WASHOE COUNTY

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
Meeting Minutes

Board of Adjustment Members Thursday, August 4, 2016
l.ee Lawrence, Chair 1:3C p.m.
Kim Toulouse, Vice Chair

Kristina Hill Washoe County Administration Complex
Brad Staniey Commission Chambers
Clay Thomas 1001 East Ninth Street
William Whitney, Secretary Reno, NV

The Washoe County Board of Adjustment met in regular session on Thursday,
August 4, 2016, in the Washoe County Administrative Complex Commission Chambers, 1001 East Ninth
Streei, Reno, Nevada.

1. *Determination of Quorum

Chair Lawrence called the meeting to order at 1:33 p.m. The following members and staff were present:

Members present: Lee Lawrence, Chair
Kristina Hill
Brad Stanley
Clay Thomas
Members absent; Kim Toulouse, Vice-Chair
Staff present: Eva Krause, AICP, Planner

Trevor Lloyd, Senior Planner, Planning and Development
Willliam Whitney, Director, Planning and Development
Nathan Edwards, Deputy District Attorney, District Attorney’s Office
Donna Fagan, Recording Secretary, Planning and Development
2. *Pledge of Allegiance

Chair Lawrence led the pledge to the flag.

3. *Ethics Law Announcement
Deputy District Attorney Edwards recited the Ethics Law standards,

4, *Appeal Procedure
Mr. Whitney recited the appeal procedure for items heard before the Board of Adjustment.

5. *Public Comment

Cathy Brandhorst spoke on items of interest to her.

6. Approval of Agenda

In accordance with the Open Meeting Law, Member Stanley moved to approve the agenda of August 4,
2016. The motion, seconded by Member Thomas, passed four in favor and none opposed.
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7. Possible action to approve June 2, 2016 Draft Minutes

Member Hill moved to approve the minutes of June 2, 2016 as written. The motion was seconded by
Member Thomas and passed four in favor, none opposed.

8. Public Hearings

A. Special Use Permit Case Number SB16-008 (Tracy Ecosystem Restoration Phase il) — Hearing,
discussion, and possible action to approve a special use permit to allow grading in connection with a
river restoration project to restore a flood plain area to a more natural state, including +107,000 cubic
yards of excavation and approximately 24 acres of disturbed area.

o Applicant: The Nature Conservancy

o Property Owner: The Nature Conservancy,
Sierra Pacific Power Company,
United State of America

e Location: Along the Truckee River downsiream from the
Tracy Power Plant, via USA Parkway

¢ Assessor's Parcel Number: 084-212-06, 084-120-27, 084-212-05

e Parcel Size: £89.34 acres

+ Master Plan Category: Rural (R)

e Regulatory Zone: General Rural (GR)

* Area Plan: Truckee Canyon

» Citizen Advisory Board: East Truckee Canyon

¢ Development Code: Authorized in Article 436 Grading

¢ Commission District: 4 - Commissioner Hartung

e Section/Township/Range: Sections 27, 28, 33, and 34, T20N, R22E, MDM,
Washoe County, NV

o Staff: Eva M. Krause, AICP, Planner

Washoe County Community Services Department
Planning and Development Division

¢ Phone: 775-328-3628

e E-mail: ekrause@washoecounty.us

Chair Lawrence opened the public hearing. Eva Krause reviewed her staff report dated July 15, 2016.

Member Stanley asked what affects can be expected downstream. Ms. Krause said it would improve the
water quality, restore the natural habitat and increase accessibility to the river bank.

Chair Lawrence asked, who specifically, the United States of America agency is. Ms. Krause answered
the Bureau of Land Management (BLM).

Mickey Hazelwood, with the Nature Conservancy, invited any questions regarding the project. Chair
Lawrence asked if “live” willows would be used to revegetate. Mr. Hazelwood responded, yes. Chair
Lawrence asked if there was a gravel pit in the area. Mr. Hazelwood said yes that is one of the things that
happened over the years at the site and has since filled with ground water. He noted about 90% of the
excavated material would be going into that pit to fill a portion of it to return it to flood plain level so native
vegetation can be restored and shade what is remaining of the pond. Chair Lawrence commended the
Nature Conservancy on their job in controlling the white top and revegetating in that area.

Member Hill asked when the project would begin, how long it would take, and if they were doing anything
to mitigate impacts to the fisheries. Mr. Hazelwood said as soon as they have the permit they will begin and
they expect the project to last about three months, ending in December, and the in stream work will involve
riffle structure which will create white water in the area.

Mr. Whitney thanked the Nature Conservancy for the work they do in our area. Indicating the lower
Truckee River has gone through a huge transformation and it is great to see.
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With no response fo the call for public comment, Chair Lawrence closed public comment.

There were no disclosures made.

Member Hili moved that, after giving reasoned consideration to the information contained in the staff
report and information received during the public hearing, the Washoe County Board of Adjustment approve
with conditions of approval included as Exhibit A in the staff report, Special Use Permit Case Number SB16-
008 for The Nature Conservancy, having made all five findings in accordance with Washoe County

Development Code Section 110.810.30. Member Stanley seconded the motion which carried unanimously.
(four in favor, none opposed)

The motion was based on the following findings:

1.

Consistency. That the proposed use is consistent with the action programs, policies, standards
and maps of the Master Plan and the Truckee Canyon Area Plan;

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

Site Suitability. That the site is physically suitable for flood plain restoration and for the intensity of
such a development;

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

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

Administrative Permit Case Number AP16-003 (Denny) — Hearing, discussion, and possible action
to approve the construction of a 3,500 square foot accessory structure that will be larger than the
existing 1,771 square foot primary residence. The accessory structure is a 50 foot by 70 foot metal

building and will have plumbing {sink/toilet).

= Applicant: Wayne Denny

e Property Owner: Wayne Denny

e Location: 500 Washoe Drive, Washoe Valley, NV

o Assessor's Parcel Number; 050-235-06

* Parcel Size: 1.019 acres

o Master Pian Category: Suburban Residential (SR)

e Regulatory Zone: Low Density Suburban (LDS)

e Area Plan: Washoe Valley

¢ Citizen Advisory Board: South Truckee Meadows/Washoe Valiey

¢ Development Code: Authorized Article 306 Accessory Uses and
Structures

+ Commission District: 2 — Commissioner Lucey

o Section/Township/Range: Section 24, T17N, R18E, MDM,
Washoe County, NV

o Siaff: Eva Krause, AICP, Planner
Washoe County Community Services Department
Pianning and Development Division

¢ Phone: 775-328-3628

e E-mail: ekrause@washoecounty.us
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Chair Lawrence opened the public hearing. There were no disclosures. Eva Krause reviewed her staff
report dated July 15, 2016. Ms. Krause noted an email that was submitted by Coliette Teuscher at 605
Washoe Drive, in which she voices her concern about the potential use of the proposed building. Ms. Krause
indicated the Board is being asked to approve the size of the building not the use of the building.

Member Hill asked Ms. Krause if the building could be used for commercial/industrial use. Ms. Krause
said no, but home occupation is allowed enabling Mr. Denny to use 30% of the house size within the
building. The rest would be for his personal use. Member Hill confirmed that Mr. Denny was going to use a
portion of the building for his research and development office. Ms. Krause answered, Mr. Denny has stated
he is a hobbyist and he would use the area fo pursue his hobby. Ms. Krause stated, you can do those types
of things at your own home but you can't do it for another person, on a commercial basis. Member Hill asked
if the County is responsible for making sure Mr. Denny conforms to that use. Ms. Krause indicated if the
County receives a complaint that Mr. Denny is doing business it will be investigated. Member Stanley
referred to the letter that was submitted and what sort of noticing tock place and asked if the application had
gone to the South Truckee Meadows/\Washoe Valley Citizen Advisory Board (CAB). Ms. Krause stated an
Administrative Permit does not have to go before the CAB and notices were sent to 33 property owners in a
500 foot radius, per County code.

Member Stanley asked Wayne Denny, the applicant, if he had spoken with any of his neighbors
regarding his request to build the proposed structure and, if so, what were their reactions. Mr, Denny said he
didn’t get much feedback. The neighbor behind him, who wrote a letter, is making an assumption that he will
manufacture there. He isn't, he makes a universal cooking lid. He imports the pieces, put one screw in it,
put it in a box, and ship it. MHe ships under 20 cases a month. Member Stanley noted there are several
scenic type organizations that are active in that area and asked Mr. Denny if he'd spoken with any of them.
Mr. Denny said no. Member Thomas asked if the business Mr. Denny spoke of is why he needs a 3,500
square-foot structure or is it unrelated. Mr. Denny said he didn’t need the whole structure. He needs a
bench, a drill motor, and a couple of boxes in the 500 — 600 feet he's allowed to use. Member Thomas
asked what the intent is of the building. Mr. Denny said he currently has a 1,500 square-foot garage which
contains three cars, tools, and a litile bit of storage. He has no room to do projects. He'd like extra space to
possibly build a wooden boat which would be another 1,500 square-feet and an additional 500 square-feet
for his little business.

Chair Lawrence asked what the home based business rules are. Ms. Krause said, basically, they can
use up to 30% of the house or the same square footage in another building, can have one employee, can
have up to three vehicles a day visit the site, no advertising, no noctious fumes or chemicals. When applying
for a business license a waiver has to be signed agreeing to meet the conditions. Mr. Denny's use wouid be
aliowed.

DDA Edwards noted he had not researched the home based business issues as the application is for an
accessory structure for hobby activities not to put products together and sell them.

Mr. Whitney advised the Chair that the appiication is for an administrative permit for the building that is
larger than his house not for the use in it. A business license would be required for a home based business.

Chair Lawrence opened public comment.

Judy Price, the neighbor directly behind Mr. Denny, has major concerns about the project. She submitted
a powerpoint presentation. She wants Mr. Denny to know no one contacted her. She is concerned about
possible noise and the possibility of headlights shining in her window due to the driveway. Ms. Price
reiterated these are residential properties and requests commercial business be kept on property near the
highway.

Elaine Martin, a neighbor, said she is the neighbor Mr. Denny spoke with. She didn’t realize how huge
the structure was going to be. She feels it is going to ruin her property value. And is afraid he is going to try
and have his property rezoned as commercial. Ms. Martin asked why Mr. Denny requires five parking spots.
She feels the whole thing is setting up for commercial and she is against it. She lives in a residential area
and wants it to remain that way. Her barn is 960 square-feet and 9 feet high. It's nothing close to what Mr.
Denny is proposing. Member Stanley asked Ms. Martin if the five parking spaces were made clear to her
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when she spoke with Mr. Denny. She said no. Ms. Martin also stated she was concerned when Mr. Denny
had his driveway made huge and buried the electrical lines. She thinks it's so he can have large trucks drive
in without hitting the electrical lines.

Susan Biegler, a neighbor, opined that a barn is a barn not a 3,800 square-foot building. The location
doesn’t impact her view; however, she wants their neighborhood to be left residential. She doesn’t want their
area to go commercial and asks the Board to not approve this. Member Hill asked if there was any evidence
that construction was already under way. Ms. Biegler said the staking and underground utilities. Ms. Biegler
also noted she does not like the picture of the train.

Cathy Brandhorst spoke about Denny's in a garage.
Chair Lawrence closed public comment.

Mr. Denny clarified this is a big building but it is only 14 feet high. His house is 20 feet high. His
neighbors to the rear are two-story houses about 30 feet high. The lighting around the proposed building is
only two lights that point to the driveway. The parking is really not parking it's just a driveway so he can turn
and drive info the building. The sign, he considers it artwork. It doesn't face the street.

Chair Lawrence asked Mr. Denny if he was living on the property now. Mr. Denny said no but he will be
on Friday night. Chair Lawrence asked Mr. Denny if he had been putting things together there now. Mr.
Denny said no. Member Thomas asked Mr. Denny why the design on the huilding. Mr. Denny answered he
had a friend make it, he likes it, and wants to put it there. He never thought it would be an issue. [t is on
three sheets of sign board and will be attached to the building, not painted on it.

DDA Edwards wanted to clarify with Mr. Denny; will he be living there Friday night or just going to be
there. Mr. Denny will be living here.

Member Hill said she thought the rear fence of Mr. Denny’s property was wood and asked if that was part
of the project. Mr. Denny said half of it is. Half is six foot wood fence and the other half is welded two by four
screen. Member Thomas asked what the dimensions of his property are. Mr. Denny said approximately 200
feet by 210 feet,

Member Stanley asked Ms. Krause, in light of some of the public comment and email, how far and what
the use is of a similar building in the area. Ms. Krause said Ms. Teuscher, at 605 Washoe Drive, has an 80
foot x 36 foot metai building in her rear yard which is zoned Low Density Suburban (LDS), and another
residence that has a building that is 80 feet x 50 feet zoned General Commercial (GC). Both of which are
similar in size to Mr. Denny’s proposed building. Mr. Denny's property is zoned LDS.

Member Stanley asked Ms. Price what input she had regarding the size and zoning of the two buildings
Ms. Krause spoke of. Ms. Price said the second one, 420 Washoe Drive, is a residential home. They also
have General Commercial (GC) zoning with the building. Ms. Price doesn’t know if they have access from
behind 1o the highway. That property is not zoned residential. The property Mr. Denny is moving on is a
single family residence. He’s using this as a way o do zoning creep.

Member Hill opined this project needs an administrative determination to decide if the use has potential
to adversely affect other land uses in the vicinity. She thinks it adversely affects other land uses in the
vicinity it isn't really a use appropriate in the neighborhood due fo the scale of the building.

Member Stanley opined the project should be supported but his concerns are consistency, view impact,
and traffic.

DDA Edwards added, for the Board's clarification, they are not here today deciding whether or not this is
a home based business that should have a business license. Buf, you are called upon to consider the
proposed use and whether or not that is suitable for the property in question.

Member Thomas mentioned his concern regarding the size of the building in relation to the size of the
property.

Member Stanley stated his desire of the applicant and neighborhood to go over how they might be able
to work together on this project.
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Chair Lawrence supports the project.

Mr. Whitney noted the Board has the option of continuing the item, if the applicant agrees; referring to
Member Stanley’s request for the applicant and neighbors to work together on the project.

Chair Lawrence asked Mr. Denny if he would consider continuing this item to the October 6, 2016
meeting so he can work with his neighbors to amend portions of his project. Mr. Denny said he would like to
work with his neighbors. Mr. Denny agreed to continue the item to the next Board of Adjustment meeting.

Chair Lawrence moved to continue item AP16-003 to October 6, 2016 at 1:30 p.m. The motion carried
unanimously. (four in favor, ncne against)

C. Variance Case Number VA16-004 (Powers Residence) — Hearing, discussion, and possible action
to approve a variance to reduce the front yard setback from 20 feet to 0 feet and to reduce the south
side yard setback from 8 feet to 0 feet and the north side yard setback from 8 feet to 4 feet to allow
for the remodel of an existing four story residence abutting Lake Tahoe.

e Applicant: Ken Brown

o Property Owner: John Powers [li

» |.ocation: 1707 State Route 28, South of Incline

» Assessor's Parcel Number; 130-331-02

e Parcel Size: 0.072 Acres (13,136 square feet)

¢« Master Plan Category; Suburban Residential (SR)

¢ Reqgulatory Zone: Medium Density Suburban (MDS)

» Area Plan: Tahoe

+ Citizen Advisory Board: Incline Village/Crystal Bay

 Development Code: Authorized in Article 804, Variances

s Commission District; 1 — Commissioner Berkbigler

e Section/Township/Range: Section 28, T16N, R18E, MDM,
Washoe County, NV

¢ Prepared by: Trevor Lioyd - Senior Planner

Washoe County Community Services Department
Planning and Development Division

Phone: 775.328.3620

E-Mail; thloyd@washoecounty.us

Chair Lawrence opened the public hearing. There were no disclosures. Trevor Lioyd reviewed his staff
report dated July 14, 2016. Mr. Lloyd noted he addressed concerns from the neighbors to the north and
south by adding conditions. Condition 1(i), to ensure continued access, by that neighbor, to the dock.
Conditions 1(j), regarding vegetation and trees being placed along the front of the house.

Member Hill asked Mr. Lloyd how he measured the height of the house. Mr. Lloyd said there is a
diagram in Washoe County Code section 110.902.15. Member Hill asked Mr. Lloyd if, without the variance,
development of the parcel would be impossible. Mr. Lioyd said if not impossible, pretty close. Member Hill
asked if a structure could be built over the existing footprint. Mr. Lioyd said yes, it would still require a
variance. Member Hill asked if the existing pier is multi-use. Mr. Lloyd believes there is a shared agreement
with the property owner to the south. Member Thomas asked Mr. Lloyd, if they grant the 0 setback to the
south how close would the side of the proposed house be to the neighbor. Mr. Lloyd responded it would be
the stairway. The house will be four feet from the property line and another three to four feet from the
property to the house on the south, so, about seven feet between the houses. Member Hill noted: if you're
on the stairway you are three to four feet from the house next door. Mr. Lloyd answered very close, yes.
Member Stanley asked how many stories the house is from the lake sides. Mr. Lloyd said four stories plus
the daylight basement. Member Thomas referred to Nevada Revised Statute (NRS) 278.300, noting one of
the requirements “would result in perculiar or an exceptional practical difficulties to or exceptional and undue
hardship upon the owner of the property.” Member Thomas said there is already a livable 2,100 square-foot
house on the property and they want to tear it down and build a bigger house. He asked: where is the undue
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hardship fo the owner, if there is already an existing house there. Mr. Lloyd answered if the applicant wanted
to remodel and build in the same exact location as the existing house they would have to go through the
same process. Since they are building a bigger house is more a function of the height of the house both
down the hill and two stories above grade. Every time there is an exterior expansion, exterior change, or
remodel they would have to go through a very similar process. The applicants are asking to clean up certain
things, like the stairway and house being placed on the property. In doing that they have to modify or realign
where the house would be located so it is more in line with the property lines.

Kurt Brown, the applicant’'s representative, stated the proposed house is well within the guidelines of
Washoe County. They have begun the preliminary meetings with Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA).
They want to get the variance approved before they get too far with the TRPA. Mr. Brown says he realizes
there may be reductions in the amount of glass, etc. He wants to show what the owner would like and there
will probably be some changes to the lakeshore fagade. He has met with both neighbors. The owner to the
north’s issue was his privacy weuld be encroached when in fact he didn’t understand the proposed house
would be rotated away from his home and there are wing walls created off the decks. After finding this out,
his issues were resolved. He met Mr. Wilbur, the neighbor to the south, at the meeting and they will make a
time to meet to discuss his concerns. Mr. Wilbur indicated to Mr. Brown, with the conditions Mr. Lloyd has
added they have addressed his concerns. Mr. Brown went on to say with rotating the proposed house the
view corridor has been opened up, it has been brought parallel with the houses to the north and south. He
noted the eight foot setbacks proposed by County is not consistent with what is out there. Everyone is a lot
closer to their property lines. Member Thomas wanted to confirm the neighbor to the north was John Miller.
Mr. Brown said yes. Member Hill asked where the owner of the property was. Mr. Brown said he is in
Phoenix running a large business. Member Hill asked if the owner was going to live in the proposed house.
Mr. Brown said it isn’t his primary residence. Member Hill asked if he was ever going to live there or sell it.
Mr. Brown said this is a home he’d really like to stay in.

With no response to the call for public comment, Chair Lawrence closed public comment.

Member Stanley confirmed the Board is being asked to make a determination based on the variance and
less on the structure itself. Mr. Lloyd said yes along with the potential impacts. Member Stanley asked if the
Boards decision would take precedence over the TRPA. Mr. Lloyd said it will have to meet the other
agencies standards, as well, so this doesn’t supersede those standards.

Member Hill, as the representative of Incline Village, stated she has a hard time saying this project does
not create a detriment to the natural resources in the area, including the lake. Viewing it from the lake she
feels it is the most massive sfructure she’s ever seen on the lake. It doesn’t fit the character of the
neighborhood or community.

Chair Lawrence asked Mr. Lloyd if there were any complaints on this application request. Mr. Lloyd said
he's spoken to the neighbor to the south, received the email that was submitted from the neighbor to the
north, Mr. Miller, and had a phone call from a neighbor three houses down. The email from Mr. Miller is the
only compiaint he's received and that was received prior to Mr. Miller's discussion with Mr. Brown.

Member Stanley asked if the application was seen by the Incline Village/Crystal Bay Citizen Advisory
Board (CAB). Mr. Lloyd said yes and there was unanimous approval.

Member Thomas noted the currént residence is 2,116 square-feet and the proposed house wili be 5,036
square-feet; more than doubling the size of the existing home.

Chair Lawrence opined the proposed house is not that large for a home at Lake Tahoe. He agrees with
the CAB, if they don't have a problem with it, Chair Lawrence doesn't either.

Member Thomas moved that, after giving reasoned consideration to the information contained in the staff
report and information received during the public hearing, the Washoe County Board of Adjustment approve
Variance Case Number VA16-004 for John Powers I, having made all five findings in accordance with
Washoe County Development Code Section 110.804.25. Member Stanley seconded the motion which
carried. {three in favor, one opposed)

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

*B. Requests for Information from Staff
Member Hill requested a copy of the application be included in the staff report.
C. Discussion and possible action to elect officers, chair, and vice chair.

Mr. Whitney recommended, in Member Toulouse’s absence, the Board continue this item to the October
6, 2016 meeting. Chair Lawrence will remain in his position until the election can take place.

10. Director’s Items and Legal Counsel’s Items
*A. Report on Previous Board of Adjustment ltems
Mr. Whitney gave the following updates from the June 2, 2016 meeting:

- Variance case VA16-003 (Fleming) which was denied has been appealed to the Board of

Commissioners tentatively at the end of August.

- Appeal of Administrative Decision case AX16-002 (Mil Drae Lane) which was denied has been

appealed to the Board of Commissioners and will be heard August 9, 2016.

- Mr. Whitney added, the applications should be contained in the staff reports but can also be found on

the Planning and Development website under “applications”.
*B. Legal Information and Updates

11. *General Public Comment
Cathy Brandhorst spoke about machines.

12. Adjournment
The meeting adjourned at 3:49 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

g T I

Donna Fagan, Recording Secretary

Approved by Board in session on October 6, 2016

Cal

William H. Whitney
Secretary to the Board of Adjustment
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From: Collette Teuscher - A+ Paralegals.com

To: Krause, Eva
Subject: RE: Adminstrative Permit Case Number AP16-003 (Denny)
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 1:50:15 PM

[ am unable to make the hearing on August 4 at 1:30. I work in Carson City and cannot be
there in the middle of the day.

However, I do have concerns regarding this permit. [ wrote to you once before regarding this
issue, but would appreciate my concerns being voiced at the hearing. I live at 605 Washoe
Drive, across the street from this project. It is obvious that the structure is already in progress
as there has been ongoing construction equipment there for about a month or two. My
concern is that Mr. Denny spoke with his neighbor behind him and told her he was going to
have a manufacturing plant there with employees and lighting around the property, etc.
Although, no one in the neighborhood cares about a barn and a tinkerer, but if he is simply
claiming to be an inventor and he is actually manufacturing a product to sell from his
structure, then we all have problems with that. To wit: water contamination, air
contamination, traffic, safety of his product to the neighborhood...etc. | know you indicated
that Mr. Denny claims to just be an inventor per his application, and | do not know how you
can vet out what his true intent is, but it is my hope that the county will be watching this
process closely since he is the one who told neighbors his true purpose for the use of the
building. I appreciate your bringing this to the attention of the Board of Adjustment in my
absence.

Sincerely,

Collette’ Teuscher

A+ Paralegals, Inc.

411 W. Third Street-Suite 1
Carson City, NV 89703
775-830-7998
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Please Consider IMPACTS To:

Larry & Judy Price (Retirement Home)
555 Oro Loma Road
Washoe Valley, NV 89704




WE OWN: LEFT OVER COUNTY PARCEL 1/3 ACRE
PRODUCT: WELL/SEPTIC (OUR HOME ORIGINAL BUILT 1960'S) - INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACTS
PRODUCT: NOISE LEVELS
PRODUCT: NO CLUE? UNDERSTANDING PRIVACY ISSUES
PRODUCT ACTIVITY: WATER/LIGHTING USAGE CONCERNS (1800 GPM SINGLE-FAN RESIDENTIAL WATER)
5-PAVED PARKING SPACES: WHAT TYPE OF VEHICLE(S) INVOLVED WITH INGRESS/EGRESS TRAFFIC
REGARDING SPECIFIC REQUEST TO INCREASE PARKING BY (5) ADDITIONAL PAVED SPACES?

(PARKING REQUESTED TO BE 20 EXTENSION OFF FRONT OF BUILDING - ENVELOPES OUR ENTIRE VIEW SHED)
5-ADDITIONAL PAVED SPACES ... HEADLIGHTS RIGHT INTO THE KITCHEN WINDOW?

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

SIERRA MOUNTAIN VIEW SHED: IMPACTS




505 ORO LOMA ROAD (THE MARTIN FAMILY)
(

575 ORO LOMA ROAD
550 WASHOE DRIVE (THE FAITH FAMILY
405 OLD OPHIR ROAD (THE WATTS FAMILY)
485 WASHOE DRIVE (THE STITELER FAMILY)

THE FARRAR FAMILY)




-

3750+/- 5Q. FT. WORKSHOP (BARN) BRINGS:

Seemingly: No “prior-to” communication for “possible action”
excepting hearing Aug 4, 2016 by Washoe Co. commissioners from
applicant or Co. regarding:

@ 500 Washoe Drive
OR
@ 420 Washoe Dr. (understandable) where applicant got the
impression/idea to bring the US-395 activity just ever so “slightly off
of ... the US-395 Alt commercial frontage...
(420 Washoe Drive ZONED
Seemingly: No effort from applicant to find solutions and /or
suggestions outside of new ownership personal agenda and/or the
contractors/new property owner’s personal perspective @ 500
Washoe Dr.... Which is ... his prerogative!

WASHOE COUNTY is hereby advised; This feels very
pressing trom the perspective of potential

@SS
of the ... RIGHT ... to

Quiet Enjoyment @

the 555 Oro-Loma Road Retirement Home
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>plication (As Submitted

- )
We-are Inclusive NOT Exclusive People - Welcoming
any /all reasonable change

We Respect all ownership property rights of Individuals

We continue to press for... ANY/ALL business smelling

endeavors be pressed by the Authorities; Washoe County;

back up to the US 395 Alt

Sign: This ‘neighbor’ needs to understand the

REASONING behind the sign? We are all about the
historic V&T in this area... but???

We Disapprove Outdoor Lighting page #3

We Disapprove being given a “decision day” by the
County, without the appropriate Notarized “Property
Owner Affidavit” being attached to the County’s
application

We're Open to dialog re: resubmittals
We Desire to Cooperate

We Ask for consideration of our Existing Rights - given
Mrs. Judy Price has resided in Old Washoe City, at 675
Oro-Loma Road, since 1958. At 555 Oro Loma for
approx 18 years. Mr. Price since the 1970’s.

We Desire the County be responsible to make certain
the application is complete prior to mailing for response.
Item #12 page 4 regarding CC&R’s - omitted?? No
reply required by County?

We Request the same consideration given by the Co. of
Washoe; relative to the Applicant’s identification on the
application of contractor; given our residential-
homeowner status. “They” have the upper-hand

We respectfully request further discussion regarding
item #7 on page #2 of application ref: screening for
visual impacts

WHAT'S A GOOD NEIGHBOR?????




BACK OF 555 ORO-LOMA LOOKING DIRECTLY ONTO SUBJECT SITE

Little Miss Sierra Moon




It is the responsibility of our “Elected” Officials and “citizen employees” to do
all they can to assure the rights to quiet enjoyment - through various avenues...
one perhaps being ... the building and permitting department of ...
Washoe County, NV.
We adamantly reject the plans... as submitted.
Thank you for the opportunity to present!

Respectfully Submitted for Consideration by:
Larry Sr. & Judy M. Price

555 Oro-L.oma Road
e Y = AT VA aHeyl—l\TV89704'_"” R R e T T
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Area shown along US-395 Alternate Corridor are Zoned Commercial
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Lita Scott-Prige

N N - . 2
Uniform Residential Appraisal Report Fle# 5019104
The purpose of Hhis summary appraisal repod is o provide the lenderclient with an accurale, and adegualely suppored, opiisn of the marke! vale of the sthject property.
Propedy Address 555 Oro Loma Rd City_VWashoe Valley Stéle Nv  ZpCode 59704
8Bomower Larry Price Quwner of Public Record  Larry R & Judv M. Price Courty Washoe
Legal Description Lot 2, Block C, Washoe Terrace Subdivision
Assessor's Parcel #  030-235-09 TaxYear 2014 RE Taxes$ 584
Neighborhood Name  Washoe Valley Map Relorence  BILS Area 177 Census Tract 0032.04
Qreupan Owner [ ) Tenant [ Vacam Special Assessmenis$ ¢ [ JPUD  HOAS o {Iptryesr [ ] permonth
=] Property Rights Apgraised 3] Fee Simple [} Lensenotd [ Oifer (describe)
Assigneent Type ] Purchase Transaction [ Refinance Transaction [ ] Giher {descrice)
LenderfClient  American Pacific Mortpage Addiess 3000 Lava Ridoe Ct #200Roseville CA 95663
Js the subject propedy cusrently otfered for sale or has i been affered for sale in the twelve monlhs prior te the eliecive date of this appraisal? ClYes B Mo
Beport data source(s) used, offering prica(s). and date(s). The property has not heen listed for sale in MLS during the past 12 months.

3 If Yes. 1epod the total doltar amount and describe the ilems o be paid.

Heighborhoed Characterisiics One-Unil Housing Trends i One-Unit Houslng Presont Eand Use %,
Logalien Uihaa ¢ Suburban Rural Propery Values Incicasing < Slalle Declining FIIGE AGE | One-Unit 100 %
=g Huit-Up { ] Over75% DX 25-75% Under 25% | Demand/Supply Shasane ¢ InBalmce [] OverSupply | $ (0G0} {vrs) 2-4 Unil %
=} Geowih [} Rapid X Slable ] Slow Marketing Time [T] Under@rths £ 3-6mihs [ ] Over6mihs | 135 Low 0 | Muti-Famiy %
=] Heinhiborhood Boundaries Picasant Valley to the north, Carson City to the south, Interstate 580 to the west 1,500 High 75 | Commercial %
2 ind open mountnin_ranges to the east, 225  Pred.  2p  Other %

] Gontract Price § Date of Comract Is the property seller the owmer of public regord? [7) Yes [1No Data Source(s)

I [Jdid [ did not analyze the contract for sale for the subject purchase fransaction, Explainthe resulls of the analysis of the contract for sale or why $he analysis was ngt
perormed.

I5 there any linancial assistance (loan charges, sale concessions, git or downpayment assistance, #lc.} to be paid by any party on behalf of the borrower? ) Yes F Mo

Hote: Race and the racial composition of the neighborhoad are not appraisal laclors,

Heighorhoad Bescrpiion The subject is located in a bedroom community of Carson City & Meno in an area knuwn as Washoe Valley, The arex consises |

of average to pusoel quality homes oo to 10 acre sites some with pood manntain views. Bussing to 1l sechool levels, Itisa 10-15 minute drive to major
shopping and service conters. Country Atmgsphere, No known detrinentn] condivions.
Market Gonditions (inclithng support for the above conclusians) General market conditinns for the subject are similnr to_conditia ns for the
nverall marketing area. Current market conditions are favorable as long as interest rates remain at {heir present level. The market has recently haga |

eprrection from the capid market activity experienced during 200-2006, Market activity has incrensed during 2012-13

Dimensins 91.51x186.25 AIB2 17044 sf Shage Near Rectungutar ViEw 38:vitn;

Speoke Zoning Clissilicaien DS Zoning Descipton _ Low Density Rural - Single Family Residential

Zoog Comptance [} Lenat { Lenal Nonconforming (Grandiathered Use) ] HoZaning | leal (desciibel

15 the highest and Bist use of subject gropery o improved (or as propsed per plans and specileations) the preserd use? §_'( Yen [t KMo, cesenbe 7
Ulilitias Public  Other {deseribe) Public  Giter {descabe) Off-site dmp =~ Type Public  Privale
Elctiricly e ] Waler [ X well Shent Asphapt X

Gag [ X Prapane Sandny Sewer [ ¢ Septic My None

EERA Snecial Finod Hazard Area [J¥es [Xito  FEMAFIcod Zone X TEMA M # 32031033336 FEMA Map Dale  03/16/2000

Aie e uidihes and offsile improvements fypical for tie macket arca? DG Yes [l Il describe

Aie here any adveise sie conditons or extemal faelors (casements, cnoroachmeins, cavionmental conddions, ang uses, tlc.)? [ ves B¢ Ho 1 Yes, descnbe

Typical fot for the neighbrorhosd with no majar adverse conditions noted ot the time of appraisal & only usual public utility casensents considered.
Private wells, septic systems snd propane gas are typical in the area. Good views of Waslioe Lake and mountains to the east. Fully fenced and

Lamdsengeed, %

- General Doseriptlon Faundation | Exterior Description materfafs/condiflon | interlor malesials/condition
Unils X One || Ong wlh Accessory Unit X } Concrelr Stah |} Ceared) Space: ?DII:MIJIIM@H!} Pourcd Cungree Floors HrdwtHCrpu¥iniG
# Egs_luucs 1 i ] Full Basement [ Parliai Basement  |Estenor Wallg VinvkGd Walls DrywallfAve ]
Type K et P AL 5-Det/End Lind_fDasement Arca 0 sq.ft. |Roal Swiace Complave TOEsh  WanliAve

X Exsting 7 Proposed | § Undet Consl [Basement Fimsh 0% |Gutters & Bosinspouts  EavesAve Bl Floor VinviiAve

Design {Siylo} Ranely ] Ouiside Ertiy/Exit [ ] Suimp Pump [Windaw Type Sliclers/ Ave Balh Wamnsca! Filerpass

Year Budt 1950 Evidence of [ Infestalion Slorm Saslylnsulaled  Dun) Prne/Ave Car Storage [ Hone

Eliechve Age (Yrs) 12 [ ] Dampness [ | Seifement Scieens Yes G Driveway  # oi Gas 2

Allie K o Heating ¢ PWA 1) HWBS [ Radiant [Amentics M Waodsiovels) £ 1 [Driveway Swilace Gravel

" Diop Star " Stuirs 7 Other Fruel Gas 1 Fuegliceis) # g D4 Fence Full (] Garane # of Gars 0

7] Foor mE Coolng B Centrat Air Conditioning > Pao/Deck Engl 0% Porch Front Campon # of Cars 0

- Fimshed [} Healed ] ndeeidual [ Omer 5C Fodl o {1 Oher Nune ] AL [ Dat. 7 setn
Anpliances [ ] Retmerator D¢ RangeiQven B¢ Distweashier S Disposal () Mierowave |} WashenDryer I™] Gther {descnbe)

Finished area above grade conlains 4 Rooms 2 Bedrooms 1,0 Balhls) 1,074  Squars Feet of Gross Livng Arez Abtve Grade
Adtlional tealures {specil enarqy elfcient dlems, o), Tvpical-see attacked enmments

Desciibs the conideon of the property (includug neeted repans, deterioralion, renovabons, cemadelay, elc.). C3:Kitchen-remodeled-one to five vears

apo:Butkrooms-remedeled-one to five vears ago:Kitchen and hathroom have been remadeled within recent vears. Kifchen features Formica counters,
trinted woad cabinets, vinyl Nooring new plumbing & lighting fixtures, fiath s been remodeled. New hot water heater. vinvl skider windows, comp
roof. There is an enclosed patio/sun raam. Property is in geod condition having been well maintained and updated.

At Inre any physical deleienties or adverse conttions that aitect the fivabibty, soundness, or stuctural imery of the propesy? [ Yes B o If Yes, describe
Utilities were on and functional at the time of inspection. No phvsical deficiencies were npted upon inspection. Normal & tvpical deprecintinn w
notet for a structure of this economic aue,

a5

Diocs the property genctatly conforn 1o the neighborhood {furctional uily, style. condilsn. ue, construchion, eic)? 2 Yes {1l IfHo, desente
Property is conforming to the area,

Freddie Mac Form 70 March 2005 UAD Version 8/2011  Paga10f6 Finnie Mae Farm 1004 March 20035

Forn 1004UAD - “TOTAL® appraisal software by 2 la mode, inc. - 1-800-ALAMODE



9 Property Address

Market Conditions Addendum to the Appraisal Repott

215120

File No. 150319104

& The purpose of this addendom is te provide 1he lenderfcliert with a clear and accurate understanding of the marke! rends 2nd condftions prevalent in he subject
neighbiorhaod. This is & required addendum for &l appraisal reports with an efiective dale on or afier Aprl 1, 2008,

555 Oro Loma Rd

Gy Washae Valley

State v

21P Code 89704

Borrower  Larry Price

Instructions: The appraiser must use the information reguired on this farm as the basis for is/her conclusions, and must provide support for those conzlusions, regarding
hausing trends and overall market conditions as reporied in the Nelphbothood section of the appraisal report form, The appraiser must fill In all the information 10 the exdent
itis available and reliable and must provide analysis as indicated below. If any required data is unavaitedle or is considersd unreliable, the appraiser must provide an

| explanation. K is recognized that not all datz sources will be zble tn provide data for the shaded areas below: if 1 is available, however, the appraiser myst include the data

i in the analysis. If data sources provide the required infarmation as an average instead of the median, the appraiser should report the avaiable Fgure aad idently % 25 an

4 average. Sales and listings mus? be properties that compete with the subject property, determined by applying the erfteria that woulg be used by a prospective buyer of the
':5:- sutject property. The appraiser must explain any anomalies in the data, suzh as seasom! markels, naw construction, foreclosures, elc.

1 Inventary Aralysis Prior 7-12 Manlhs Prior 4-6 Months Curent - 3 Monihs Ovetall Trend
] Total # of Comparable Sales (Seilied) 25 9 12 { | Increasing fi Stable [ 1 Deciining
Jgl Atserption Rate (Tolat Sales/Months) 417 3.00 4.00 I 1 Increasing [5G Slable 7 Declining
k8l Tolal # of Comparable Active Listings 23 23 24 i j Dechimng B Slabje i 1 increasing
f= Honlhs of Housing Supply (Total Listings/Ab.Rate) 5.5 7.3 6.0 i ] Declinng [ Slable [._| neieasing
A Median Sale & List Price, DOM, Salo/List % Prior 7-12 Months Prior 4-6 Months Current - 3 Months Overall Trend
& Moo Comparable Sale Price 277,500 259,960 260,500 24 Increasing |[ 1 Stable [ Daclining
e Median Comparable Sales Days on Market 65 91 154 1 Dechining | Stable |77 Increasing
[ Median Comparable List Prce 149,950 299,01 298,000 .1 Increasing |G Stable [t 1 Dechning
Redian Gomparable Listings Oays on Market T 118 130 i Dechning |D¢ Stable” [ Iecanasing
edian Sale Price as % of List Price .60 08,11 98.84 i Increasing |G Stable {1 Dechning
= Seller-(developer, buifiler, cie )paid financial assistance provalenl? Bl Yes [Iio ] Deciining |3¢ Sable {177 ncreazing
Exglan in et the selior concessions Iremils for the past 12 manths {e.9., seber contnnAians increased fom 3% 1o 5%, increasing use of bauydawns, clsing cosls, condo

fees, aptions, ele.).

Seller concession are typical in new home subdivision in a#l of the Northern Nevads market area. The ivpical concessions ranyed
from 1 to 5% of buvers closing gosts, Bank owned properties have the same type of concessions.

g
]
E
8
B
i

__ Arg fozeclosure sales (REQ sales) a faclor in the market? D& Yes 1 Ho  lives, explain finciuding the trends in hstings and salcs of foreclosed Diopeil:s),

21 lank owned and short sales were the primary inventory in manv marhet sepments in 2009 - 2011, Short safes and REQ propertics are now
| reasonable priced sefling with minimal marketing times which has brought the market back into balance. Many market segments are have
experienced a increase frem laie 2012 into 2013.

Cile data saurces for abave formalion. MLS, FNMA statistical data and appraisers market experience.

Summarize the above infarmation as support for your conclusions in the Newhborhood seclion of the apmarsal regort form. i vau used any adddional information, such as
an analysis of pending sales and/or expred and wilhdrawn listings, 1o fermulate your conclusions, provice bolh an explanation and support for yout conclugiens
Active and pendiny sales were taken into_consideration. Statistical data was reviewed. The sale Fst price ratio for the market area spnd BOM were

taken fram MLS statistical data for the market aren of 177. Search parameters were as follows - Single faneily homes built in the M1.S marketing |
ngea pf 177, Washoe Valley, Sualelist price ratin is 180,00+ for this market aren over the past 12 manths.

sliglithy during the winter months. From the active lstinps uniter thes

1t is tvpical for the market 10 slow
senreh purameters nll liug 5 are currently pending sules,

3 [ th subject is 2 unit in a condominium or cooperative project , complele the lollowing: Pioject Name:

' Sulyect Progpel Data Frior 7~12 Kaiths Pizor 4-6 Maonlhg Cusrent ~ 3 Monlhs Querali Tiend
B Tolat # of Comparabie Sales {Seilled) (] increasing [{1 Stable | Decheng
= Abzephon Rate {Tetal Sakes/btoslhs) 77 inewasng |11 Siable "1 Deching
B Total # of Aclve Comparabile Lishings ;| Decning [T Stable | Ingreating
8 Montis of U Supply (Tolal tistings!Ab.Rale) | Dechining [ 7 Stable U] Ingreasing
3 st forceinsine salcs (RLO salew) @ faetor in 1he projeet LiYes 1Mo

I‘.’ It yes, indicale the number of REQ listngs ard explan the tiends m kstings and sales of

foreclased propeies.

Summarize the ahove trends and address the impact on the subject unt ang project,

= CONDONCO-OP. PROJE!

~
Y P .= —
PR Sinsature e PN Sipnale
E Appraser Hams Litn Scott Supervisory Appraser Name -
B Company $lams_ Scott Price Appraisals Company llame
E Company Adrass PO BOX 19323, RENOQ. NV 89311-1648 Company Addiess
& Shatp License/Cernlicalion #  A.0UI0445-CR Stale NV State License/Ceilication & Siae
] Emal Address  litascott@ charter.net Emait Addigss
Freddie Mac Form 71 March 2009 Page 1 of 1 Fannie Mae Form 1004MC  March 2008

Form 1004MG2 - "TOTAL” appraisal software by a la mods, inc. - 1-800-ALAMODE



Photograph Addendum

Borrawer Larry Price & Judy Price

Propery Addiess 555 Oro Loma Rd

City Washoe Valley Courty Washoe Stele NV ZipCode g9704
Lender/Client Appraisal Zone

Street View 2 Views south side front view

Pty

storage/tack shed south side storage shed horse shefter

north side storage/tack rear of storage/tack shed north side rear view

rear yard south side rear view views

propane tank

Form PIC15 - "TOTAL" appraisal software by a la mote, inc. - 1-800-ALAMODE



Comparable Photo Page

Borrower Larry Price & Judy Price

Property Address 553 Oro Loma Rd

| City Washoe Valley Counly Washge Stale NV ZinCode 89704

Lender/Cliant Appraisal Zone

Comparahle 1
4080 Eastlake Blvd
Prox. to Subject 3.41 miles SE

Sate Price 187,000
Gross Living Area 1,038
Total Rooms 5

Total Bedrooms 3
Total Balhrooms .0

Lecation N;Res;
View B#;Mitn;
Site 1.00 ac
Quality 04

Age 72

Gomparable 2
885 01d Ophir Rd
Prox. 10 Subject .41 miles SW

Sale Price 255,000
Gross Living Area 1,480
Tolal Rooing 3

Total Bedtoms 3
Tolal Batcoons 2.0

Location N;fRes;
View B: M itn;
Sile 1.00 ac
Gusithly Q4
hoe 22

Comparable 3
3015 Sydaey Cir
Mox. io Subject 2.91 miles 55

Sale Price 279,060
Grossiiving Area 1,344
Tolal Rooms 4

Tola} Bedrotms 2
Tolal Baltroams 2.0

Location NiRes;
View B;Mitn;
Site 43124 <f
Quality Q4

Age 3

Form PIGPIX.CR - "TOTAL" appraisal sothwars by a la mode, ine. - 1-800-8LAMODE



Subject Photo Page

Bomower Larry Price & Judy Price

Propery Address 555 Oyo Loma Rd

City Washoe Valley Coutty Washoe Sttt v 7ip Code 89704
Lender/Client Appraisal Zone

Suhject Front

555 Oro Loma Rd

Sales Price

Gross Living Area 1,074
Total Rooms 4

Tolal Bedrooms 2
Total Bathrooms 1.8

Location N;Res;
View B;Mtn;
Site 17044 sf
Quatity Q4

Age 64

Subject Rear

Subject Street

Form PICPIX.SR - "TOTAL" appraisal software by a la mode, inc. - 1-800-ALAMODE



interior Photos

Borrower Larry Price & Judy Price

Property Address 555 Qro Loma Rd

City Washoe Valley Counly Washge Stele NV Zip Code 89704
Lender/Client Appraisal Zone

living room dining living room view 2

Hall Kitchen

Enciosed Patio/Sur: Room Kitchen View 2 Kitchen view 3

hall bathroom HWH

bedroom bedroom
Form PICINT1S - “TOTAL" appraisat software by 2 la mote, inc. - 1-800-ALAMODE



guiet enjoyment

Also found in: Dictionary, Thesaurus, Medical, Financial, Encyclopedia, Wikipedia.
Related to quiet enjoyment: Right to quiet enjoyment

Quiet Enjoyment

A Covenant that promises that the grantee or tenant of an estate in real property will be able to possess
the premises in peace, without disturbance by hostile claimants.

Quiet enjoyment is a right to the undisturbed use and enjoyment of real property by a tenant or
landowner. The right to quiet enjoyment is contained in covenants concerning real estate. Generally a
covenant is an agreement between two parties to do or refrain from doing something.

Courts read a covenant of quiet enjoyment between the Landlord and Tenant into every rental
agreement, or tenancy. Thus a renter, or tenant, has the right to quiet enjoyment of the leased premises
regardless of whether the rental agreement contains such a covenant.

In the covenant of quiet enjoyment, the landlord promises that during the term of the tenancy no one will
disturb the tenant in the tenant's use and enjoyment of the premises. Quiet enjoyment includes the right
to exclude others from the premises, the right to peace and quiet, the right to clean premises, and the
right to basic services such as heat and hot water and, for high-rise buildings, elevator service. In many
respects the implied covenant of quiet enjoyment is similar to an Implied Warranty of habitability, which
warrants that the landlord will keep the leased premises in good repair. For example, the failure to provide
heat would be a breach of the implied covenant of quiet enjoyment because the lack of heat would
interfere with the tenant's use of the premises and would also make the premises uninhabitable,
especially in a cold climate.

Other rights related to quiet enjoyment may be tailored to specific situations. For example, at least one
court has found that the ringing of smoke alarms for more than a day is an interference with a tenant's
quiet enjoyment of leased premises (Manzaro v. McCann, 401 Mass. 880, 519 N.E.2d 1337 [1988]).

Tenants have at least two remedies for a landlord's breach of the covenant of quiet enjoyment: the tenant
can cease to pay rent until the problem is solved, or the tenant can move out. A tenant who moves out
may be liable for any rent owing under the agreement if a court decides that the landlord did not breach
the covenant of quiet enjoyment.

A covenant of quiet enjoyment may be included in an exchange, or conveyance, of land ownership at the
option of the parties to the deed. Quiet enjoyment has a slightly different scope in the context of land
ownership than it has in the context of a tenancy. When a seller gives a deed to the land to another party,
the seller no longer has control over the property. The covenant of quiet enjoyment, when contained in a
deed to real estate, warrants that the title to the land is clear, meaning that it has no encumbrances, or
claims against it by other persons.

A warranty deed includes a covenant of quiet enjoyment. By contrast, a quitclaim deed makes no
warranties regarding the title and contains no covenant of quiet enjoyment.
Further readings

Kroll, David G. 1992. "The Landlord/Tenant Warranty of Habitability and the Covenant of Quiet
Enjoyment." Colorado Lawyer 21 (June).

"Real Property." 1994, SMH Bar Review.
West's Encyclopedia of American Law, edition 2. Copyright 2008 The Gale Group, Inc. Al rights reserved.

quiet enjoyment
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n. the right to enjoy and use premises (particularly a residence) in peace and without interference. Quiet
enjoyment is often a condition included in a lease. Thus, if the landlord interferes with quiet enjoyment,
he/she may be sued for breach of contract. Disturbance of quiet enjoyment by another can be a
"nuisance" for which a lawsuit may be brought to halt the interference or obtain damages for it. (See:

nuisance)



420 Washoe Drive

(Ideal!ll Property??/)

Washoe Drive FIRE Washoe County Approved Re-Build
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Proximity Picture of Subject site and 420 Washoe Drive (Commercial Zonning)-Hwy Fronta ge?
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Building. "Building" means any structure having a permanent foundation, a roof supported by
columns or walls and used for the enclosure of persons, animals or chattels, but not including a
trailer (mobile home) or tent.

Building Envelope. "Building envelope" means the area to be occupied by any structure and
associated development.

Building Height. "Building height" is the vertical distance above a reference datum measured to
the highest point of the coping of a flat roof or to the deck line of a mansard roof or to the average
height of the highest gable of a pitched or hipped roof. As illustrated in Figure 110.902.15.BH1,
the reference datum shall be selected by either of the following, whichever yields a greater height
of building:

(a) The elevation of the highest adjoining sidewalk or ground surface within a five (5)
foot horizontal distance of the exterior wall of the building when such sidewalk or
ground surface is not more than ten (10) feet above lowest grade.

(b) An elevation ten (10) feet higher than the lowest grade when the sidewalk or
ground surface described in Item 1 above is more than ten (10) feet above lowest
grade.

The height of a stepped or terraced building is the maximum height of any segment of the
building.

Figure 110.902.15.BH1
DETERMINATION OF BUILDING HEIGHT IN FEET

g T

A
Height of
building
45'= £
1 B
5 7 7 /Bq /4 xDatum - 4
A NN . .
SN /'v - 5 \\l\ ///\\ = 4
8 Less than 10' 10 S
N i Ll /:
A More than 10'
23
Source: International Building Code Interpretation Manual.

Building Intensity.  "Building intensity” refers to the bulk and concentration of physical
development of uses permitted in a district. Lot coverage and height are examples of measures
of building intensity.

Cellar. "Cellar" means the portion of a building between floor and ceiling which is wholly or
partially below grade and so located that vertical distance from grade to the floor below is equal to
or greater than the vertical distance from grade to ceiling.
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Lloyd, Trevor

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

jeskaross@comcast.net
Thursday, July 21, 2016 10:15 AM
Lloyd, Trevor

Re: VA16-004

Follow up
Flagged

Trevor-can you present this to the commission on our behalf as we are unable to attend. Thank you,John and
Ellen Miller, 1705 State Route 28, Incline Village, Nevada

Commission-we are writing in response to the variance request from John Powers and Ken Brown Design at 1707 State
Route 28, Incline Village, Nevada. We are the next door neighbor on the north side of the property. Our primary concern is
privacy and we believe the rotation of the house will provide a view from the balconies into our home, including into our
master bedroom. While the proposed house is rotated, our house remains as is, pointing the balconies in the direction of

our home.Accordingly, we don't believe the rotation of the house should be allowed.

We are also concerned about the five stories proposed. As proposed, the house would be out of sync with the

neighborhood, and block the views from the neighbors across the street.

John and Ellen Miller, 1705 State Route 28, Incline Village, Nevada
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