal or modification, of denial by the Washoe County Board of
Adjustment of Variance Case Number VA16-003 (Fleming Front Yard Setback
Reduction) which sought a variance to allow the reduction in the front yard setback from
15 feet to approximately 10 feet and 13/16 inches, to facilitate the expansion of the
existing dwelling.

Washoe County Strategic Objective supported by this item: Safe, Secure and Healthy
Communities.

AGENDA ITEM #


mailto:rpelham@washoecounty.us
mailto:bwhitney@washoecounty.us

Washoe County Commission Meeting August 23, 2016
Page 2 of 5

PREVIOUS ACTION

The variance request was discussed at the regular meeting of the Incline Village / Crystal
Bay Citizen Advisory Board on April 25, 2016. The CAB declined to take a vote on the
request, and rather indicated that each member would submit their individual comments
to Staff. Those comments are included in the Staff Report to the Board of Adjustment,
attached to this report.

The variance request was heard by the Washoe County Board of Adjustment (BOA) on
June 2, 2016. The BOA voted three in favor and one opposed to deny the variance being
unable to make the appropriate findings for approval.

BACKGROUND

The applicant has appealed the denial of the Variance request to reduce the front yard
setback. The topography of the subject site is substantially similar to surrounding parcels
which appear to be constructed within the required setbacks. The Board of Adjustment
found no exceptional narrowness, shallowness, or shape of a specific piece of property, or
by exceptional topographic conditions or other extraordinary and exceptional situation or
condition of the piece of property.

VARIANCE STANDARDS

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

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

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

The statute is jurisdictional in that if the circumstances are not as described above, the
Board of Adjustment does not have the power to grant a variance from the strict
application of a regulation. Along that line, under Washoe County Code Section
110.804.25, the Board of Adjustment must make five findings which are discussed in the
Board of Adjustment staff report dated May 12, 2016, and included as Attachment A to
this report.
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If the Board of Adjustment grants an approval of the Variance, that approval may be
subject to Conditions of Approval. Conditions of Approval are requirements that need to
be completed during different stages of the proposed project. Those stages are typically:

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

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

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

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

The Board of Adjustment has denied the variance request thus, there are no Conditions of
Approval attached. Should the Board of County Commissioners make all five findings
and approve the requested variance, staff will be prepared to provide recommended
Conditions of Approval at the public hearing.

VARIANCE EVALUATION

At the hearing before the Board of Adjustment the applicant indicated that a variance had
been approved on the subject parcel approximately 22 years ago, but the improvements
had never been constructed. Variances are typically granted for a period of two years. If
building permits are not obtained during that time period, the approval expires.
Evaluation of the variance request at that time was under a previous version of the
Development Code. The current Development Code was adopted approximately 19 years
ago and requires an evaluation of whether or not a hardship exists. The previous approval
simply made findings that there was a 26% slope, that the site chosen was the “only
reasonable” location, that there would be no detriment, that the request is consistent with
the Tahoe Area Plan and that no special privileges would be granted. The applicant also
indicated that it would be a benefit to the surrounding property owners if the variance
were granted, as no additional obstruction of views of the Lake from Cristina Drive
would be created. Staff recommended denial due to an evaluation of the lack of any
special circumstances as required by the current Development Code and based upon the
recommendation of the County Traffic Engineer who provided comments that, “a garage
could be located within setbacks, a vehicle parked in front of the garage would encroach
in the traveled way of Cristina Dr., and snow storage would be reduced.”

The Board of Adjustment found that there are no special circumstances that rise to the
level of a hardship and voted to deny the variance. The vote was 3 to 1 to deny the
request. The draft minutes from that meeting are attached to this report.

An overhead photo of the subject site and surrounding dwellings with approximate front
yard setback dimensions follows:
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Subject Parcel

FISCAL IMPACT
No fiscal impact.
RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board of County Commissioners take action to confirm the
Board of Adjustment's denial of Variance Case Number VA16-003 (Fleming Front Yard
Setback Reduction) which sought a variance to allow the reduction in the front yard
setback from 15 feet to approximately 10 feet and 13/16 inches, to facilitate the
expansion of the existing dwelling, and deny Appeal Case Number AX16-004.

POSSIBLE MOTION

Should the Board agree with staff’s recommendation, a possible motion would be:
“Move to confirm the Board of Adjustment's denial of VVariance Case Number VA16-003
(Fleming Front Yard Setback Reduction) which sought a variance to allow the reduction
in the front yard setback from 15 feet to approximately 10 feet and 13/16 inches, to
facilitate the expansion of the existing dwelling, and deny Appeal Case Number AX16-
004.”

Should the Board disagree with staff’s recommendation, an alternative motion might be:
“Move to reverse the Board of Adjustment's denial of Variance Case Number VA16-003
(Fleming Front Yard Setback Reduction) which sought a variance to allow the reduction
in the front yard setback from 15 feet to approximately 10 feet and 13/16 inches, to
facilitate the expansion of the existing dwelling, and to approve the variance having made



Washoe County Commission Meeting August 23, 2016
Page 5 of 5

the following findings in accordance with Washoe County Development Code Section
110.804.25:

1.

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

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

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

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

property.”

Attachments:

A: Board of Adjustment Staff Report Dated: May 12, 2016
B: Board of Adjustment Action Order Dated: June 7, 2016
C: Board of County Commissioners Alternative Motion

D: Appeal of Decision Application



AX16-004
Attachment A:

Board of Adjustment Staff Report Dated 5/12/2016



Board of Adjustment Staff Report

Meeting Date: June 2, 2016

Subject: Variance Case Number: VA16-003
Applicant(s): Thomas and Susan Fleming
Agenda Item Number:
Project Summary: Reduction in the front yard setback from 15 feet to approximately
10 feet and 13/16 inches
Recommendation: Denial
Prepared by: Roger Pelham, MPA, Senior Planner

Washoe County Community Services Department
Division of Planning and Development

Phone: 775.328.3622
E-Mail: rpelham @washoecounty.us
Description

Variance Case Number VA16-003 (Fleming Front Yard Setback Reduction) — Hearing,
discussion, and possible action to approve a variance to allow the reduction in the front yard
setback from 15 feet to approximately 10 feet and 13/16 inches, to facilitate the expansion of the

existing dwelling.

e Applicant:

Property Owner:

e |ocation:

Parcel Size:

Master Plan Category:
Regulatory Zone:

Area Plan:

Citizen Advisory Board:
Development Code:
Commission District:
Section/Township/Range:

e ® © o @ o ©o o o

Assessor’s Parcel Number(s):

Elise Fett and Assoc, attn. Julie Rinaldo, PO Box
5989, Incline Village, NV 89450

Thomas and Susan Fleming, 5111 Alta Canyada
Road, La Canada Flitridge, CA 91011

715 Cristina Drive, approximately 750 feet
southeast of its intersection with Eagle Drive, in
Incline Village.

126-251-06

+ .363 acres

Suburban Residential

Medium Density Suburban

Tahoe

Incline Village / Crystal Bay

Article 804, Variances

1 — Commissioner Berkbigler

Section 10 & 11, T16N, R18E, MDM,

Washoe County, NV

Post Office Box 11130, Reno, NV 89520-0027 — 1001 E. Ninth St., Reno, NV 89512
Telephone: 775.328.3600 — Fax: 775.328.6133
www.washoecounty.us/comdev
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Variance Definition

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

*» Some Conditions of Approval are referred to as “Operational Conditions.” These

conditions must be continually complied with for the life of the business or project.

Since a recommendation of denial has been made, there are no Conditions of Approval
attached. Should the Board find that special circumstances exist and approve the requested
variance, staff will provide Conditions of Approval at the public hearing.

Variance Case Number: VA16-003
Page 3 of 14
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Site Plan

Variance Case Number: VA16-003
Page 5 of 14
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Project Evaluation

The applicant is requesting to reduce the required front yard setback to facilitate expansion of
the existing dwelling. The expansion is proposed to consist of both living area as well as garage
area.

It is important to recognize that the approval of any variance is jurisdictional, that is to say that
Nevada Revised Statues limits the power of the Board of Adjustment to grant variances only
under particular circumstances. Among those circumstances are: 1) exceptional narrowness,
shallowness, or shape of a specific piece of property; or 2} by reason of exceptional topographic
conditions; or 3) other extraordinary and exceptional situation or condition of the piece of
property. If such a finding of fact can be made the Board must also show that the strict
application of the regulation would result in peculiar and exceptional practical difficulties to, or
exceptional and undue hardships upon, the owner of the property.

Evaluation of the request to vary standards will follow the criteria as required above.

Exceptional Narrowness: The parcel is located within the Medium Density Suburban zone. The
minimum lot size in that zone is 12,000 square feet. The subject parcel is approximately .363
acres or 15,812 square feet in size. The minimum lot width in that zone is 80 feet. The subject
parcel is approximately 115 feet in width at the front property line. The subject parcel is not
exceptionally narrow.

Exceptional Shallowness: The side property lines of the subject parcel are approximately 195
and 184 feet in length, for an average lot depth of approximately 189 feet. The subject parcel is
not exceptionally shallow.

Exceptional Topographic Conditions: The subject parcel, overall, is sloped at approximately
24%. The Development Code recognizes that all parcels with such slopes present challenges
for the design of access. For this reason section 110.406.30(b) reduces the front yard setback
to 15 feet. This is an accommodation for such parcels, in other instances, parcels within the
same regulatory zone would be required to maintain 20-foot front yard setbacks.

As can be seen in the following overhead photograph, the slope of the subject parcel is
consistent with the slope of most surrounding parcels. Each yellow line represents a change in
elevation of two feet. The topography of the subject parcel is not “exceptional.”

Variance Case Number: VA16-003
Page 7 of 14
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Other Extraordinary and Exceptional Situation or Condition of the Piece of Property: Staff has
not been able to identify any characteristic of the property that creates an extraordinary or
exceptional situation or condition. It is instructive to note that, based upon the overhead
photograph, the adjacent dwellings seem to be constructed in conformance with the required
setbacks.

Variance Case Number: VA16-003
Page 8 of 14



Washoe County Board of Aujustment \_aff Report Date: May 12, 2016

ot s

Approximately 33’

- G
_‘}

Approximately 21’ | Approximately 25’ Approximately 25’

—— T

It is also important to recognize that the Development Code, in the Tahoe Area Plan modiﬁers,
section 110.220.20(d), allows the construction of a detached garage up to the front property line
when the lots includes a slope of 20% or greater. The subject parcel includes such a slope.

The variance application provides some detail as to the reasons that the variance has been
requested. Those include, “The site has a 30% slope and an existing parking deck at the font of
the house. Locating the garage addition where the existing parking deck structure is located is
the least obtrusive option for an attached garage. Any other location would require a new
driveway approach at an even steeper area of the lot. The kitchen of the existing house is
directly in front of the proposed garage and the roofline of the existing house can continue over
the garage and new entry for reasonable and efficient construction that provides safe access to
the home.”

All of the factors evaluated show that there are essentially unlimited options for construction of
additional living area as well as a garage on the subject parcel without the approval of the
variance requested. While Staff recognizes that the configuration requested with the Variance
may be the most convenient for the applicant, there is no hardship that rises to the level of
recommendation of approval for the variance request.

Variance Case Number: VA16-003
Page 9 of 14
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The request was also evaluated by interested agencies and departments as it covered in defail
below, however, among the most instructive evaluations was provided by Clara Lawson,
Washoe County Traffic Engineer. Her evaluation includes a recommendation for denial for the
reasons that, “a garage could be located within setbacks, a vehicle parked in front of the garage
would encroach in the traveled way of Cristina Dr., and snow storage would be reduced.”

For these reasons, staff recommends denial being unable to make the necessary findings of
fact as required by both Nevada Revised Statutes and the Washoe County Development Code.

Citizen Advisory Board

The proposed project was discussed at the regular meeting of the Incline Village / Crystal Bay
CAB on April 25, 2016. The CAB declined to take a vote on the request, and rather indicated
that each member would submit their individual comments in writing to Staff. Minutes are
attached as Exhibit B, the following are taken from those minutes.

¢ Roger [Pelham] said he isn’t representing the project but will answer any code, policy, or
process questions. He isn't for or against the request.

» Gerry Eick said he went by the parcel, and the variance request is consistent with the
neighbors. He said he was concerned visualizing the structure; it's strategically located
in a square shape in between large trees. He said he looked at the site plan, and they
are making it a deeper structure and removing trees. He said it may change the visual
corridor. He asked if it fit the character of the street. He said the owners had received a
letter of support, but does it affect anyone else in the neighborhood. Roger Pelham said
he hasn't heard any controversy for this project, but it's early. The standards by which
variances are judged are state law. The criteria for state law are in the code. It comes
down to legal standard that forces variance. Roger spoke about standards such as
exceptional narrowness and other exceptional conditions of the property. He said its
about the characteristics of land, not convenience of the applicant. Gerry said with the
condition and slope, it makes sense to have these characteristics, but he said he is
concerned that it goes from square to an entirely different shape with the garage on one
side. They are making one argument, but doing other things. He said it was an
observation.

¢ Judy Miller said she walked the street and observed many of the homes that have deep
enough driveways to have two parking spaces in front of the garage. She said another
home in the neighborhood had a physical constrain on a narrow lot. She said a variance
is only supposed to be granted when there are extraordinary conditions. She said she
didn’t believe or couldn’t find reason to go any other reason. She doesn't think it’s
appropriate for this property.

¢ Andy Wolfe said he came to similar conciusions as Judy. He said he didn’t see any topo
or physical constraints. He said the garage is 24 feet deep, and if you don’t demolish the
existing home, you have to intrude into the setback. He said if you cut the garage to 20
feet, you wouldn’t have an intrusion, but might not work for storage. He asked is the
location of the existing building a physical constrain that we should consider when
locating the garage. He said it’s not a special convenience to have a 24 foot garage that
is standard. He asked if the avoidance of demolishing the current home making it a
constraint. Roger said the Board of Adjustment will make that final decision. Roger said
no, it's not an extraordinary condition. The location of the dwelling isn't a hardship. He

Variance Case Number: VA16-003
Page 10 of 14
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said another factor in play is when the conditions are 20% slope. They could build a
garage detached in the same location, but not attached.

e Judy Miller said they don’t currently have enclosed parking. She asked if he is trading
one non-conforming for another. Roger said not in this case. One enclosed parking
space and one off street parking space is required. He said right now, there are two non-
conforming. It's legal, non-conforming. Judy said we have seen a lot of vacation rentals
with higher occupancy with no parking. She said there is not a lot of storage; storage will
happen in the garage, and parking will be displaced outside on the street. It creates a
dangerous situation, especially on a school route.

o Gerry Eick said Roger mentioned it's early in the process. Roger said they accept
variance requests on the 15th of every even month. He said its only 9 days after it's
been submitting. He said he will receive comments back from all the agencies: health,
fire, CAB. Roger said he will form his recommendation after he receives everyone’s
comments. Gerry said this goes to the BOA on June 2nd. Roger said all the other
agencies feedback will be put into a recommendation in the form of a staff report prior to
the public hearing. Notices will go to the property owner for the official hearing. He said
at the beginning of the process, courtesy notices are sent out. He said he promises
those comments that are submitted in writing will be put into his staff report. Gerry said
he was hoping to make additional comments later in the process. Judy said she was
disappointed in the fact the applicant isn't here. Roger asked everyone to submit
comment or come to the public hearing.

e Tom Cardinale said it's none of our business regarding their storage. She is asking for
access and wants to remove two trees. She wants to make this house valuable to her.

o Gerry Eick recommended to submitting our own comments.

o Andy Wolfe said if he puts himself in the neighbor's shoes, he said he would rather have
the variance, and leave a view corridor. He said he would want to preserve the views.

Reviewing Agencies

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

° Washoe County Planning and Development Division
o Planning and Development
o Engineering and Capital Projects
o Utilities
o Parks and Open Spaces

o Building and Safety

° Washoe County Health District
o Vector-Borne Diseases Division
o Environmental Health Division

o Air Quality
o) Emergency Medical Services

Variance Case Number: VA16-003
Page 11 of 14
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° Washoe County Sheriffs Office

° Regional Transportation Commission

° Washoe-Storey Conservation District

o Incline Village General Improvement District
o Nevada State lands

o Nevada Tahoe Conservation District

o North Lake Tahoe Fire Protection District

Two out of the sixteen above listed agencies/departments provided substantive comments
and/or recommendations in response to their evaluation of the project application, most of the
reviewing agencies simply replied that they had no comment. A summary of each agency’s
substantive comments and/or recommendation and their contact information is provided.

° Washoe County Planning and Development recommended denial of the request
due to lack of an identifiable hardship applicable to the subject parcel.
Contact: Roger Pelham, 775.328.3622, rmpelham @ washoecounty.us

e Washoe County Engineering _and _Capital Projects (Traffic Engineer)
recommended denial of the request due possible conflict between parked cars
and traffic on Cristina Drive and reduced snow storage area.

Contact: Clara Lawson, PE, 775.328.3603, clawson @washoecounty.us

Staff Comment on Required Findings

Section 110.804.25 of Article 804, Variances, within the Washoe County Development Code,
requires that all of the following findings be made to the satisfaction of the Washoe County
Board of Adjustment before granting approval of the abandonment request. Staff has
completed an analysis of the application and has determined that the proposal is not in
compliance with the required findings as follows.

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

Staff Comment. As noted previously, there are no special circumstances applicable to the
property that result in exceptional and undue hardships upon the owner of the property.

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

Staff Comment: Because there are no special circumstances applicable to the property that
result in exceptional and undue hardships upon the owner of the property, the relief has the
potential to impair the intent and purpose of the Development Code, also the reduction in the
front yard setback has the potential to create conflict between cars parked in front of the
garage and traffic on Cristina Drive.

Variance Case Number: VA16-003
Page 12 of 14
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3. No Special Privileges. The granting of the variance will not constitute a grant of special
privileges inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in the vicinity and the
identical regulatory zone in which the property is situated.

Staff Comment: Because there are no special circumstances applicable to the property that
result in exceptional and undue hardships upon the owner of the property, the relief would
constitute a grant of special privileges inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in
the vicinity and the identical regulatory zone.

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

Staff Comment: Residential additions and garages are allowed uses within the Medium
Density Suburban zone.

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

Staff Comment: There is no military installation within 3,000 feet of the subject site, therefore
this finding is not applicable.

Recommendation

After a thorough analysis and review, due to the lack of any special circumstances applicable to
the property that result in any exceptional or undue hardships upon the owner of the property
Variance Case Number VA16-003 is being recommended for denial. Staff offers the following
motion for the Board’s consideration.

Motion

| move that after giving reasoned consideration to the information contained in the staff report
and information received during the public hearing, the Washoe County Board of Adjustment
deny Variance Case Number VA16-003 for Thomas and Susan Fleming, being unable to make
all four applicable findings in accordance with Washoe County Development Code Section
110.804.25:

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

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

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

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

Variance Case Number: VA16-003
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Washoe County Board of Au;ustment - _aff Report Date: May 12, 2016

Appeal Process

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

XC:

Property Owner: Thomas and Susan Fleming, 5111 Alta Canyada Road, La Canada
Flitridge, CA 91011

Representatives: Elise Fett and Assoc, attn. Julie Rinaldo, PO Box 5989, Incline Village,

NV 89450

Action Order xc:

Variance Case Number; VA16-003
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From: Lawson, Clara

sent: Friday, May 06, 2016 4:55 PM

To: pelham, Roger

€c: vesely, Leo; Smith, Dwayne E.
Subject: VA 16-003 APN 126-251-06

I recommend denial because a garage could be located within setbacks, a vehicle
parked in front of the Earage would encroach in the traveled way of cCristina or.,
and snow storage would be reduced.

clara Lawson, PE, PTOE, Licensed Engineer

washoe County | Community Services Dept | Engineering Division 1001 E. Ninth St., Reno NV
89520

clawson@washoecounty.us | o 775-328-3603| fax 775-328-3699

connect with us: cvMail | Twitter | Facebook | www.washoecounty.us

From: Corbridge, Kimble
sent: Thursday, may 05, 2016 9:37 aM

To: pelham, Roger
{of = vesely, Leo
Subject: VA 16-003

]
htt?s:/jwww.washoecounty.us/csd/p]anning_and_deve1opment/app1ications
/files-planning-development/comm_dist_one/val6-003w. pdf

Roger,
I have no comments for Road issues.

Leo should add conditions for an automatic garage door opener and perhaps a hold harmless for snow
removal operations.
Thx,
Kimble
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WASHOE COUNTY
COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT

Engineering and Capital Projects Division
"Dedicated to Excellence in Public Service"
1001 East 8 Street PO Box 11130 Reno, Nevada 89520 Telephone: (775) 318_-20-10 Fax: (775) 328-3699

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

DATE: May 05, 2016
TO: Roger Pelham, Planning ond Development Division
FROM: Leo R. Vesely, P.E, Engineering ond Caopitol Projects Division

SUBJECT: VA14-003
APN 126-251-06
FLEMING SETBACK VARIANCE

| hove reviewed the referenced varicnce case ond recommend denial.

LRV flrv
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Washoe-Storey
Conservation
Disfrict

Matural Resource
Conservation Service
1365 Corporate Blvd.

Reno, MV 83502

Tel: (¥75)857-8500
ext. 131
Fax: (775) 857-8525

Board of Supervisors:

Bret Tyler
Chairman|

James Shaffer
Secretary
County Appointee

Kevin Roukey
Director

Tory Friedmen
Superviso

Spencer Scott
Supervisof

John Muntin
Supenvisor

OPEN

City Appointeg

Exhibit A, VA16-003

Roger Pelham, MPA, Senior Planner

Kelly Mullin, Planner

Trevor Lloyd, Senior Planner

Chad Giesinger, AICP Senior Planner

Lora R.Robb, Planner

Washoe County Community Services Department
Planning and Development Division

1001 E. Ninth St., Bldg. A

Reno, NV 89512 April 23, 2016
Subject: April Agency Review — Case Nos. — PM16-004 (Cole); PA16-006 (TL Mt.
Rose Estates); AC16-002(Hidden Valley Fire Station); SB16-004(Verizon
Arrowcreek Country Club); VA16-002 (Ufer); SW16-002 (Henderson)

Roger, et 2l

Thank you for providing us the April Agency Reviews and the opporhmity to review
and provide comments. We have reviewed the subject proposed projects as requested
and we have the following comments:

Parcel Map Case Number PM16-004 (Terri Cole)

The propesed project is to approve a Tentative Map to allow the division of a 2.13-acre
parcel (017-342-29) into 2 1.008-acre parcel and a 1.14-acre parcel. The project 1s
located i Section 04, T17N, R20E, MDBM in Washoe County. We have the
following comments on this proposed project:

1. Regarding Supplemental Information item @ - The applicant states that the
property contains no wetlands. However, the area is within close proximity of trrigation
ditches and Steambeat Cresk and the property appears to have potential wetland
signatures on the north end of the parcel i the field. Also the NWI haps for the area
indicate PEMC fresh water wetlands in the vicinity of the property. Further the seil on
the property is listed as Truckse Silt Loam (300), which iz listed a5 a Hyrdic Soil on the
National Hydric Soils List. Therefore, it is our recommendation that the County
condition the approval that the applicant be required to submit a Jurisdictional
Determination to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for review and verification of the
wetlands on the property so that they may assessed for the potential mmpact to them
from any proposed project.

2. Regarding Supplemental Information item 11 - The applicant states that
propetty is not near awater body, stream, Significant Hydrologic Resource of riparian
area. The property is near the Jumbo Irrigation Ditch and the Steam Boat Cresk. The
property has aFlood Zone classifications of X and AE. We recommend the County
condition the approval requiring the applicant to comply with appropriate County
ordinances regarding Floodplain Management.

Tentative Parcel Map Case Number PM 16-006 (Aonte Vista at Estates at Mount
Rose)

The proposed project is to approve a Tentative IMap to allow the division of a +- 6.63-
acre parcel (130-460-03) into two parcels of +- 5.90-acre parcel and a +- 2.73-acre
parcel. The project is located m Section 33, T1SN, R19E, MDEM in Washoe County.
We have the following comments on this proposed project:

L Reparding Supplemental Information item 9 — The applicant replisd
NO to the questions Does the property contaim wetlands? Although the property may

not contain wetlands per se, the project area is adjacent to Whites Creek, ajurisdictional

Page 3 of 11



Exhibit A, VA16-003

Waters of the United States, and as such a delineation of the limits of this feature should be
conductad to identify the limits of the U.S. Ammy Corps of Enginesrs. It iz cur
recommendation that the County conditions the approval to require the applicant to conduct a
Jurizdictional Detarmination and submit it to the U.S. Army Cotps of Engimeers for
verification.

Regarding Supplemental Information item 11 - The applicant has chacked NO to the
question regarding geologic hazards such as ... Ts it subject to ___flash floods, is ttnear a
water body stream .__or riparian area? However, it is apparently clear that the propety is
adjacent to Whites Creek and itz riparian area Also Whites Cresk is designated as Flood
Zone A and X Itis our recommendation that the County condition the approval that the
applicant be required to submit the proper documents and maps to address these {ssues.

!;‘J

Amendment of Conditions Case Number AC16-002 (Hidden Valley Fire Station)

The proposed project is to allow for the Amendment of Conditions of the existing Special Use Permit SB
12.007 to extend the time peried to allow a manufactired home to be used as living quarters for
professional for professional firefighters until July 01, 2021. The project is located at 3235 West Hidden
Valley Drive, Reno, Washoe County, Nevada in Section 22, T19N, B20E MDBM. We have the followmg
comments on this proposed project.

1. General Comments - The project is in close proximity to the Hidden Valley mitigation area
and as such we would recommend that the County require the applicant to install and'or
maintzin any and all BMPs necessary to insure that any pollutants from sediment runoff from
enterimg this site.

Special Use Permit Case Number SB16-004 (Verizon - Arrowcreek Country Club)

The proposed project is to allow for the construction of a new wireless cellular facility consisting of a 36-
foot high monopole utilizing a stealth design disgnised as apine tree with for sectors, each with three 8-
foot tall antennas per sector for a total of 12 antennas. 12 ground mounted remote radio units (RRU),
azsociated equipment cabinets, all enclosed within a fences 307 x 307 lease area. The project iz located at
2903 Arrowcresk Parkwway, Reno, Washoe County, Nevada in Section 23, T18N, R1%E MDEM. We have
any comments on this proposed project:

1. General Comments —The project is located in close proximity to an existing dramage channel
to the south of the project site. It is our recommendation that the County condition the
approval to require he applicant to install the necessary BMPs that will prevent any possible
flow of run-off pollutants from entering the drainage.

Variance Case Number VAL6-002 (Ufer)

The proposed project is to allow for (2) the reduction of the required front yard setback on the north side
of the parcel from 20 feet to 18 feet. and (b) reduce the required front yard setback on the west side of the
parcel from 20 fest to 14 feet, in order to accommeodate a new manufactured home with carport. The
project is located at 120 Malcolm Avenue in Grandview Terrace, Reno, Washoe County, Nevada in
Section 16, T20N. R19E MDEM. We have any comments on this proposed project:

1. General Comments —The project iz located in close proximity to an existing dramage chanmel
to the south of the project site. It is our recommendation that the County condition the
approval to require he applicant to mstall the necessary BMPs that will prevent any possible
flow of nm-off pollutants from entering the dramage.
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2. Ttis our recommendation that the County condition the approval to require that the applicant
contact and coordinate with the Washoe-Storey Conservation District to review the proposed
landscape plan and proposed seed mix to be used in the proposed landscape plan.

Special Use Permit Case Number SWAL6-002 (Henderson)

The proposed preject s to approve a 1,016 square foot modular home as adetached acceszory dwellmg
on a parcel that contzins an existing 2,033 square foot maim dwelling. The project is located ar 83
Cameros Drive, Sparks, Washoe County, Nevada in Section 36, T2IN, R20E MDBM. We have no
comments on thiz proposed project.

These projects; AP 16-002 (Classical Tahoe); VA 16-003 (Fleming); TM 16-003 (Incline Creek
Estates) are located outside of the Washoe/Storey Conservation District Service Area so we have no
comment. However, the projects are located within the boundaries of the Nevada Tahee Conservation
Diztrict service area. We recommend you provide them copies of the propesed project for thew review.
Their contact mformation is:

Nevada Tahoe Conservation District
P.O.Box 915

Zephyr Cove, NV §0448

Jason Brand, District Manager

Tel. -773-386-1610 ext. 33

These are our comments and recommendations for the subject projects. We appreciate the opportmity to
provide comments and recommendations on projects that may have impacts on our namral resources.
Should you have any further questions please contact Kevin J. Roukey by phone at 775-232-1371 or
email kevinjr 51@attnet.

Sincerely,
/f Original Signed by Kevin I. Roukey

Eevin J. Roukey, District Director
Washoe Storey Conservation District
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WASHOE COUNTY
HEALTH DISTRICT

ENHANCING QUALITY OF LIFE
April 26,2016

Donna Fagan

Washoe County Community Services Department
1001 E. Ninth Street, Bldg. A

Reno, NV 80512

Dear Ms, Fagan:

I received your cmatl dated April 21, 2016, requesting a review of the April Agency Review Memo ITI
regarding the variance application (Item 5).

Based on the submiticd documentation, it is anticipated that there will be minimal impacts conceming EMS
responses to the residential parcel. Additionally, it is not anticipated that there will be impacts concerning
access 10 healtheare services and facilities. Should you need a complete Environmental Impact Assessment,
please contact the Washoe County Health District’s Division of Environment Health Services at (775) 328-
2434,

Advanced Life Support {ALS) fire and ambulance services are provided by the North Lake Tahoe Fire
Protection District. The closest fire station to the residential parcel is approximately one mile away.

There is alse a hospital within proximity to the Cristina Drive site, should residents require such services, The
Incline Village Community Hospital is approximately 1.7 miles away from the residence. There are also several
other acute care hospitals and healthcare resources available in Washoe County,

It is reccommended the residential unit has the house number clearly marked on the curb and the dwelling so the
residents can be quickly located by public safety apencies.

Plcase feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

Sincercly,

Oﬂ b

Christina Conti
EMS Program Manager
cconti@washoecounty.us

(775) 3266042

1001 East Ninth Street 1 P.O, Box 11130 | Reno, Nevada 89520
EPHP Office: 775-326-6055 | Fax: 775-325-8130° | washaecounty.us/health
Serving Reno, Sparks and all of Washoe County, Nevada, Washae County Is an [qual Cpportunity Emplover, Public Health

Hminr, fom ey iy

EPIDEMIOLOGY AND PUBLIC HEALTH PREPAREDNESS
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a INCLIN
VILLAGE

“COMPLIANCE
Development Review Status Sheet

[ Date:  12-22-15

Attention: Roger D Pelham
Washoe County Department of Community Development
PO Box 11130, Reno NV 89520

RE: VA 16-003

APN: 126-251-06
Service Address: 715 Cristina
Incline Village NV 89451
Owner: Thomas and Susan Fleming
Phone: Fax: I Email:
Mailing Address: N/A

Variance Case Number VA16-003 (Fleming Front Yard Setback Reduction)

Hearing, discussion, and possible action to approve avariance to allow the reduction in the
front yard setback from 15 feet to approximately 10 feet and 13/16 inches, to facilitate the
expansion of the existing dwelling.

Applicant: Elise Fett and Associates Attn: Julie Rinaldo PO Box 5989 Incline Village, NV 89450
Property Owner. Thomas and Susan Fleming 5111 Alta Canyada Road

La Canada Flitridge, CA 91011

= Location: 715 Cristina Drive, approximately 750 feet southeast of its intersection with Eagle
Drive, in Incline Village

1 = Assessor's Parcel Number: 126-251-06

~ Parcel Size: £ .363 acres

~ Master Plan Category: Suburban Residential (SR)

~ Regulatory Zone: Medium Density Suburban (MDS)

— Area Plan: Tahoe

— Citizen Advisory Board: Incline Village/Crystal Bay

Z DevelopmentCode: Authorized in Article 804, Variances

— Commission District 1 — Commissioner Berkbigler

— Section/Township/Range: Section 10 & 11, T16N, R18E, MDM,

Washoe County, NV

~ Staff: Roger D. Pelnam, MPA, Senior Planner Washoe County Community Services
Department Planning and Development Division

~ Phone: 775-328-3622

Z E-mail: rpelham@washoecounty.us

Comments_and Conditions: _No impact to the Incline Village General Improvement District

Completed by: Tim Buxton, Chief Inspector
Phone: (775) 832-1246  Fax: (775) 832-1260
Incline Village General Improvement District, 1220 Sweetwater Road, Incline Village NV 89451
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From: Fagan, Donna

Sent: Wednesday, April 27, 2016 9:24 AM

To: Young, Eric; Pelham, Roger

Subject: FW: April Agency Review Memo III

Eric and Roger,
Comments for two, AP16-002, and five, VA16-003.
~ Donna ~

From: Mark Regan [mailto:mregan@nltfpd.net]
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2016 9:4¢ PM

To: Fagan, Donna

Subject: Re: April Agency Review Memo IIT

NLTFPD Is good with both two and five

Mark Regan

Battalion Chief/Assistant Fire Marshal
NLTFPD

775-461-6200

[From: Fagan, Donna

Sent: Wednesday, April 27, 2016 10:07 AM
To: Pelham, Roger

Subject: FW: April Agency Review Memo III

Roger,
Comments regarding item #1, AC16-002. and item #5, VA16-003.
~ Donna ~

From: Crump, Eric S

Sent: Wednesday, April 27, 2016 9:11 AM
To: Fagan, Donna

Subject: RE: April Agency Review Memo III

Donna,
I have reviewed #1 & #5 and do not have any conditions.

Eric Crump

Operations Division Director

Washoe County Community Services Department
775.328.2182 (office)

775.386.3129 (cell)

ecrump@washoecounty.us

3101 Longley Ln., Reno, NV 89502
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‘From: Simpscn, Tim

Sent: Thuraday, april 21, 2016 1:33 M

To: Pelham, Roger

Subject: VAle-003 (Fleming Front Yard Setback Reducticn)

Reger,
The utility has nc ccrments for VAI&-003 (Fleming Front Yard Setback
Reducticn) .

Thanks,

Timothy Simpscn, P.E.

ENVIRCHNMENTAT, ENGINEER IT

Washee County C3D, Engineering and Capital Projects

E: taimpacn@washcecocunty.us | 0: (775) 954-48428 | F: (775) 328-3g99
1001 E. Ninth 3treet Bld &, Renc, MV 38312

P.0O. BOX 11130, Renc, NV 29520-0027

Ccnnect with us: cMail | Twitter | Facebock | www.washoecounty.us

From: Trey, Dennis V
Sent: Thursday, 2pril 21, 2016 1:32 BPM

To: Pelham, Roger
Subject: Variance Case Neo. VA16-003
Hi Reger,

Parks has no comments on the above menticned variance case to reduce the
front yard setback.

Thanks!
DT

Dennis Trey| Park Planner

p 775.328-2059] £ 775.820.8014

Washoe County | Community Services Department-Parks
P.O. Bex 11130| Renc, NV 88520
www.washoecountyparks.com
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- REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Metropolitan Planning - Public Transportation & Operations Engineering & Construction
g

Mectropolitan Planning Organization of Washoe County, Nevada

April 28, 2016 FR: Chrono/PL 183-16

Mr. Bill Whitney, Division Director
Community Services Department
Washoe County
P.O. Box 11130
Reno, NV 89520

RE: AC16-002 (Hidden Valley Fire Station)
AP16-002 (Classical Tahoe)
SB16-004 (Verizon Arrowcreek Country Club)
VA16-002 (Ufer)
VA16-003 (Flemming Front Yard Setback Reduction)

Dear Mr. Whitney,
We have reviewed the above applications and have no comments at this time.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these applications. Please feel free to contact me at
332-0174 if you have any questions or comments.

Sincerely,

Rebecca Kapuler
Planner

RK/jm

Copies: Roger Pelham, Washoe County Community Services
Eric Young, Washoe County Community Services
Chad Giesinger, Washoe County Community Services
Lora Robb, Washoe County Community Services
Debra Goodwin, Regional Transportation Commission
Julie Masterpool, Regional Transportation Commission
Tina Wu, Regional Transportation Commission
David Jickling, Regional Transportation Commission

/Mashoe County no comment 050516

RTC Board: Neoma Jordon (Char) © Ron Smith (Vice Chair) - Bob Lucey - Paul McKenzie - Marsha Berkbigler
PO Box 30002, Reno. NV 89520 - 1105 Termina Way. Reno, NV 89502 - 775-348-0400 - rtowashoa cnm
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WASHOE COUNTY
HEALTH DISTRICT

I
May 3, 2016

Roger Pelham, Senior Planner
Washoe County Community Services
Planning and Development Division
PO Box 11130

Reno, NV 89520-0027

RE: Fleming; 126-251-06
Variance Case; VA16-003

Dear Mr. Pelham:

The Washoe County Health District, Environmental Health Services Division (Division) Engineering
and Vector have reviewedthe above referenced project. Approval by this Division is subjecttothe
following conditions:

1. The proposaltoreduce the building setbacks to accommodate the proposed construction will not
adversely impact the lot This parcel is served by municipal sewer and municipal water.
Environmental Health has no objections to the approval of this vanance.

If you have any questions regarding the foregoing, please call Jim English 328-2610 or Jim Shaffer
785-4599 regarding engineering or vector comments, respectively.

Sincerely,

James English J.L. Shaffer

Environmental Health Specialist Supervisor Program Coordinator/Planner

Environmental Health Services Vector-Bomne Diseases Program
Environmental Health Services

JENSEwr

cc: File - Washoe County Health District

Elise Fett & Associates — elise@elisefett.com
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Incline Village Crystal Bay Citizens Advisory Board

DRAFT: Approval of these draft minutes, or any changes to the draft minutes, will be reflected in writing in
the next meeting minutes and/or in the minutes of any future meeting where changes to these minutes are
approved by the CAB.

Minutes of the Incline Village Crystal Bay Citizens Advisory Board meeting held at Incline Village General Improvement
District, 893 Southwood Blvd, Incline Village, NV 89451 on APRIL 25, 6:00 P.M.

1. *CALL TO ORDER/ PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE - Pete Todoroff called the meeting to order at 6:00 P.M.

2. *ROLL CALL/DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM - Pete Todoroff, Gerry Eick, Tom Cardinale (Alternate for Kevin
Lyons); Mike Sullivan (Alternate), Andy Wolfe (arrived late); Judy Miller. A quorum was determined.

Absent: Kevin Lyons (excused)
3. *PUBLIC COMMENT -

Michelle Bays, Supervising Investigator from the District Attorney’s office, introduced herself. She said they have been
focusing on outreach. She would like to get Mr. Hicks on the agenda for a future meeting to open up the line of
communication. She said they would like to come and give an update. She said they have a civil division, family division,
and fraud check division. She said they have a big role in public safety.

4. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA FOR THE MEETING OF APRIL 25, 2016— Gerry Eick moved to approve the agenda
for the meeting of APRIL 25, 2016. Andy Wolfe seconded the motion to approve the agenda. The motion passed
unanimously.

5. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FOR THE SPECIAL MEETING OF MARCH 28, 2016 — Judy Miller made a motion to
approve the minutes from the meeting of MARCH 28, 2016. Tom Cardinale seconded the motion to approve the minutes.
The motion passed unanimously.

6. *PUBLIC OFFICIAL REPORTS
A. *Washoe County Commissioner - Commissioner Marsha Berkbigler was unable to attend. Commissioner Berkbigler

may be reached at 775-328-2005 or mberkbigler @ washoecounty.us.
Al Roger invited everyone to contact Commissioner Berkbigler with any questions.

7. DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS - The project description is provided below with links to the application or you may visit
the Planning and Development Division website and select the Application Submittals page:

http://www.washoecounty.us/comdev/da/da_index.htm.

A. Tentative Map 16-003 (Incline Creek Estates Phase 2) — Request for community feedback, discussion and possible
action to approve a common open space subdivision that will include dividing a +1.68 acre parcel into 10 single family lots
and one common open space lot. (This item is for possible action by the CAB.)

Applicant/Property Owner: NCP/ICP, LLC.

Location: 800 College Drive

APN: 129-280-21

Staff: Trevor Lloyd, 775-328-3608, tlloyd @ washoecounty.us

Reviewing Body: This case is tentatively scheduled to be heard by the Washoe County Planning Commission tentatively
onJune 7.

Andy said his Incline Law Group has had involvement with this project. He said this connection is significant enough and it
would raise concern. He said he will abstain from the discussion and voting.

Brian Helm, Representative for Incline Creek Estates Development, gave an overview of the project:
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He said they are requesting approval for the tentative map for phase 2 of the Incline Creek Estates Subdivision.

Brian gave some background:

L

The subdivision is located off of College Drive

Phase 1 included 57 units; 10.25 acre subdivided in 2005,

They have sold 55 of 57 units. Two are currently under contract. The HOA is owner controlled.

Phase 2: In 2008, TRPA conditional use and tentative use map were approved; both approvals expired in 2011
due to Phase 1's slow progress. He said they are bringing it back because Phase 1 is nearly complete.

Phase 2 has 10 singie family lots and one common lot which will be annexed into the HOA.

The Affordable housing requirement was completed in 2008.

Brian showed the Phase 1 and Phase 2 on a map. Phase 2 will satisfy the secondary egress for fire emergency
access.

He showed the subdivision tentative map with examples and pictures from Phase 1.

36,000 sq ft of impervious coverage; 33%; banked and onsite and ready for use.

Required BMPs,

No variances required.

No changes to original project. All findings to project, plan, suitability were made; no special conditions.

The architecture is an update to the existing; asphalt and shingle with stone detailing.

He said it's currently under TRPA review.

Upcoming meetings: May 13" & June 7" - Planning Commission for Tentative Map approval.

Comments:

Tom Cardinale asked if the smaller units are integrated in the other 7 units. Brian said the smaller units will have
patio space outside.

Gerry Eick asked about the area north of unit 59. Gerry asked about the [ocation of BMP and apen space with
neighbors to the west of Phase 2. Brian said that a SEZ with vegetation. Brian said that will remain as open
space. He said they met with Fire Department and Forest Service to discuss fuels management for that space.
The agencies issued a letter abaut that, Gerry asked about occupancy for July 1, 2017. He said when you go
before the County, this is one parcel now, and it will be changed into 11 parcels. Brian said we would have record
that as socn as the final plan was recorded. They will take the final map to the County in July.

Pete Todoroff asked about the financing. Brian said the financing has been funded. Phase 1 profits will pay for
Phase 2.

Tom Cardinale asked if they have received feedback from the residents. Brian said no, they have received no
comments.

Gerry Eick sald this is consistent with the original plan; they picked up where they left off.

Judy Miller said the fact they aren't asking for a variance and it's a continuation from an existing project, it would
be successful. Tom Cardinale agreed with Judy Miller, and said no one is complaining. Gerry Eick said it's
positive that they are finishing the roadway for proper access.

Peter Morris said he goes by here every day. He said it's an eyesore. He said it would be a great thing for it fo be
complete.

Wayne Ford said he has been here for a long time. He said it is a real plus and improvernent compared to what
was there before.

Kendra Wong said she lives across the street. She said it was a very well planned community. They did a great
job with the project. She hasn't seen any impact with traffic.

Judy Miller said we are quick to criticize, but we all supported this. We can voice our support.

MOTION: Judy Miller moved to recommend support for the Tentative Map and development for the Incline Creek
Estates project; Tom Cardinale seconded the motion, Motion passed unanimously. Andy Wolfe abstained.

B. Variance Case Number VA16-003 (Fleming Front Yard Setback Reduction) - Request for community feedback,
discussion and possible action to approve a variance to allow the reduction in the front yard setback from 15 feet to
approximately 10 feet and 13/16 inches, to facilitate the expansion of the existing dwelling. (This iftem is for possible action
by the CAB.)
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Applicant/Property Owner: Elise Fett and Assoc, attn. Julie Rinaldo, PO Box 5989, Incline Village, NV 83450
Location: 715 Cristina Drive, approximately 750 feet southeast of its intersection with Eagle Drive, in Incline Village.
APN: 126-251-06

Staff: Roger Pelham, 775-328-3622, rpelham @washoecounty.us

Reviewing Body: This case is tentatively scheduled to be heard by the Washoe County Board of Adjustment on June 2,
2016.

¢ Roger said he isn't representing the project but will answer any code, policy, or process questions. He isn't for or
against the request.

e Gerry Eick said he went by the parcel, and the variance request is consistent with the neighbors. He said he was
concerned visualizing the structure; it's strategically located in a square shape in between large frees. He said he
looked at the site plan, and they are making it a deeper structure and removing trees. He said it may change the
visuai corridor. He asked if it fit the character of the street. He said the owners had received a letter of suppon,
but does it affect anyone else in the neighborhood. Roger Pelham said he hasn't heard any controversy for this
project, but it's early. The standards by which variances are judged are state law. The criteria for state law are in-
the code. It comes down to legal standard that forces variance. Roger spoke about standards such as exceptional
narrowness and other exceptional conditions of the property. He said its about the characteristics of land, not
convenience of the applicant. Gerry said with the condition and slope, it makes sense to have these
characteristics, but he said he is concerned that it goes from square to an entirely different shape with the garage
on one side. They are making one argument, but doing other things. He said it was an observation.

* Judy Miller said she walked the street and observed many of the homes that have deep enough driveways to
have two parking spaces in front of the garage. She said another home in the neighborhood had a physical
constrain on a narrow lot. She said a variance is only supposed to be granted when there are extraordinary
conditions. She said she didn't believe or couldn’t find reason to go any other reason. She doesn't think it's
appropriate for this property.

e Andy Wolfe said he came to similar conclusions as Judy. He said he didn't see any topo or physical constraints.
He said the garage is 24 feet deep, and if you don’t demclish the existing home, you have to intrude into the
setback. He said if you cut the garage to 20 feet, you wouldn’t have an intrusion, but might not work for storage.
He asked is the location of the existing building a physical constrain that we should consider when locating the
garage. He said it's not a special convenience to have a 24 foot garage that is standard. He asked if the
avoidance of demolishing the current home making it a constraint. Roger said the Board of Adjustment will make
that final decision. Roger said no, it's not an extraordinary condition. The location of the dwelling isn’t a hardship.
He said another factor in play is when the conditions are 20% slope. They could build a garage detached in the
same location, but not attached.

¢ Judy Miller said they don't currently have enclosed parking. She-asked if he is trading one non-conforming for
another. Roger said not in this case. One enclosed parking space and one off street parking space is required. He
said right now, there are two non-conforming. It's legal, non-conforming. Judy said we have seen a lot of vacation
rentals with higher occupancy with no parking. She said there is not a lot of storage; storage will happen in the
garage, and parking will be displaced outside on the street. it creates a dangerous situation, especially on a
school route.

¢ Gerry Eick said Roger mentioned it's early in the process. Roger said they accept variance requests on the 15" of
every even month. He said its only 9 days after it’'s been submitting. He said he will receive comments back from
all the agencies: health, fire, CAB. Roger said he will form his recommendation after he receives everyone’s
comments. Gerry said this goes to the BOA on June 2™. Roger said all the other agencies feedback will be put
into a recommendation in the form of a staff report prior to the public hearing. Notices will go to the property
owner for the official hearing. He said at the beginning of the process, courtesy notices are sent out. He said he
promises those comments that are submitted in writing will be put into his staff report. Gerry said he was hoping
to make additional comments later in the process. Judy said she was disappointed in the fact the applicant isn't
here. Roger asked everyone to submit comment or come to the public hearing.

o Tom Cardinale said it's none of our business regarding their storage. She is asking for access and wants to
remove two trees. She wants to make this house valuable to her.

o Gerry Eick recommended to submitting our own comments.

s Andy Wolfe said if he puts himself in the neighbor's shoes, he said he would rather have the variance, and leave
a view corridor. He said he would want to preserve the views.
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Exhibit B
VA16-003

C. Case Number AP16-002 (Classical Tahoe) — Request for community feedback, discussion and possible action to
approve an Administrative Permit and outdoor community event business license and associated license conditions for
Classical Tahoe, an cutdcor concert event 1o be held at the Sierra Nevada College in Incline Village, Nevada on July 29,
30, August 5, 8, 12, 13 2016. (This item is for possible action by the CAB.)

Applicant: Classical Tahoe — Kirby Combs

Property Owner: Sierra Nevada College

Location: 948 Incline Way, Incline Village

APN: 127-040-10 (College} and 127-040-07 (IVGID Recreation Center)

Staff: Eric Young, 775.328.3613, eyoung@washoecounty.us

Reviewing Body: This case is tentatively scheduled to be heard by the Washoe County Board of Adjustment on June 2,

2016.

s Roger Pelham said he is here for Eric Young. He said this is the same it has been the same as the past few
years. It will be Sunday evenings.

o  Gerry said this is formerly known as Summerfest. He said that existing relationship among amenities and cross
collateral should be noted. Roger said that might be outside of the land use description. Gerry said there is no
objection to the event, they have made good relationships with other entities with traffic and parking, they might
want to cross their Ts and dot there ‘I's in order to make sure the entities know who they are dealing with.

o Judy Miller said this is a wonderful event. She said we haven't had problem with this event before, and the
parking is good. She said she took handicapped woman and the lighting was difficult and the paths aren't paved.
The footing might be hazardous. She said she is concerned about lighting and paths for handicapped. She is
happy to have this in this community.

.MOTION: Andy Wolfe moved to support this application for an administrative permit for Classical Tahoe. Gerry
Eick seconded the motion. Motion passed unanimously.

8.*COUNTY UPDATE ~ Sarah Tone, Qifice of the County Manager will provide an update on County services. Ms. Tone
is available to answer questions and concerns. Please feel free to contact her at stone @ washoecounty.us or (775) 328-
2721, To sign up to receive email updates from the County visit www.washoecounty.us/cmail. (This item is for information
only and no action will be taken by the CAB).

Al Rogers gave an update:

+ He thanked the Board and said he appreciates their due diligence.

= The budget will be presented at the Board of County Commission meeting; tentative budget to State April 15. This
is a recommended budget, but not final.

« He said he encouraged the CAB to take advantage of Michelle Bay's offer to come out; as well as other
departments within Washoe County. He said the website has many videos. He said he hopes our citizens are
informed.

» Pete Todoroff asked Al to speak about the Orbit station. Pete said Wayne Ford is here to talk to that. Pete said he
is concerned about the blocked off access on Somers Loop. Al Roger said he has no update or comment, but can
follow up when we get the information.

» Pete asked about the bus shelter across from the college. He asked why it will cost $100,000 to have a shelter.
Gerry said he understands there will be more; it doesn’t make sense. The memo implied that there is more detail
to come.

+ Pete talked about the Tanager Roofing Company. He said he would like to find out what's going on with that as
well.

o He wants to know more about the Tahoe Area Plan. A representative, Morgan Barrel, from the TRPA wanted to
give a presentation in June, but we don't’ have a meeting. Gerry said Sarah Tone mentioned this will be an item
at the Community meeting in May. Al said we have to determine the date and time for Community Forum.

¢ Pete said Calneva Cottages won't be getting financing anytime soon.
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Exhibit B
VA16-003

9. *CHAIRMAN/BOARD MEMBER ITEMS/NEXT AGENDA ITEMS - This item is limited to announcements by CAB
members and topics/issues posed for future workshops/agendas. (This item is for information only and no action will be
taken by the CAB).

¢ Pete said he would like a representative from TRPA and the County to give an update regarding the area plan for
the July CAB mesting.

o Gerry Eick spoke about the upcoming IVGID Watermain projects taking place between August 1 — Ociober, 2016
(Enterprise, Criel, Wassou, Teresa). The locations aren't through roads, so it won't affect traffic but will impact the
road.

s Gerry also announced the NDOT SR 28 Bikeway and Improvement public hearing on Tuesday, April 26, 4-7pm,
at the Chateau.

10. *PUBLIC COMMENT —

Wayne Ford said he wanted it to bring it to the boards’ attention about the Orbit Station. There is a breakdown of TRPA
pre-grade process, BMP, and final BMPs. He said he will pass along a report and photographs to Marsha. There was
runoff of sediments during the storm. The amount of runoff goes into the IVGID park. There is active runoff. There was
emergency grading; no action was taken. Everyone has to do this during construction. There is 18,000 sq feet of
impervious coverage that isn't being contained, no plans to fake care of it. That is a big impact on the water quality in our
lake. Everyone else is spending a lot of money, and this site is daing nothing.

ADJOURNMENT — Meeting adjourned at 6:50pm.

Number of CAB members present: 5 Number of Public Present: 9 Presence of Elected Officials: 0

Number of staff present: 2
Submitted By: Misty Moga
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Community Services Department
Planning and Development
VARIANCE
APPLICATION

Community Services Department
Planning and Development

1001 E. Ninth St., Bldg A

Reno, NV 89520

Telephone: 775.328.3600



Washoe County Development Application

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

Project Information Staff Assigned Case No.:

Project Name:
TSFL - Fleming Residence

Project Remodel and addition to a single family residence. The proposed plan features a two-story
Description:  addition at the front of the house with a garage at the street level and living space below. The
proposed living space as proposed does not encroach into any setbacks.

Project Address: 715 Cristina Dr. Incline Village, NV 89451

Project Area (acres or square feet):

Project Location (with point of reference to major cross streets AND area locator).
Approx. 500 feet from Eagle Dr, across from intersection of Incline Pines with Cristina Dr. Nearest
major crossroads are Country Club and Village (approx 1500ft away by road).

Assessor's Parcel No.(s): Parcel Acreage: Assessor's Parcel No(s): Parcel Acreage:

126-251-06 0.363

Section(s)/Township/Range:Section - 10/11, Township - 16, Range - 18

Indicate any previous Washoe County approvals associated with this application:
Case No.(s).

Applicant Information (attach additional sheets if necessary)

Property Owner: Professional Consultant:
Name:Thomas and Susan Fleming Name:Elise Fett & Associates Ltd.
Address: 5111 Alta Canyada Rd. Address: PO Box 5989

La Canada Flitridge, CA Zip: 91011 Incline Village, NV Zip: 89450
Phone: 213-300-1711 Fax: Phone: 775-833-3388 Fax: 775-833-2388
Email: tleming@jonesbell.com Email:elise @elisefett.com
Cell: Other: Cell: 775-762-3388 Other:
Contact Person: Tom Fleming Contact Person:Elise Fett
Applicant/Developer: Other Persons to be Contacted:
Name:Elise Fett & Associates Ltd. Name:
Address: PO Box 5989 Address:

lincline Village, NV Zip: 89450 Zip:
Phone: 775-833-3388 Fax: 775-833-2388 | Phone: Fax:
Email:julie@elisefett.com Email:
Cell: Other: Cell: Other:
Contact Person:Julie Rinaldo Contact Person:

For Office Use Only

Date Received: Initial: Planning Area:
County Commission District: Master Pian .D-esignation(s):
CAB(s): Regulatory Zoning(s):

February 2014



Property Owner Affidavit

Applicant Name: Elise Fett & Associates Ltd.

The receipt of this application at the time of submittal does not guarantee the application complies with all
requirements of the Washoe County Development Code, the Washoe County Master Plan or the
applicable area plan, the applicable regulatory zoning, or that the application is deemed complete and will
be processed.

STATE OF NEVADA )
COUNTY OF WASHOE )

1= G. Thomas Fleming III

‘ (please print name)
being duly sworn, depose and say that | am the owner* of the property or properties involved in this
application as listed below and that the foregoing statements and answers herein contained and the
information herewith submitted are.in all respects complete, true and correct to the best of my knowledge
and belief. | understand that no assurance or guarantee can be given by members of Planning and
Development. _
(A separate Affidavit must be provided by each property owner named in the title report.)

Assessor Parcel Number(s): 126-251-06

Printed Name__G. Thomas Fleming IT¥

Signed '

/

Address’ 715 Cristina/P.O. Box 5282

Incline Village, Nevada 89451

Subscribed and sworn to before me this
12th dayof_April , 2016 . (Notary Stamp)

Ui i, Lot sr o

tary Public in and for said county and state

YAMILETH LEANDRO

Commission # 2093861

Notary Public - California f

Los Angelas County =
2019

My commission expires;__January 14, 2019

*Owner refers to the followirig: (Please mark appropriate box.) .
Owner ‘

Corporate Officer/Partner (Provide copy of recorded document indicating authority to sign.)

Power of Attorney (Provide copy of Power of Attorney.)

Owner Agent (Provide notarized letter from proherty owner giving legal authority to agent.)

Property Agent (Provide copy of record document indicating authority to sign.)

Letter from Government Agency with Stewardship

boooao

February 2014



Property Owner Affidavit

App"cant Name: Elise Fett & Associates Ltd.

The receipt of this application at the time of submittal does not guarantee the application complies with all
requirements of the Washoe County Development Code, the Washoe County Master Plan or the
applicable area plan, the applicable regulatory zoning, or that the application is deemed complete and will
be processed.

STATE OF NEVADA )

COUNTY OF WASHOE )

| Susan S. Fleming

(please print name)
being duly sworn, depose and say that | am the owner* of the property or properties involved in this
application as listed below and that the foregoing statements and answers herein contained and the
information herewith submitted are in all respects complete, true and correct to the best of my knowledge
and belief. | understand that no assurance or guarantee can be given by members of Planning and
Development. .
(A separate Affidavit must be provided by each property owner named in the titie report.)

Assessor Parcel Number(s): 126-251-06

Printed Name Susan S. Fleming

Signed ;2{/( 6/}’,\_"5 J{Z ['L—"‘\_

Address: 715 Cristina / P.O. Box 5282

Incline Village, Nevada 89451

Subscribed and sworn to before me this
day of ; ‘ (Notary Stamp)

=

Notary Public in and for said county and state AT ACHATD o

M
T
Y S -

My commission expires:

*Qwner refers to the following: (Please mark appropriate box.)

Owner

Corporate Officer/Partner (Provide copy of recorded document indicating authority to sign.)
Power of Attorney (Provide copy of Power of Attorney.)

Owner Agent (Provide notarized letter from property owner giving legal authority to agent.)
Property Agent (Provide copy of record document indicating authority to sign.)

Letter from Government Agency with Stewardship

Oooooo

February 2014



CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT CIVIL CODE § 1189

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed the
document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document.

State of California )
County of 05 NGz e )
on RPE1L (2. 2 = pefore me, AR L Hereio NoTARs P VB
Date ., __ Here Insert Name and Tit.’e‘of the Officer!
personally appeared STAIRE  Fiem NS
Name(s) of Signer(s)

<SS AV

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the persor{s|-whose name{syistare—
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that -he/shelthey executed the same in
-hisfier/their authorized capacityfies); and that by-hisfher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person{s),
or the entity upon behalf of which the persontsj-acted, executed the instrument.

| certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws
of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph
is true and correct.

HARRIET L. HARRIQ WITNESS my hand and official seal.
£ B

) il 0 & Nl
Los AWGELES Counry ™ . —t C::""[*T“_" g
My Comw. Exp. Fea. 14, 2018 ‘¢ Signature Lo\ N L~

4 Signat}/re )of No tary“Pub.’fc
L,

4

D

Place Notary Seal Above

e

OPTIONAL
Though this section js optional, completing this information can deter alteration of the document or
fraudulent reattachment of this form to an unintended document. — e
o +—

115 CthesTihAc
Number of Pagesit”<¢2- Dot S2ga—>
NN i naeT N

51 TS

Description of Attached Document
Title or Type of Document:
Document Date:
Signer(s) Other Than Named Above:

Capacity(ies) Claimed by Signer(s)
Signer’s Name:

Signer’s Name:
U Corporate Officer — Title(s): Pl

U Corporate Officer — Title(s):

O Partner — [ Limited [ General”

O Partner — O Limited [ General

U] Individual [J Attorggyfiﬁ Fact O Individual OJ Attorney in Fact
[] Trustee O Gu/ar ian or Conservator [ Trustee [[J Guardian or Conservator
[J Other: el [J Other:

Signer Is Hepresgnﬁﬁg:

Signer Is Representing:

A




Variance Application
Supplemental Information

(All required information may be separately attached)
Chapter 110 of the Washoe County Code is commonly known as the Development Code. Specific
references to variances may be found in Article 804, Variances.

1. What provisions of the Development Code (e.g. front yard setback, height, etc.) must be waived or
varied to permit your request?

Front yard setback article 406-Building Placement Standard 110.406.30 is the provision we are
requesting a variance for. The proposed garage design encroaches upon the front yard setback by
3'11". The covered entry deck column encroaches 5' 6" because the property line gradually
curves back with the road, but this column is only 6" in front of the proposed garage wall. The roof
overhangs both the columns and garage by 3'. We are therefore reducing from 15' setback to 10'
13/16" at the entry deck roof column.

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

2. What are the topographic conditions, exiraordinary or exceptional circumstances, shape of the
property or location of surroundings that are unique to your property and, therefore, prevent you from
complying with the Development Code requirements?

The site has a 30% slope and an existing parking deck at the front of the house. Locating the
garage addition where the existing parking deck structure is located is the least obtrusive option for
an attached garage. Any other location would require a new driveway approach at an even steeper
area of the lot. The kitchen of the existing house is directly in front of the proposed garage and the
roof line of the existing house can continue over the garage and new entry for reasonable and
efficient construction that provides safe access to the home.

July 1, 2008
Page 1



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

The garage and covered entry deck addition will appear as a single story at the street level of the
house and it is within the setbacks at the rear and sides of the house. By building the garage in
front of the (&) house, there is still a large view corridor to the lake from the road and adjacent
neighbors. The homes become more separated from each other at the roadside since the

lots are on a curve. There are not any houses on the opposite side of the street. By constructing
above the existing parking deck, only one tree will need to be removed.

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

Creating a two-car garage will decrease clutter on the street and hide cars from view. The cars,
fire wood piles and various storage items that are currently stored on the parking deck will be kept
in the garage and out of view. From the edge of pavement, there will still be 18 feet of off-street
parking available at the front of the house. As part of this project, the foundation that was poured
in the 90's at the north side of the lot will be removed and the area will be restored to a natural
vegetative state. The existing street facade dogs not have a visible entry since it is a 1/2 level
below the road and screened by the parking deck. The proposed facade will have an inviting,
functional, and attractive entry point to the right of the garage and will feature a mix of heavy stone
and wood siding. The facade will have an updated high quality curbside interest that will add to the
appeal of the neighborhood.

July 1, 2008
Page 2



5. What enjoyment or use of your property would you be denied that is common to other properties in
your neighborhood?

A garage and covered entry is enjoyed by neighbors and commonplace in Tahoe. The lack of

an enclosed parking space is a violation of development code 110.410.10.1, the proposed garage
will bring the residence inta compliance with this code. Currently, residents must navigate steep
stairs that are exposed to the elements to get from the parking deck into the main level of the house
The (e) entry comes in at a split level landing of the home; therefore, you have to go down stairs
outside and back up stairs on the inside to get to the living level. With the proposed garage and
covered entry'deck, residents and guests will be able to enter the house at a single level

and enjoy the benefit of a covered, apparent, and attractive entry deck which is significantly safer
and more functional. '

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

I O Yes @ No If yes, please attach a copy. —|

7. What is your type of water service provided?

LEI Well l d Community Water System "
8. What is your type of sanitary waste disposal?
’ W Individual Septic System l ¥ Community Sewer System —"
July 1, 2008

Page 3



4/15/2016 Account Detail (

Washoe County Treasurer
Tammi Davis

Account Detail

Back to Search Results Change of Address

‘ Washoe County Parcel Informatlon W

Parcel ID Status Last Update
12625106 Active } 4/15/2016 2:10:21
I _ | il
. Current Owner: SITUS:
' FLEMING, G THOMAS III & SUSAN S 715 CRISTINA DR
INCL NV
5111 ALTA CANYADA RD
LA CANADA FLINTRIDGE, CA 91011
' Taxing District Geo CD
| 5200
i Legal Descrlptlon
SubdlwswnName SCOTCHWOOD SUBDIVISION Townshlp 16 Range 18 Lot 17
'FaxfiBllili(Clli on deswed tax year for due :Iates and furtIEr_é_étalls) _ -
Tax Year Net Tax Total Paid Penalty/Fees Interest Balance Due
\ 2015 $7,921.47 $7,921.47 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
[ $7,949.44  $7,949.44 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
b $7,956.42 $7,956.43  $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
o1z $7.943.40 $7,943.40  $000  $0.00  $0.00
011 $7.736.20  $7,736.20  $0.00  $0.00 1$0.00
P R R s i _$050

{ mportant Payment Iﬁformatlon

= ALERTS: If ydﬂrifégaoipe;tyita;ésia}eidellnquent the search results dlsplayed may ' not

reflect the correct amount owing. Please contact our office for the current amount due.

= For your convenience, online payment is available on this site. E-check payments are
accepted without a fee. However, a service fee does apply for online credit card
payments. See Payment Information for details.

No payment due for ‘
this account. 1
|

Pay By Check

Please make checks payable to:
WASHOE COUNTY TREASURER

Mailing Address:
P.O. Box 30039
Reno, NV 89520-3039

Overnight Address:
1001 E. Ninth St., Ste D140
Reno, NV 89512-2845

The Washoe County Treasurer's Office makes every effort to produce and publish the most current and accurate information possible. No warranties, expressed or implied, are
provided for the data herein, its use, or its interpretation. If you have any questions, please contact us at (775) 328-2510 or tax@washoecounty.us

This site is best viewed using Google Chrome, Internet Explorer 11, Mozilla Firefox or Safari.

http://nv-washoe-treasurer.manatron.com/Tabs/TaxSearch/AccountD etail.aspx?p= 12625106&a= 129182
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To: Incline Village Planning Department

We, the owners of the property adjacent to the proposed remadel at 715 Cristina , Incline Village,
hereby consent to the variance of approximately 4-feet from the 15-foot setback for a 2-car garage
which has been requested by Susan and Tom Fleming as described above. We view their remodel,
including the requested variance, as beneficial to our adjacent property and the neighborhood in
general.

Y.

Tl CL.5 N
( fn 7L,_ ( 1\4/
Mark Chew Christina Chew

713 Cristina Drive 713 Cristina Drive

Incline Village, NV 89451 Incline Village, NV 89451
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VA16-003, Exhibit D

Case No VA16-003
Fleming Front Yard Setback Reduction

Variance
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VA16-003, Exhibit E

To: Incline Village Planning Department

We, the owners of the property adjacent to the proposed remodel at 715 Cristina, Incline Village,
hereby consent to the variance of approximately 4-feet from the 15-foot setback for a 2-car garage
which has been requested by Susan and Tom Fleming as described above. We view their remodel,
including the requested variance, as beneficial to our adjacent property and the neighborhood in

general.
Nl CL_S o |
{ ot (g
Mark Chew Christina Chew
713 Cristina Drive 713 Cristina Drive
Incline Village, NV 89451 Incline Village, NV 89451

To:  Washoe County/Incline Village Planning Department
Re: 715 Cristina (the Flemings’ request for a variance)

I am the owner of the property located at 721 Cristina, Incline Village, Nevada, which is adjacent
to the proposed remodel of the home of Susan and Tom Fleming at 715 Cristina, Incline Village.
[ hereby consent to the variance that my neighbors have requested of approximately 4-5 feet
from the 15-foot setback for a 2-car garage, which would be located in the arca now occupicd by
their uncovered parking deck. [ am in support of their request for a variance for several reasons:
not only would their remode! (with the requested variance) improve the appearance and utility of
their property and our neighborhood in general, but it would avoid the necessity of constructing
their garage on that portion of their lot which is closer to my home, which I understand they
could do without requesting any variance, but would result in coverage of more of the forest
floor. That alternative would also impair the view of the lake from the street, which the
requested variance would avoid. Iam in full support of the Flemings’ proposed remodel,
including the requested variance, which I view it as beneficial to our adjacent property and to the
neighborhood in general.

Fa
|

Jafnés @ﬁalen
721 Cristina
Incline Village, Nevada 89450
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7 Community Services Dept.
’ P.C. Box 11130
Reno, Nevada 89520-0027

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

Board of Adjustment Action Order

Variance Case Number VA16-003

Decision: Denial

Decision Date: June 2, 2016

Mailing/Filing Date: June 7, 2016

Property Owner: Thomas and Susan Fleming
Assigned Planner: Roger Pelham, MPA, Senior Planner

Washoe County Community Services Department
Planning and Development Division

Phone: 775.328.3622

E-Mail; rpelham@washoecounty.us

Variance Case Number YA16-003 (Fleming Front Yard Setback Reduction) - Hearing, discussion,
and possible action to approve a variance to allow the reduction in the front yard setback from 15 feet
to approximately 10 feet and 13/16 inches, to facilitate the expansion of the existing dwelling.

o Applicant: Elise Fett, and Associates
Attn: Julie Rinaldo
PO Box 5989
Incline Village, NV 88450

e Property Owner:; Thomas and Susan Fleming

5111 Alta Canyada Road
La Canada Flitridge, CA 81011

e Location: 715 Cristina Drive, approximately 750 feet
southeast of ifs intersection with Eagle Drive, in
Incline Village

e Assessor's Parcel Number: 126-251-06

o Parcel Size: * .363 acres

o Master Plan Category: Suburban Residential (SR)

e Regulatory Zone: Medium Density Suburban (MDS)

e Area Plan; Tahoe

e Citizen Advisory Board: Incline Village/Crystal Bay

e Development Code: Authorized in Article 804, Variances
o Commission District: 1 — Commissioner Berkbigler

e Section/Township/Range: Section 10 & 11, T16N, R18E, MDM,

Washoe County, NV

Notice is hereby given that the Washoe County Board of Adjustment denied the above referenced case
number based on the inability to make the findings required by Washoe County Development Code
Section 110. 804.25.




To:
Subject:
Date;
Page:

Fleming Front Yard Semack Reduction

Variance Case Number VA16-003

June 7, 2016
3

Tahoe Fire Protection District; 866 Oriole Way, Incline Village, NV 89451-
9439; Incline Village/Crystal Bay Citizen Advisory Board; Incline Village
General Improvement District, 893 Southwood Boulevard, Incline Village,
NV 89451; Nevada Division of Forestry, 885 Eastlake Boulevard, Carson
City, NV 89701; Nevada State Lands, Rex Harold, 901 South Stewart
Street, Suite 5003, Carson City, NV 88701-5246; USFS, Brian Garrett,
Urban Lands Manager, 35 College Drive, South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
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ALTERNATIVE MOTION

| move that the Board of County Commissioners take action to uphold Appeal Case Number AX16-004,
and reverse the denial by the Washoe County Board of Adjustment of Variance Case Number VA16-003
(Fleming Front Yard Setback Reduction) — which sought a variance to allow the reduction in the front
yard setback from 15 feet to approximately 10 feet and 13/16 inches, to facilitate the expansion of the
existing dwelling, and to approve the variance having made the following findings in accordance with
Washoe County Development Code Section 110.804.25:

1.

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

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

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

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

Appeal of Decision Application

Appeal of Decision by (Check one)

¥l Board of Adjustment U Hearing Examiner

0O Design Review Committee Parcel Map Review Committee

U Director of Building & Safety (NRS 278.310) 2 Planning Commission

0 Director of Planning and Development O Code Enforcement Officer

Appellant Information

Name: G. Thomas Fleming

Phone: (775} 833-4551

Address: 7158 Cristina

Fax: (213) 689-1004

P.0. Box 5282

Email: fabflemings@aol.com

City: Incline Village State: CA Zip: 89450

Celh

Original Application Number: VA16-003

Project Name: Fleming Front Yard Setback Reduction

Project Location: 715 Cristina, Incline Village, CA 89450

Date of decision for which apbeal is being filed: June 2, 2016

State the specific action you are appealing:

Denial of request for variance to allow the reduction in the front yard setback by
approximately 4 feet, 11-3/16 inches to allow the construction of an enclosed garage in

space currently occupied by an existing exposed parking deck.

State the reasons why the decision should or should not have been made:

(Please see the attached "Statement of Reasons” why Board of Adjustment's Decision
was erroneous, which is incorporated herein by this reference as though set forth in

full.)

For Staff Use Only

Appeal Number;

Date Stamp

Notes:

Staff;




Appellant Information (continued)

Cite the specific outcome you are requesting under the appeal:
Appellant seeks the approval of a variance to allow the reduction in the front yard
setback from 15 feet to approximately 10 feet, 13/16 inches, to allows the construction
of an enclosed garage in space presently occupied by an existing, exposed parking
deck.

State how you are an affected individual entitled to file this appeal:

Please see the attached "Affected Individual's Statement" which is incorporated hereby
by this reference as though set forth in fuil.

Did you speak at the public hearing when this item was considered? @ Yes
0 No

Did you submit written comments prior to the action on the item being appealed? A Yes
O No

For time limitations imposed for the various types of appeals, please refer to the Washoe County
Development Code (WCC Chapter 110) and Nevada Revised Statutes Chapter 278 (NRS 278).

APPELLANT AFFIDAVIT

CALIFORNIA
STATE OF NEVADA
LOS ANGELES
COUNTY OF WASHEE )

I, G. Thomas Fleming .
being duly sworn, depose and say that | am an appeliant seeking the relief specified in this petition and

that the foregoing statements and answers herein contained and the information herewith submitted are
in all respects complete, true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. | #derstand that no
assurance or guarantee can be given by staff of the Planning and Developrfient.

~
Signe

Address 715 Cristina /
Incline Village, NV 89450

Subscribed and swomn to before me this

(o dayof _JUNne n 20k .
_(Noiary stamp)
Q,{ KARLA KALLASORG
Lo Commission # 2115613

Notary Public in and for sa@unty and state Notary Public - Calitornia
Los Angeles County

My Comm, Expires Jul 12, 2018

LYMN

My commission expires:__| l |2 (\ %




STATEMENT OF REASONS
WHY BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
IN CASE No. VA16-003
DECISION WAS ERRONEOUS
AND SHOULD BE REVERSED



STATEMENT OF REASONS WHY BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT’S
DECISION WAS ERRONEOUS, AND SHOULD BE REVERSED;
AND THE APPLICATION SHOULD BE GRANTED

I, the undersigned, am the owner of the property commonly known as 715 Cristina,
Incline Village, Nevada (the “Property”). I am appealing the June 2, 2016 decision of the Washoe
County Board of Adjustment (the “Board”) denying my application in Variance Case Number
VA16-003 (Fleming Front Yard Setback), hereinafter the “Requested Variance.” I submit that the
Board’s 3 to 1 decision denying that Requested Variance was an abuse of the Board’s discretion,
and should be reversed, for the following reasons:

1. The Staff Report Failed to Inform the Board, and The Board Failed To Consider
Relevant Precedent In Support of the Requested Variance.

The Board of Adjustment Staff Report for this matter (dated May 12, 2016) states, at pages
7-8, that several “adjacent dwellings seem to be constructed in conformance with the required
setbacks.” The Staff Report completely fails, however, to mention that substantially identical
variance requests have been granted in recent years, for substantially identical purposes, on this
same street, including the subject property. The most relevant variances previously granted by the
Board include the following:

(a 715 Cristina, Maurice and Sheryl Verbrugge, Case No. V7-40-94 (previous owners

of the Subject Property): a substantially identical application’ for a variance for

an attached garage in the same location was made by the previous owners, and
granted by the Board of Adjustment. In approving a 4-foot reduction in the 15-foot
setback for construction of a garage (Case No. V7-40-94), the Board found, among
other reasons for approval, that:

“1. That due to the 26% slope of the property and [TRPA]

coverage requirements, the site chosen is the only

reasonable location for an enclosed garage;

! The previously-approved variance was almost identical to the request in the present case: the previously variance
for this same property allowed a 4-foot reduction in the front yard setback “from 15 feet to 11 feet to facilitate the
construction of a proposed garage . . . .” See Exhibit A, page 1. The two applications are different, in that the
previously plan sought to substantially expand the existing residence; the present plan does not.

Page|1



(b)

2. That the request will not create a detriment to scenic or
environmental character of the surrounding area, nor affect

lake views of the adjacent properties;

4. That granting the request will not constitute a grant of
special privileges . . ..” (Emphasis added.)

True and correct copies of Washoe County’s records reflecting the approval of the
variance request in Case No. V7-40-94 are attached as Exhibit A.

Nothing has changed since the variance was previously approved that should have
caused the current Requested Variance to not also be approved: the slope of the
parcel has not changed; the location of the existing home has not changed, nor has
the location of the existing parking deck (which is the location of the proposed
garage); and there has been no relevant change to NRS § 278.300(c) which would
support a different decision. When the Board learned of this previously-approved
variance at the hearing on June 2, 2016 (this material fact was omitted from the
Staff Report), the Chair wondered aloud, why should the same variance if
previously granted for this property be denied today? The Staff could only answer
that there are now “different personalities on the Staff, and on the Board of
Adjustment. Obviously, “different personalities” are not a valid basis for denying
the Requested Variance, when the same variance was previously approved by the
Washoe County Board of Adjustment (but has now expired).

701 Cristina, Philip and Randi Moore, Case No. VA0002-005 (neighbors to the east
of Applicant): Variance approved a 7-1/2-foot the reduction of the required front
yard set-back (from 15 feet to 7-1/2 feet) for the construction of a 2-car garage. The

Board found that the property’s 28% downslope justified a 7-1/2-foot variance,
which still “meets the minimum length of driveway/deck acceptable to the Washoe
County Roads Division . . . .” The garage constructed by the Moores pursuant to
this 7-1/2-foot variance is in use today; as the Board of Adjustment expressly found
when the 7-1/2-foot variance was approved, it does not create any “detriment to
scenic or environmental character of the surrounding area,” and that the granting of
the Moores® 7-1/2-foot variance does “not constitute a grant of special privileges

inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in the vicinity . . . .” The

Page | 2



Applicant in the present case agrees with those findings, and submits that the same
findings — and the granting of a substantially identical, but Jess extensive variance
(less than 5 feet) — should also be made in the present case.

True copies of the Washoe County records reflecting the approval of this substantially
identical variance request in case no. VA0002-005 are attached as Exhibit B.

Other examples of comparable variances granted to other similarly-situated homeowners
will be provided, if requested; the examples cited above are particularly relevant to the Requested
Variance, because these properties are all in close proximity to 715 Cristina; these parcels are all
located on the same south-facing slope, and all have slopes .well in excess 0f 20%. These examples
show that there is no objective, good-faith basis for the Board’s decision to deny the Requested

Variance after having granted the others.

5. The Staff Report, and The Board of Adjustment Failed To Consider the

“Extraordinary and Exceptional Situation or Condition” of the Subject Property,
Which Compels the Grant of the Requested Variance.

The Staff Report concluded that the subject parcel was neither exceptionally “narrow,” nor
exceptionally “shallow,” nor presented any “exceptional topographic conditions,” nor presented
any “other extraordinary and exceptional situation or condition.” Based upon that conclusion the
Staff Report recommended that the Requested Variance be denied. The Board of Adjustment, by
a vote of 3 to 1, essentially adopted the Staff’s conclusions and denied the Requested Variance.

However, the Staff Report (and the Board) failed to take into account several
“extraordinary and exceptional” aspects of the parcel, and of the existing improvements thereon,
which not only make the Requested Variance appropriate under Nevada Revised Statutes §
278.300, but should compel the grant of the Requested Variance. Those “extraordinary and
exceptional” conditions include the following:

(@)  Exceptional Steepness: the steepness of the Northern slope of the subject parcel
varies, from an average of 24% on the northwestern boundary to over 28% on the
northeastern boundary for the 20 feet inside the property line along the road (near
the site of the Requested Variance). There are 12’ wide sections within the set-
back area that have 50% slope. This is an “exceptional topographic condition”
which the Staff Report either ignored, or to which the Staff failed to give any
weight. (The Staff Report at page 7 states the “Staff has not been able to identify”

any such exceptional situation.)
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However, the extraordinary and variable steepness of the slope for homes
on Cristina was a material Jactor in the Board’s prior approval of substantially
identical variance applications for 715 Cristina (a 4-foot reduction in the 15-foot
setback for the subject parcel), as well as 701 Cristina (a 7-1/2-foot reduction for
the neighbor to the East), and others. (The Site Plan for the subject parcel, which
shows the exceptional steepness of the slope, is a part of the Staff Report which is
already a party of the record on this Appeal. As noted in the Staff Report, where a
slope is 20% or greater, a property owner may, as a matter or right, construct an
attached garage with a 15-foot setback. The slope of the subject parcel is
substantially steeper than 20%, justifying a reduction of the 15-foot setback (as
previously approved for both 701 Cristina, and 715 Cristina). The application seeks
a minor reduction of the 15-foot setback to 10 feet, 13/16 inches: a concession of
only 4 feet, 11-13/16 inches.) As noted in Part 1 above, the exceptional steepness
of the slope on Cristina was a material factor in the Board’s previous decisions to
grant variances for both the subject parcel, and 701 Cristina.

The failure of the Staff, and of the Board to consider the exceptional
steepness of this parcel as an “extraordinary and exceptional situation or condition”
warranting relief under NRS 278.300(1)(c) is in itself justification for reversal.

(b) Other Extraordinary and Exceptional Conditions of the Parcel, and the Existing

Improvements Thereon: NRS 278.300(1)(c) does not limit the Board’s power to
grant variances only in cases of a parcel’s “narrowness,” of “shallowness,” or
“shape.” Unfortunately, the Staff Report, and the Board’s decision, focused only
on those narrow criteria, and ignored other material, and “exceptional
extraordinary” conditions. As a result, the Board abused its discretion, and its
decision must be reversed.

NRS 278.300(1)(c) gives the Board broad discretion to consider any
“extraordinary and exceptional situation or condition of the piece of property™
which may justify a variance.? In the present case there are several “extraordinary

and exceptional” situations and conditions of the parcel, and the existing

? Please see the attached “Affected Individual’s Statement” for a description of the exceptional difficulties and
undue hardships which will result if the Requested Variance is denied. These difficulties and hardships were also
ignored by the Staff, and by the Board, but are relevant factors under NRS 278.300(c)(1).
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improvements thereon, which not only give the Board the authority to grant the

Requested Variance, but should compel them to do so:

(i)  The subject parcel is approximately 1/3 of an acre; the existing residence is
of modest size, and is situated entirely in the northeast corner of the parcel;
there is an existing, exposed parking deck which connects the existing
residence to the south edge of Cristina (street).

(1)  The existing home and parking deck are in disrepair, and sorely in need of
renovation; also, the exposed parking deck is an existing, non-conforming
use which the Requested Variance would cure, by covering the parking deck
with an enclosed garage.

(iii) ~ The owners (Applicant/Appellant) have planned a “responsible remodel”
which seeks nof to expand the footprint of the existing residence (as the
Staff Report incorrectly states), but to: remain within the “footprint” of the
existing residence; avoid covering more of the forest floor; avoid
unnecessary removal of trees; and fo cover the existing, exposed parking
deck with an attached garage, getting cars out of sight and off the street.

(c) The Requested Variance is a key component of that plan, as a usable attached
garage is not possible without the Variance.

(d)  The Staff’s only suggested solution was to build a detached garage. A detached
garage, as noted at page 9 of the Staff Report, could be constructed without a
variance, “and could be built up to the front of the property line,” with no “set-
back” at all.

(¢}  The construction of a detached garage, as suggested by the Staff, would require the
creation of a new, unwanted structure that would unnecessarily cover several
hundred square feet of the forest floor; it would require the removal of several
mature trees; it would cost substantially more; and it would substantially eliminate
the views across the western half of the subject property of the forest, and of Lake
Tahoe for our neighbors, as well as any vehicle or pedestrian traffic on Cristina.

All of the foregoing constitute “extraordinary and exceptional” conditions which not only

justify, but should compel the grant of the Requested Variance under NRS 278.300(c)(1). These
conditions were given no consideration either by the Staff, or by the Board of Adjustment, in their

decision to deny the Requested Variance.
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It is also important to consider the “practical difficulties” and “undue hardship” to the
owner, if the Requested Variance is not approved. Those are detailed in the attached “Affected
Individual’s Statement,” which is attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference. All
of those difficulties and hardships also were disregarded both in the étaff Report, and by the Board
of Adjustment,

The staff’ also pointed out a concern written by Clara Lawson of the engineering
department, but this “concern” has no application to the plans proposed by the Appellant/Owner.
The loss of snow storage would be a negative result if a detached garage, but »no loss of snow
storage will result from the Requested Variance. This is why Kimble Corbridge, also of the

engineering department, had “no comments for Road issues” (another material fact disregarded by

the Staff.)
Finally, NRS 278.300(c)(1) provides that the Board of Adjustment “has the power to
authorize a variance . . . if the relief may be granted without substantial detriment to the public

goed.” That is clearly the case here, but the Staff and the Board failed to consider the “public
good” in connection with the Requested Variance. The Requested Variance is not a detriment, but
a benefit to the “public good,” including (but not limited to) the owners, and their neighbors. This
is why both adjacent neighbors submitted letters in support of the Requested Variance; and not
one of the neighbors in the surrounding area submitted any objection to the Requested Variance.
For all of the foregoing reasons, the Board of Adjustment abused its discretion by failing
to consider several material, exceptional and extraordinary conditions of the subject property,

which resulted in the Board’s denial of the Requested Variance. That decision should be reversed.

Respectfully submitted

Dated: June 7 , 2016 67

G. Thomas Fleming
Appellant/Owner

(3¢ nexT gase )
Susan S. Fleming r
Appellant/Owner
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Individual’s Statement,” which is attached hereto and incorporated herein. All of those
difficulties and hardships also were disregarded in the Staff Report, and were also disregarded by

the Board of Adjustment.
Finally, NRS 278.300(c)(1) provides that the Board of Adjustment “has the power to authorize a
variance . . . if the relief may be granted without substantial detriment to the public good.” The

Staff and the Board failed to consider the “exceptional and extraordinary” factors set forth above,
as well as the detriment to the public good which will result, if the Requested Variance is not
granted. (See the Affected Individual’s Statement for a description.) The Requested Variance is
not a detriment, but a benefit to the “public good,” including (but not limited to) the owners, and
their neighbors. This is why both adjacent neighbors submitted letters in support of the
Requested Variance; and not one of the neighbors in the surrounding area submitted any
objection to the Requested Variance.

For all of the foregoing reasons, the Board of Adjustment abused its discretion by failing to
consider several material, exceptional and extraordinary conditions of the subject property,
which resulted in the Board’s denial of the Requested Variance. That decision should be
reversed.

Respectfully submitted

Dated: June 7/ , 2016 (‘S«-‘v ///'V?r“’ /4#}(]

G. Thomas Fleming
Appellant/Owner

o S

Susan S. Fleming
Appellant/Qwner
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STATEMENT



AFFECTED INDIVIDUAL’S STATEMENT

I, the undersigned, am an individual who is adversely affected by the June 2, 2016 decision
of the Board of Adjustment (the “Board™) to deny the “Requested Variance” which is the subject
of this Agreement. The exceptional practical difficulties and undue hardships that will result from
the denial of the Requested Variance are summarized as follows:

1. My wife and I are the owners of the subject property (715 Cristina). It is in need
of substantial repair, and renovation. We have saved for many years in order to remodel our home
in a responsible way. We both are now in our mid-60s, and plan to make 715 Cristina our
permanent, full-time residence upon our retirement. '

2. Our plan for a “responsible remodel” seeks: (a) not to expand our home, but to
work within the “footprint” of the existing structure; (b) to avoid removing trees unnecessarily;
(¢) to not obstruct our neighbors’ or the public’s views through the undeveloped western portion
of our parcel; and (d) fo cover the existing, exposed parking deck with an enclosed garage, both

Jor our own safely and convenience, and to get our cars out of sight and off the street. To
accomplish these goals, we need the Requested Variance.

3. My wife and I have spent a significant portion of our savings on our architect’s
plans for the “responsible remodel” described in paragraph 2, above. But those plans have been
delayed by the Board’s 3 to 4 vote to deny our variance request; and those plans may have to be
substantially revised, at additional cost, if the Requested Variance is not granted.

4, If the Requested Variance is not granted, our only viable alternative would be to
construct a detached garage on the western portion of our parcel, which presently is undeveloped.
I am advised that a detached garage could be constructed without a variance, and with little or no
set-back from the edge of the roadway. However, the construction of a detached garage would
present significant inconyenience, hardship, and even safety issues for me, and for my family, as
follows:

a) Walking from a detached garage to our home — especially as my wife and I reach
our 70°s and 80’s, and especially in snow — presents not just practical difficulties,
but also obvious safety issues. This safety issue also is of particular concern for
my 92-year-old father, who is a frequent guest in our home; those practical
difficulties would perhaps become impossibilities if a wheelchair or a “walker” is

required.



b) Construction of a detached garage not only entails greater expense for us, but would
result in an unwanted additional structure on our parcel. It would unnecessarily
cover several hundred square feet of the forest floor, which we prefer to leave ina
natural state.

¢} A detached garage would largely eliminate the down-slope views of the forest and
the lake, not just for us and our neighbors, but for any member of the public
walking, driving, or riding a bike on our street. This is a negative outcome and a
“detriment to the public good” that our “responsible remodel” seeks to avoid.

d) If a detached garage is built, it would also substantially eliminate the “snow
storage” availability of the western, undeveloped portion of our parcel. This
undeveloped area is currently utilized and helpful to Washoe County Roads during
the winter months, as there are few such places available along Cristina for snow

storage.

Photographs of the existing home and parking deck are attached hereto as Exhibit “D” for
the convenience of the Community Services Department. .

I respectfully submit that the ben;ﬁts of granting the Requested Variance are many — both
to my family and me, as well as our community, and to the public. Denial of the Requested
Variance deprives my family of those benefits, and will result in all of the hardships,
inconvenience, and safety issues described above. Conversely, no appreciable burden whatsoever
will result to anyone if the Requested Variance is granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Dated: June \7 , 2016 ,M

G. Thomas Fleming

I, Susan S. Fleming, am the spouse of G. Thomas Fleming; we jointly are the owners of
715 Cristina. All of the facts set forth above are true, and I respectfully request that the Requested

Variance be granted for all of the reasons described above.

Dated: June 2016 (“ser L’ [f249€ )

Susan S. Fleming




anyone if the Requested Variance is granted.
Respectfully submitted.

Dated: June ,2016 (")‘ec’ ﬂm, f@()

G. Thomas Fleming

I, Susan S. Fleming, am the spouse of G. Thomas Fleming; we jointly are the owners of 715
Cristina. All of the facts set forth above are true, and I respectfully request that the Requested
Variance be granted for all of the reasons described above.

Dated: Jupe ‘1 2016 M
Susan S. Fleming [ £



EXHIBIT “A”:

WASHOE COUNTY RECORDS
RE: CASE NO. V7-40-94

(VARTANCE GRANTED /715 CRISTINA)



QNASHOE COUgTY

“To Protect and To Serve”

WASHOE COUNTY BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

DEP ENT OF DEVELOPMENT REVIEW Davelopment Review (702] 328-6100

Michael A. Harper, AICP, Director Business Licensa Div. (702} 328-3733
MEM FAX (702] 328-3648
BERS:
BUI Hilke, Chalr Kam;‘i'%:fnﬂw
Stephen Amesbury Rlohan m‘;
FINAL ORDER

September 15, 1894

Maurice and Sharyl Ver Brugge
1180 Esgex Lane
Foster Clty, CA. 94404

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Ver Brugge:

At Its regular meeting of September 1, 1994 the Washoe County Board of Adjustment conditionally
approved (5 canditions) the following request:

- Varance Case No. V7-40-94: To rediice the requirad front yard sefback from 15 feet to 11
femtofaciimteﬂmconmcuono!a ed garage and remode! of an existing home.
The residance Is located at-715 Cristina Drive, Lot 17, Scotchwood Subdivision. The
+.363 acre parcel is desijnated Madium Density Suburban (MDS) Inthe Tahos Area Plan
and sltuated in a portion of Section 11, TI6N, R18E, MDM, Washoe County, Nevada.
(APN: 126-251-06)

Sharon Kves made tha staff prasentation. Slaff had recmmnwnded ‘conditional: approval: A
determination for speclal circumstances was made because tho front ha!f of the proporty had e
26% slope. Additionally, Tahoe Reglonal Planning Agency coverage requirements necessitated
utiiizing the existing parking deck. No nagathie Impacts wers found-to. be assoclatecl with the
request and ho adverse comments ware racaivad as a result of the dgency review.

Karin Highwood reported that the Incline Vilage/Crystal Bay Citizens Advisory Board had
recommanded approval of the variance requast on August 31, 1994,

Cralg Bonds, applicant's representative, statad that thay were In agreemant with the staff report
which Included the conditions for a hold harmiess agreement and garage door opener, and that he
was prasent to answer any questions,

Chalman Hilke opened the public hearing, and as no one appeared in favor or opposition, the
public hearing was declared closed.



Mawrice and Sheryl Brugge
Re: V¥7-40-94

Soptember 15, 1994—page 2

I Thatdua o the 26% slope of the property and Tahos Reglonel Plarining Agancy coverage
requlrmnemx, the slte'chosan is the only reasonable jocation for an enclosed garage:

% that the request wil not craate a detiiment to scenic or ervironmental character of the
surrounding area, nor affect the lake views of the adjacant propertias:

& that the voquest s corlstart withthe polses, action programs, siandards and maps of
the Comprehensive Plan and the Tahoe Area Plan; |

4. mmdemeamamemmmmm
tha limitations ‘upon other propertias in the viclnity and the Medium Density Suburban
(MDS) land use designation; and

S thatthe Board gave reasoned conskleration to the kiformation coftained within the staff

reportand Information recelved during the meating,

Aanoappemsnavabeanmadmmaﬁmapé’uodsﬁpmlnmwm County Developmont
Code, the decislon of the Board of Adjustment s final

Yours truly,

Mchad 4.

Michaal A. Hasper, AIGP
Development Review Pirector and
Secretary to the Board of Adjustment
MAH/SK/ma N{OGMFO)

- Attachments: Conditions

xc: Rusty Nash, Deputy DA.: Judy Ramos, Assessors Office; Regional Transportation
Cmmn!eslon:CralgBondx.P.O.Boxmi.!ndIneVmaaB.NV 89450




Maurice and Sheryl \Qsmggo
Re: V7-40-84
September 15, 1684-page 3

CONDITIONS
for
VARIANCE CASE NO.V7-40-84

{As approved by the Board of Adjustment at ks moeting on September 1, 1584)

ALL CONDITIONS MUST BE MET OR FINANCIAL ASSURANCES MUST BE PROVIDED TO
SATISFY THE CONDITIONS PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF A BUILDING PERMIT, UNLESS
OTHERWISE SPECIFIED.

COMPLIANCE WITH THE CONDITIONS OF THIS VARIANCE {3 THE RESPONSIBILITY OF
THE APPLICANT, HIS SUCCESSOR IN INTEREST, AND ALL OWNERS, ASSIGNEES, AND
OCCUPANTS OF THE PROPERTY AND THEIR SUCCESSORS IN INTEREST. FAILURE TO
COMPLY WITH ANY CONDITIONS IMPOSED IN THE ISSUANCE OF THE VARIANCE MAY
RESULT IN THE INSTITUTION OF REVOCATION PROCEDURES.

ALL AGREEMENTS, EASEMENTS OR OTHER DOCUMENTATION REQUIRED BY THESE
CONDITIONS SHALL HAVE A COPY FILED WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT
HEVIEW.

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

GENERAL CONDITIONS

The appiicant shall ohteln a valid Washoe County bullding permit or other administrative
permii in the time parfod sat forth as follows:

a Far projects which requiro a Tahoe Regiona! Planning Agency (TRPA} penmik,
within one year from the date of approval by TRPA; or

b. For projects which require a TRPA permit and which have TRPA approval (or
conditional approval), within one year from the date of approval by the Washoe
County Board of Adjustment; or

c For projects which do not require a TRPA parmit, within one yaar from the date of
approval by the Washoe County Board of Adjustment.

The applicant shall commence and complote construction In accordance with the time
perioda required by said permit(s).

2 The applicant shall demonstrate substantial conformance with the plans approved as part
of this variance. Modification to the site plan may require amendment to and reprocessing
of the variance. Conformance shall be determined by the Dapartment of Davelopmant
Review.



Mauwrice and Sheryl \Dﬁmgga .
Ro: V7.40-94

Seplomber 1%, 1854~page 4

3 Ammwmwmm'swmuwwmmmmmmmmumm
pommit a IssuedbyWasimCoum Bullding plans wil not bo reviewed unless
ﬂmﬁwmmﬂmphnmaﬂadmd. '

4. mwmmmamwm.ﬁmammmmwsm
formmmu:m!pwms. Aoopyofmolgmmwﬂbemnmgdmﬂm
Dwmmwdnmwmammmmmmmmumapﬁm

§. mmmmmmnmmmm@mmm-wmmmmda
Ceniﬂcamof%pancybywmﬂecwztyau!dmmsmtynhdsm



washoe county development review

Agenda ltem No: 1
Staff Recommendation: CONDITIOMAL APPROVAL

To: Members of the Washoe County Board of Adjustment
- He: Variance Case No. V7-40-94
Date: August 22, 1994 Propared By: SK

Applicant: Maurice & Chenyl Ver Brugge

Requested Action: - To rediic he required front yard sethack from 15 feet to 11 feet to faciiitate

the constriction of a proposed garage: ‘and ‘remodel 'of an-existing home. “The reaidance 1 located
at 715 Cristina Drive, Lot 17, Scotchwood Subdivision. The +.383 acre parced Is dasignated
Medium Density Suburban (MDS) in the Tahoe Area Plan and situated In a portion of Sectlon 11,

T16N, R18E, MDM, Washae County, Nevada, (APN: 128-251-06)

Based upon the staff analysls, comments recelved, and the site ingpection, staff recommends
conditional approval of tha request and offers the following motion for your considaration:

The Washge Courty Board of Adjustmant condi&onﬁl!y approves Variancs Case
No. V7-40-94 having inade the findings:

1. That due to the 26% slope of the property and Tahoe Reglonal
Planning Agency coverage requiremants, the aite chosen is the only’
reascnable location for an enclosed garage;

2. that the request wiil not create a detriment to scenic or environmensial
character of the swrounding area, nor affect the lake views of the

adjacent properties;

3. that the request Is consistent with the policies, actlon programs,
standards and maps of the Comprehensive Plan and the Tahoe Area
Plan;

4. that granting of the request will not constitute a grant of special
privilages incansistent with the limiations upon other properties In the
vicinlty and the Medium Denshy Suburban (MDS} land use
deslgnation; and



washoe county development review

Waghoa County Baars Adfustmont

Re:

Varlance Case No. V7-40-94 (Maurice & Cheryl Ver Brugge)

August 22, 1984 — page 2

5. mmaﬂmmmmmmwonmmafriumﬁm
mmmmammnmimmmwuumm

This exlsting residence was bullt in 1977. 1t consists of 1724 squars feet comprising three
bedrooms and two baths. Thsow::arlspfoposlngammdei/addﬁionm upgrada the axiating
. home and Increase the size » more In keaping with the evolving character of the eagt
stope of Incline Village.

Currently, a first story foundatlon exists for a detachad garage which was never completad. This
unfinished portion will be integrated into the remodel. This remodel addition would increase the
square footage of the homa by approximately 2,000 square feet, bringing the tatal square footage
to 3,722 square feet. In addition, a garage would ba constructad over the existing parking deck.

—

Tha frant half of the proparty has & 26% slope, The sits cha
provice an enclosed garage with & ‘driveway Under 14% ag

n s the only feaslble location to'
required by Washos Courty.

‘Additionally, Tahoe Reglonal Planning Agency coverage requiremérts necesshate utilizing the

exlsting pariing deck,

compactvahfdeoffpavememtoaccessmegarage. but a garage door opener Is requested for
larger vehicular access. The gamage location does not Interfere with line of sight for vehicular traflic
an Cristina Drive. )

ThammoddwﬂlnvdveasithmmlmﬁadﬂmmﬂmMﬂdﬂsamem
year old mountain home. Hawevar,mlsmoﬂndlnawﬂagelsbehgmdwdopod Into far larger
astate-gize homes. mmw«mimmmm-mmmmmmammpem
Incline Village, NonagaﬂveimpacmwmfmmwbeasmchdeMmamquest

Agency Comments: The piana were submitted to Invoived agencies and no advarse comments
were racaived. WaaheromuyEngimenngDNblondoesmqlmmehs:dhﬂondagamgedw

Incline Vilage General Improvement District reports no impact to IVGID utlitles for the garage
addition. The applicant Is cautionsd to contact that agency prior to the remodal of the exiating
dweﬁhgwhichwﬂ!mquiremassmmunfsawlcatoﬂmmﬂmmoompliancewithaﬁNGID
Ordk‘ancas,ﬂulesandﬁagl,ﬂauons. :



washoe county development revie

Washoe County Board?Aﬂiuﬂmem o
Re:  Variance Case No. V7-40-94 (Maurice & Cheryl Ver Brugge)
August 22, 1994 ~ page 3

Nevada Revised Statutes Chapter 278; Washoe County Code Chapter 110

SK (V4024S)
Attachments: Conditions, Maps.

XC:  Maurice & Sharyl Ver Brugge, 1180 Essex Lane, Foster City, CA 84404, Cralg Bonds, P. O.
Box 4071, Incline Vilage, NV 89450



washoe county development review

Washoe County Boam.Ad]ustmem .

Re:

Varlance Case No. V7-40-94 (Maurice & cheﬁd Ver Brugge)

August 22, 1994 - page 4

CONDITIONS
for
VARIANCE CASE NO. V7-30-84

ALL CONDITIONS MUST BE MET OR FINANCIAL ASSURANCES MUSY BE PROVIDED TO
SATISFY THE CONDITIONS FRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF A BUILDING PERMIT, UNLESS
OTHERWISE SPECIFIED. '

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

ALL AGREEMENTS, EASEMENTS OR OTHER DOCUMENTATION REQUIRED BY THESE
CONDITIONS SHALL HAVE A COPY EILED WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT
REVIEW.

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

GENERAL CONDITIONS

1. The applicant shall obtain a valid Washoe County bullding permit-or cther adminlstrative
pemiit In the time perlod set forth as follows:

a. For projacts which require a Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) permit,
wiﬂthaywﬁemﬁadmdappmﬂbyTRPA:or

b. FmpmmmhmmamAmammmmmapprmmr
wwhwamwan,m“ywmthadmedwwrmwbm
CowuanmﬂofAd}tmmm;or

c ForpmiecuwhlchdonotmquﬁaamPApom&.'WMﬁnoneyearfrmnlhedmuf
apprwalbymoWasthmmtyBoarddAd]mm

Thaapﬂbam%mmmmﬂmﬂmwmmhnhawmdmmtmum
Deﬂndsmqrﬁredhyeﬂdpmnl{s)- .

of this vartance. Mwﬁﬁﬂmmmmmmmwmmmwm

of the varlance. shall ba determined by the Department of Davelopment
Reviaw.

3. Acopyafthevaﬂance'sﬁmlnrderarﬂappmvedmpiansmboatlachadtoaltbuﬁdhg

permit applications Issued by Washoe County. Bullding plans will not be reviewed unless
the final order and site plan are attached.



washoe county development review

Washoe County Boar’kdiushnem .
Re:  Variance Case No. V7-40-94 {Maurice & Cheryl Vor Bruga o)
August 22, 1994 - page 5

4. The applicant shall execute & hold-harmiess agreement with the District Attomey's office
for snow removal purposes. A copy of the agreement shall be submitted to the
Department of Development Review prior to the submittal of a bullding permit application,

8 The applicant shall install an automatic garage door opener prior to issuance of a
Certificate of Occupancy by Washoe County Bullding and Safety Division.
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EXHIBIT “B”:

WASHOE COUNTY RECORDS
RE: CASE NO. VA-0002-05

(VARIANCE GRANTED /701 CRISTINA)



Washoe County
Bepartinent of
ommenify
Developatent

1001 E.Ninh St, Mldg A
Post Offico Box 11130
Reoo, NV 89520-0027
Tel: T75-323-3600
Fax: 775-328-3648

Washee County
Board of
Adjustment

Bill Hilke, Chair
Frank Petersen

V. Chair

Neal Cobb

Jane Maxfield
Richard Tanaehill

Robert W. Sellnan
Director

ACTION ORDER

April 10, 2000

Phillip and Randi Moore
PO Box 9246

Incline Village, NV 89452

Dear Applicant;

The Washoe County Board of Adjustment, at its regular meeting of April 6, 2000, approved

with seven (7} conditions:

VARIANCE - CASE NO, VAQ002-005 -(PHILLIP AND RANDI ‘MOORE) — To vary the
réduired setbacks within Section 110:406,05. 1 to reduce the front yard setback from 15 feet
to 7% feet. The request will facilitate the construction of 1,797 square feef to an existing
2,329 square foot residence (4,126 total), a new twn-car garage (496 squarc fect) and 459
square feet of new deck areas. The.property is located ‘at 701 Cristina Drive, Lot 11,
Seotchwood Subdivision, 41,5 miles north of the intersection of Country Club Drive and

. Tahoe Boulevard (SR 28). The +.368-acre-parcel is designated Medium Density Suburban

(MDS) in the Tahoe Area Plan within Washoe County Commissioner District No. 1, and
situated in 2 portion of Section 10, T 6N, RISE, MDM, Washoe County, Nevada {APN:
126-251-12)

The approval of the variance was based on the following findings:-

1. That- the property has a downslope in excess of 28%dnd the reduction of the front
 yard setback from the' required. distance of fifteen féet.to 7% feet will provide a
distance of: fifteen feet from: ‘the edge of the pavenient fo'the garage. This distance
meets the minimum - length” of - ‘driveway/déck acceptable ‘to ‘the Washoe County
Roads Division to provide two guest parking spaces for the residence in addition to -
the two enclosed garage spaces since off-street parking in the vicinity is lumted due

to the narrow configuration of the street;

2. That the request will. not'create a detriment: 19 scenic or. environmental character of
the surrounding ares, nor affect the lake views of the adjacent properties. Doveloped
properties on ¢ither side of the subject property have Jake views towards the west. In
addition, the property across the street is & through lot with existing development
along the Fairview Drive frontage located at a much higher elevation;

3. That no applicable policies exist to make the finding of consistency or non-
consistency with the policies, action programs, standards and maps of the
Comprehensive Plan and the Tahoe Arca Plan;

4, That granting of the rcquesé will not constitute a grant of special privileges
inconsistent with the limitations upon ather propetties in the vicinity and the -
Medium Density Suburban {(MDS) land use designation; and

5. That the Board gave reasoned consideration to the information contained within the
staff report and information received during the meeting,




To: Phillip and i Moore .
Re: VADD02-00

April 10, 2000

Page 2

If no appeals have been ‘filed in the time period stipulated in the Washoe County
Development Cade, the decision by the Board of Adjustment is final,

Yours truly,

Al )

Robert W. Seliman
Director, Washoe County Community Development
Secretary to the Board of Adjustment

RWS/MD/km (VAQ002-005F1)
Appliowst:  Phillip and Randi Moore, PO Box 9245, Incline Village, NV 89452
Repregentative: Wayne Ford, PO Box 4775, Incline Village, NV 89450

Agencies: Incline Village/Grystal Bay Citizen's Advisory Board; Incline Village
General Improvement District, James Bamnes, DA’s Office; Judy Ramos,
Assessor’s Office; John Faulkner, Chief Appraiser, Assessor’s Office; Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency, Post Office Box 103 8, Zephyr Cove, NV 89448-
1038; North Lake Tahoe Fire Protection District; 866 Oriole Way, Incline
Village, NV 89451-9439




To: Phillip and t Moore : . .
Re: VA0002-005 . i :
April 10, 2000 ' '
Page3
%
GONDITIONS FOR
VARIANCE CASE NO. VA0002-005
MOORE

(As approved by Washoe County Board of Adjustment
at its meeting on April 6, 2000)

*IMPORTANT—PLEASE READ*

UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED, ALL CONDITIONS MUST BE MET OR FINANCIAL
ASSURANCES MUST BE PR@VIDED TO SBATISFY THE COND|TIONS PRIOR TO
SUBMITTAL FOR A BUILDING PERMIT.: THE AGENCY RESPONSIBLE FOR
DETERMINING COMPLIANCE WITH.- A SFEGIFIC CONDITION SHALL DETERMINE
WHETHER THE CONDITION MUST BE FULLY COMPLETED OR WHETHER THE
AFPLICANT SHALL BE OFFERED THE! OFTION OF PROVIDING FINANGIAL
ASSURANCES. ALL AGREEMENTS, EASEMEMTS OR OTHER DOCUMENTATION
REQUIRED BY THESE CONDITIONS SHALL, HAVE A COPY FILED WITH THE COUNTY
ENGINEER AND THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNlTY DEVELOPMENT

COMPLIANCE WITH THE CONDIT IONS OF THIS VARIANCE I8 THE RESPONSIBILITY
OF THE APPLICANT, AND ALL OWNERS, ASSIGNEES, AND OCCUPANTS OF THE
PROPERTY AND THEIR SUCCESSORS IN Ier EREST. FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH
ANY CONDITIONS IMPOSED IN THE ISSUANCE OF THE VARIANCE MAY RESI.ILT IN
THE INSTITUTION QF REVOCAT!ON PROCEDURES.

ANY OPERATiONAL CONDI‘I'IONS IMPOSED BY TO THIS VARIANCE APPROVAL ARE
SUBJECT TO REVIEW BY THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PRICR
TO THE ANNUAL RENEWAL OF A BUSINESS LICENSE. FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH
THE CONDITIONS MAY RESULT iN WITHI-‘OLDING RENEWAL OF THE BUSINESS
LICENSE UNTI. THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT HAS
DETERMINED GOMP!.IANCE HAS BEE ACHIEVED

ALL CONDITIONS LISTED WITHIN THIS [APPROVAL MUST BE SATISFIED TO
EFFECTUATE THIS VARIANCE APPROVAL. THE PROPERTY OWNER AND/OR
APPLICANT ARE.RESPONSIBLE FOR COMPLYING WITH ALL RELEVANT RULES,
REGULATIONS, DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, POLICIES AND PROCEDURES OF
WASHOE COUNTY. WASHOE COUNTY RF.TA[NS THE RIGHT TO ENFORCE AlLL

APPLICABLE ORDINANCES THAT ARE NOT IWANED OR VARIED BY THE APPROVAL
OF THIS APPLICATION.

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

GENERAL C ITTONS

1. The applicant shall obtain a wvalid Washee County building permit or other
administrative permit in the time penodlseft forth as follows:

a For projects which require a !Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA)
permit, within one year from the date of approval by TRPA; or

)

%
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Re: VA0002.00
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@

i
b. For projects whith require a TRPA permit and which have TRPA approval
(or conditional approval), within one year from the date of approval by
Washoe County; !ur i

G For projects whiéh do not .requ‘ra a TRPA permit, within one year from the
date of approval by Washoe Copnty; or
: i
d.  The applicant shdll commence jand complets construction in accordance with
the time periods fequited by said permit(s).

The applicent shall demonstrate substagtial conformane with the plans approved as
part of this variance. ification to the site plan may require amendment to and
reprocessing of the variance, Conformance shall be determined by the Department
of Community Developmient. i

A copy of the Final Order and approved site plan for the variance shall be attached to
all building permit applications issuod by Washoo County. Building plans will not
be reviewed unless both the Final Order and site plan are attached. :

The applicant shall execiito a hoid—hamin!ess agreemont with the District Attorney’s
office for snow removal purposes. A copy of the agreement shall be submitted to the
Department of Community Developmet prior to the issnznce of a building permit.

The applicant shall install an awtomatid garage door opener prior to the issuance of
the certificate| of acoupancy from Wakhue County Building and Safety Division.
Compliznce this condition shall be|determined by the staff of the Department of
Commurtity evelopment .

The use of sh?aw bales i"or either teml:orary erosion control or mulch material is

used and shall

~ prohibited. A rote shall Be placed on the building plans stating that straw will not be

show au dlternative temporary. crosion- control method and mulching
material. Compliance with this condition shall be determined by the staff of the
Depamnensg:‘,{](!ommung Davclnpmeét.

The applicant shall complete a Washoe County encroachment permit prior to the
issuance of a building pesmit. Compliajice with this condition shall be determined
By the staff of the Departinent of Public{ Works, Road Division. ‘

& |
?




Agenda [tem No: 7
Staff Recomimendation: PARTIAL

| CONDITIONAL
APPROVAL
' WASHOE COUNTY BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
STAFF REPORT
To: Members of the WashoeiCounty Board|of Adjustment
Re: Variance Case No. VA(002-005
Date: April 6, 2000

Prepared By: Maryarin Deflaven

" GENERAL INFORMATION SUMMARY

Applicant: Phillip and Randi Moare

Requested Action: To vary the required isetbacks withih Section 110.406,05.1 to reduce the front

yard setback from 15 feet to 7% feet and to allow the
from two feet to four feet at the ridge of the garage. Th
1,797 square feet to an existing 2,329 square foot resig
(496 square feet) and 459 square feet of hew deck ares
Drive, Lot 11, Scotchwood Subdivision} +1.5 miles
Drive and Tahoe Boulevard (SR 28). |The +.368-aci
Suburban (MDS) in the Tahoe Area Plah within Wash
and situated in a portion of Section 10,: TI6N, RI8E,
126-251-12).

i

increase in the permissible roof overhang
» request will facilitate the construction of
lence (4,126 total), a new two-car garage
5. The property is located at 701 Cristina

n[arth of the intersection of Country Club

e parce] is designated Medium Density
oe County Commissioner District No. 1,
MDM, Washoe County, Nevada (APN:

RECOMMENDATIONS

FINDINGS

Based upon the staff analysis, comments received
partial approval of the request with the dttached con
your consideration:

d the site inspcction,.staff recommends
i

ions and offers the following motion for

The Washoe County Board of Adjustment p

mitially conditionally approves the

reduction of the front yard setbatk for construdtion of the garage and denies the

increase of the fromt garage overhang from
Case No. VA0002-005 having mgde the followi
N 1

1.

o feet to four feet for Variance
g findings:

That the property hasia downslope| in excess of 28% and the

reduction of the front yard setback from the required distance of
fifieen feet to 74 feet will provide a distance of fifteen feet from the

’



Washioe County Board of Adjustﬁ:ent
Varlance Case No. VA0002-005
Aprit 6, 2000~ Page 2

edge of the pavement to the garage. This distance meets the
minimum Jength of driveway/deck adceptable to the Washoe County
Roads Division tod(%rovidc two guest parking spaces for the
residence in addition to the two endlosed garage spaces since off-

street parking in the vicinity is! lmited due to the marrow .
configuration of thc] street,  In pddition, there is no special

circumstance such as gize, shape or pography of the property that
warrants approval of the increase of the roof overhang at the front of
the garage from two féet to four fcct;:'

that the request will not cremI a detriment to scemic or
environmerjtal character of'the surronding ares, nor affect the lake
views of the adjacenr properties, Developed properties on either
side of theisubject property have lake views towards the west. ‘In
addition, the property across the strept.is a through lot with existing
development along thé Fairview Drive frontage located at a much

higher elevation;

or non-~consistency with the policies,

i

action programs, standards and

3. thatno apﬁ}icable policies exist to jlzkc the finding of consistency

maps of the Comprehensive Plan an

privileges ihconsistent) with the 1i

the Tahoe Area Plan;

tions upon other properties in

“ 4. that granting of the tuest will ml: constitute a grant of special
mi

the vicinity and the
- designation} and

edibm Density Suburban (MDS) land use

5. that the Bpard gave|reasoned corsideration to the information

contained within the s

meeting.

taff réport and information received during the
{

ANALYSIS

 Background:

The subject property is located on the west side of] Cristina Drive near its intersection with
Fairview Drive. A majority of the Jots devéloped along Cristina Drive are located on the west
side of the street on a downslope. These propertics have views towards the west of Lake Tahoe.
An existing residence is located on the! north side of] the subject lot, and the United States of
America (United Stateg Forcs5t_ Service) t%wx}s the vacant lot located to the south. ‘

The property measures approximately 87 féet wide and 184 feet deep {approximately 16,000
square fect). There is an existing residénce on the prpperty that measures approximately 2,329
square feet in size. The residénce was constriteted in 1979 and there is currently no garage on the
property, only an uncovered parking deck, Al of the existing residence and proposed addition is
located on the front half of the properiy due 1o the slope of the lot.



Washoe County Board of Adjusrmc!,
Yariance Case No. YA0002.005
April 6, 2000 - Page 3

Special Circamstances/Hardship:

The property-has a slope in excess of 28% for the frant half of the lot (facing Cristina Drive).
The closer the garage and addition is conjtructed to the roadway, the lower the amount of grading
and impervious coverage required becl;gxse of the reduction in driveway length. The request
meximizes the size of the home, mi:{imizcs the amount of coverage required and allows
construction of a two-car garage where o’Pe did not exist previously. ' )

! @
|

Impaets: !

Cristina Drive is a narrow, winding rogd in Incline Village. There is minima! opportunity to
park, store snow or even pags vehicles in certain portigns of the roadway during the winter with :
snow berms. The Board of Adjustment has granted yariance to’ construct garages for existing
residences closer than fifteen feet from the cdge of the pavements. |, Staff has recommended -
approval and the Board of Adjustment has granted japproval based on the premise that the
construction of the garage improves conditions on the rpadway by: a) providing enclosed garages

- for safety, b) removing parked cars flom the roadway, c) does not exacerbate the existing
roadway conditions and d) never reduces available parking opportunities.

In the case of new construction, the Roaés Division and Department of Community Development
staff reviews the request undet different $tandards. The addition of the enclosed garage and guest
parking in the driveway will provide an opportunity to park cars on the property and not on
Cristina Drive. Roads Divisions requests a minimum of fifteen feet from the edge. of the
pavement to the garage structure in Incline Village. The applicant has provided fifteen feet to the
edge of the pavement on their application request.

In addition to the reduced setback requ‘t)st, staff has geviewed the request to increase the roof
overhang above the proposed garage from two fest to four feet. Staff has recommended that this
portion of the request not be approved |because therclis no special circumstance such as size,
shape or topography that relates to this feature. It is péssible to construct the garage without the
. additional roof overhang and due to the fact that it is ohly proposed at the ridge, it is most likely
an architectural element of the proposed : roject. .

Recently, the use of siraw bales for either temporary drosion Gontrol.or mulch has resulted in a
situation where noxious Wweeds have been transported into the Lake Tahoe basin. As such,
alternatives to straw bales are recommengled such as pine needle filter fabric, pine needles/duff or
wood mulches, Therefore, the conditionls of appraval restrict the use of straw bales and require
an altethative form of erosion control or ﬁnulching.

Agency Comments:

The Department of Public Works, Roads Division hag included a2 condition that the applicant
applies for a Washoe County encroact ent permit [for snow removal purposes. No other
department has included conditions of apProval.

Citizen Advisory Board Commenis:

Incline Village/Crystal Bay Citizen’s Advisory Board meets the fright prior to the Board of
Adjustment meeting. The concerns of the Citizen's Advisory Board will be presented at the
Board of Adjustment meeting. .
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_ \ Vicinity Map
Variance Case No. VAD002-005

“{ 701 Cristina Drive.
N .

A 400 : _ )

04/06/00




Washoe County Eoard of Adjustmel,
Varlance Case No. VADOD2-005 -
April 6, 2000 - Page 8

LAND USE SUMMARY

Land Use Desigaation: Medium Density Suburban

Development Suitability Constraints: Slopes in exces of 20%

Allowed Use Type:

Section 110.304,15 — Residential Use Types. The Table of Uses, 110.302.05.1, allows single-

family residential units and/or additions with the issuanc

Adjacent Land Use Compatibility:

e of 2 Building Permit.

The adjacent land use designations for the parcels s rounding the subject property, and their

compatibility with the proposed land use designation o

Medivm Density Subarban, are listed

in Figure 1. The “High” land use compatibility rating [with the surrounding land uses generally
indicates that minimal-conflicts could occur with adjacent land uses, and little or no, screening or
buffering measures are necessary. The “Medium” {land use compatibility rating generally

indicates that limited screening and buffering is neces

indicates significant sereening and buffering is nec Iy,

ary, The “Low” fand use compatibility

Figure 1
ADJACENT PARCELS COMPATIBILITY WITH MEDIUM DENSITY SUBRUBAN
Direction Land Use Designation Land Use Compatibility
North Medium Density Suburban High
South Medium Density Suburban High
East . Medium Density Sujurban ___High
West Medium Density Suﬂurban . High

Source:
and Transportation Element.

Area Plan Modifiers: Tahoe Modifiers
Two parking spaces required, one of w

Two enclosed parking spaces provided
No handicapped spaces required

Pairklug:

Landscaping: No landscape area required

Table 3, Land Use bomﬁatibility Matrix of the adopted Washoe County Comprehensive Plan Land Use

ich must be enclosed
nd two open spaces on parking deck

Nbo landscaping provided
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Washoe County Board of Adjustment .
Viariance Case No. YAQ002-00% )
April 6, Z000 —Page 6

APPLICABLE REGULATIONS

Nevada Revised Statutes Chapter 278; Washoe County
MAD (VAQ002-005) '

Code Chapter 110

Attachments: Conditions, Maps, Site Plan, Floor Plan, Elevations.

XC:  Applicant: Phillip and Randi Moore
Representative: Wayne Ford
Agencies: Incline Village/Crystal Bay'Citizen®
Improvement District

E Advisory Board; Incline Village General '




Washee County Board of Adjustment
Varlance Case No, VAQO02-005 -
April 6, 2000 - Page 7 ’

CONDITIONS

to

VARIANCE CASE NO.

Y A0062-005

{As recommended by Department of Com
attached to Staff Report dated

mpunity Development and
April 6, 2000)

The applicant shall obtain a valid Washoe Couub building permit or other administrative

permit in the time period set forth.as follows:

a,’ For projects which require a Tahoe Re
within one year from the date of approv;

b. For projects which require a TRPA pel
conditional approval), within one year
County; or

c. For prc;jects which do nol require a TR]

of approval by Washoe County; or

d. The applicent shall commence and com
time periods required by said permit(s).

The applicant shall demonstrate substantial conf
of this variance. Modification to the site

reprocessing of the variance. Conformance sh
Community Development.

A copy of the Final Order and approved site pla

bional Planning Agency (TRPA) permit,
al by TRPA,; or '

lmit and which have TRPA approval (or
from the date of approvel by Washoe
DA permit, within one year from the date

plete construction in accordance with the

formance with the plans approved as part
plan may require- amendment to and
il be determined by the Department of

n for the variance shall be attached to all

building permit applications issued by Washd

e County. Building plans will not be

reviewed unless both the Final Order and site plan are attached.

THe applicant shall execute a hold-harmless agréement with the District Attorney’s office

for snow remmoval purposes. A copy of th
Department of Community Development prior

The applicant shal) install an automatic garage
certificate of occupamcy from Washoe C¢
Compliance with this condition shall be detem
Community Development )

agreement shall be submitted to the
the issuance of a building permit.

door opener prior to the issuance of the
unty Building and Safety Division.
nined by the staff of the Department of
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6.’ The use of straw bates for either temporary ezosion control or mulch material is
prohibited. A note shall be placed on the b ilding plans stating that straw will not be
used and shall show an alternative temporﬁry erosion control method and mulching
material. Compliance with this condition jshall be determined by the staff of the
Department of Community Development, '

[}

7 The applicant .shali complete a Washoe County encroachment permit prior to the

issuance.of a building permit. Compliance with this condition shall be determined by the
staff of the Department of Public Works, Roads Division.
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PHOTOGRAPHS OF GARAGE

CONSTRUCTED WITH 7%-FOOT REDUCTION
OF 15-FOOT SETBACK PER
VARIANCE IN CASE NO. VA0002-005
(701 CRISTINA)






PHOTOGRAPHS OF EXISTING
RESIDENCE AND PARKING DECK
(715 CRISTINA)
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