WASHOE COUNTY

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
Meeting Minutes

Board of Adjustment Members Thursday, December 1, 2016
Kim Toulouse, Chair 1:30 p.m.
Clay Thomas, Vice Chair

Kristina Hill Washoe County Administration Complex
Brad Stanley Commission Chambers
Lee Lawrence 1001 East Ninth Street
William Whitney, Secretary Reno, NV

The Washoe County Board of Adjustment met in regular session on  Thursday,
December 6, 2016, in the Washoe County Administrative Complex Commission Chambers, 1001 East Ninth
Street, Reno, Nevada.

1. *Determination of Quorum
Chair Toulouse called the meeting to order at 1:32 p.m. The following members and staff were present:
Members present: Kim Toulouse, Chair
Clay Thomas, Vice-Chair

Kristina Hill **
Lee Lawrence

Brad Stanley
Members absent: None
Staff present:; Trevor Lloyd, Senior Planner, Planning and Development

Eric Young, PhD, Planner, Planning and Development

Chad Giesinger, Senior Planner, Planning and Development
William Whitney, Director, Planning and Development
Nathan Edwards, Deputy District Atforney, District Attorney's
Office

Donna Fagan, Recording Secretary, Planning and
Development

2. *Pledge of Allegiance
Member Stanley 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.

Washoe County Community Services Department, Planning and Developrent Division
Post Office Box 11130, Reno, NV 89520-0147 - 1001 E. Ninth St., Reno, NV 88512
Telephone: 775.328.3600 — Fax; 775.328.6133
www.washoecounty.usf/csd/planning_and_development



5. *Public Comment

Chair Toulouse opened the public comment period. Garth Elliott stated as a Board member of the Sun Valley
General Improvement District (SVGID) he knew his function and he knew this Board's function. He stated there
was a situation where the County had been working on a sign code for two years and not one time did they
consider the wishes of the 25,000 people making up Sun Valley. He said they were not asked to be part of it until
it was too late and the decisions had been made. He reported the people had a problem with the six-foot height
requirement and electronic part of it. He noted there was a sign located in Sun Valley that they had to manually
open up and place the letters or numbers on it and they needed a faster way to do that. With an electronic sign
they could change it immediately, which they needed for emergency purposes.

Chair Toulouse closed the public comment period.

6. Approval of Agenda

In accordance with the Open Meeting Law, Member Stanley moved to approve the agenda of December 6,
2016. The motion was seconded by Member Lawrence, which carried unanimously with Member Hill absent.
7. Approval of October 6, 2016 Draft Minutes

Member Thomas moved to approve the minutes of October 8, 2016 as written. The motion was seconded by
Member Lawrence, which carried unanimously with Member Hill absent.
8. Public Hearings

A. Special Use Permit Case Number SB16-010 (Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District, Station
Number 14) — Hearing, discussion, and possible action to approve a special use permit for the

construction and operation of a new fire station (Safety Services Civic Use Type).

o Applicant;

e Property Owner:

s [ocation:

Assessor's Parcel Number:
Parcel Size:

Master Plan Category:
Regulatory Zone:

Area Plan:

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

o Staff:

¢ Phone:
¢ Email:

Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District
Attn: Chief Moore

PO Box 11130

Reno, NV 89520

Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District
Attn: Chief Moore

PO Box 11130

Renao, NV 88520

Northeast corner of Foothill Road and Broken Hill
Road

044-300-19

+ 3 acres

Suburban Residential (SR)

Medium Density Suburban (MDS)

Southwest Truckee Meadows

South Truckee Meadows / Washoe Valley
Authorized in Article 810, Special Use Permits
2 — Commissioner Lucey

Section 8, T18N, R20E, MDM,

Washoe County, NV

Roger Pelham, MPA, Senior Planner

Washoe County Community Services Department
Planning and Development Division
775.328.3622

rpelham@washoecounty.us
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Chair Toulouse called for any disclosures. Member Thomas stated he had a family member that was an
employee of the Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District (TMFPD). Deputy District Attorney Edwards asked
Member Thomas if that family member was an immediate family member in the household. Member Thomas
responded he was not. Deputy District Attorney Edwards asked Member Thomas if his household income was
dependent upon that person's income in any way. Member Thomas said it was not. Deputy District Attorney
Edwards asked if that person would affect his ability to be impartial for making a decision on the following item.
Member Thomas responded no.

Chair Toulouse cpened the public hearing. Roger Pelham, Planner, identified the property and presented his
Staff Report. He said issuance of the Special Use Permit was a judgement call and he knew there were some
people who were opposed to this and that was why he attempted to craft the Conditions of Approval to mitigate
those impacts.

Chair Toulouse opened up questions to the Board. Member Thomas asked if Mr. Pelham was privy to any
other site location options for this facility. Mr. Pelham stated he was not. Member Thomas asked if Chief Moore
and his team happened to mention why they selected this site. Mr. Pelham stated he did not know why and
Planning was hobbled by the fact that they got the application once the Applicant figured out what they wanted to
do and where they wanted to do it. Then staff would look at it and determine if it met certain qualifications. Mr.
Whitney stated he felt that questicn was more appropriate for Chief Moore who was present via telephone
conference.

Mr. Edwards stated Chief Moore was present via telephone and that he acknowledged and understood the
meeting was being recorded.

Member Thomas stated there was a comment in the CAB findings about a school and another fire station. He
wondered where the school was in conjunction with the new fire station and where the old fire station was
located. Mr. Pelham stated there were schools in the area to the west on Foothill Road. He naoted traffic went west
on Foothill Road and he believed the Applicant’s representative did a traffic study.

Dwayne Smith, Director of Engineering, noted there were some changes to the Engineering Conditions. He
said the first condition he wanted to add was to widen Foothill Road along the southeast side from the intersection
of Broken Hill Road to the northern property line to accommeodate three lanes; 11 feet wide and one foot wide with
paved shoulders on each side of the road. The second condition was to provide a street light at the corner of
Broken Hill Road and Foothill Road located in the County right-of-way. He said the street light would have to
comply with certain conditions. He stated he would also like to remove two conditions. The first would be
Condition |, page 5, the driveway access off Broken Hill should align with the intersection of Raintree Court. The
second would be Condition N, page 3, street lights shall be installed at the two fire truck driveway intersections
with the County rights-of-way. He said the last condition he would like to modify was Condition L, page 3,
sidewalk, curb and gutter shall be installed along the entire length of the parcel adjacent to Broken Hill Road. He
wished to change the condition to read: sidewalk, curb and guiter shall be installed along Broken Hill Road in front
of the developed area and extending 10 feet passed the proposed driveway to the southeast; future development
shall be conditioned to extend the sidewalk, curb and gutter to the property line.

Chair Toulouse asked if Mr. Smith had a written copy of all of those changess so the Board could make an
accurate motion. Mr. Smith stated he did. Chair Toulouse opened up guestions to the Board.

Member Stanley asked if there had been any community feedback on the one light arrangement versus the
two-light condition. Mr. Smith stated he did not have any.

**1:57 p.m. Member Hill arrived at the meeting.
Member Lawrence wanted to know about Condition L which originally proposed to go the entire length of the

street and was he proposing less curb and gutter. Mr. Smith stated he was proposing less since the development
was only going to extend to the driveway. Instead of installing curb, gutter and sidewalk that could possibly have
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to be removed in the future for driveways, they decided not to extend in front of the undeveloped parcel at this
time. He said any future development that came in wouid be required to extend the curb, gutter and sidewalk. Mr.
Smith stated all emergency vehicles coming off of Foothill Road would drive on to Broken Hill and enter the facility
then they would exit on to Foothill Road. What he was proposing was to only bring the curb, guiter and sidewalk
to the right and southeast of that driveway. He further explained there would be curb, gutter and sidewalk on that
side of the driveway and extended along Broken Hill Road as weil as Foothill Road. He said that was where the
emergency vehicle movements would oceur.

Chair Toulouse opened up discussion to the Applicant. Angela Fuss, CFA and Representative for the Truckee
Meadows Fire Protection District (TMFPD), said she wanted to give the Board a history of why Fire Station 14
was no longer viable and why they were relocating it. She said the apparatus bay was originally built in the 1960's
and it had been a fire station for about 30 years. During the last 30 years, development took place and the fire
station was now in the middle of a commercial shopping center, which made it challenging to provide effective
and timely service. She said they fried to find a location that would be more appropriate and because this was not
a Reno or Sparks fire station they had to make sure it would be on Washoe County property. She said they
purchased three acres for the station and it had two access points, one off of Broken Hill Road and one off of
Foothill Road. She said they had people ask why they would put a fire station in a residential neighborhood and
there were a couple of reasons. As the community grew they had to build new fire stations and the bulk of the
community was residential. She said to be able to serve those areas they had to put fire stations amongst them
and it was very common to have them by schools.

Ms. Fuss stated they had a 10,000 square foot building and were planning for future expansion and they were
looking at potentially adding a second fire crew if needed. She was not certain when or if that would happen, but
they were working proactively to be prepared. She explained they were putting sidewalks on Foothill Road and
Broken Hill Road as currently there were none. She said they had signal lighting on both sides of the driveway,
which was about 60 feet wide. She thought about 84 percent of the calls would be going east, which meant they
would be going towards Virginia Street and about 6 percent of the calls would be required to go left. She said they
were also putting in some striping, which would say "keep clear” so the driveway would not be blocked.

Ms. Fuss commented there were not very many questions or concerns raised at the CAB meeting. She said in
addition to the CAB meeting, they sent out letters to everyone in the noticing areas and some of those people
attended and gave some very good feedback.

Ms. Fuss discussed concerns regarding noise, lighting, parking and response. She noted it was up to the
Captain when sirens would be appropriate. She said they changed their lighting plan so they would not have any
light pollution beyond their property lines. She explained they had ten parking spaces and she produced a map
showing all the calls that Station 14 responded to.

Ms. Fuss stated the other concerns they heard were related to traffic and a school bus stop at the corner of
Foothill Road and Broken Hill Road. She said they had been in contact with the School District about putting in
sidewalks and a pad or shelter. She said there were fwo schools in the area and she showed pictures to give a
better idea of what the traffic would look like. She said the traffic did not backup to where their driveway was or to
the intersection. They also had a traffic study completed and based on that study; Foothill Road was operating at
a Level Service C. She explained Level Service C was pretty average and would not trigger or warrant widening
of the roads. She said the County Engineer asked that they widen Foothill Road in front of the parcel and the
Applicant was in agreement to do that,

Ms. Fuss concluded her presentation. Member Thomas stated the current facility they were in would be shut
down and they would move to the new facility. Ms. Fuss stated that was correct; the parcel was owned by TMFPD
and they would be selling it. Member Thomas stated that part of the reason for moving to the new parcel was for
quick access to Virginia Street and the Highway. He thought the current station sat right next to the Highway. Ms.
Fuss said the biggest issue with the existing fire station was that it was located in the middle of a commercial
shopping center. Member Thomas said he was familiar with Foothill Road and there was no shoulder on that road
and when he had been on it even bicyclists had trouble. Leaving from Broken Hill Road going north to the
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intersection was one lane until you got to the Foothill Shopping Center. When you get four cars at the red light
everyone was blocked. He had a concern for egress/ingress if an event happened. If they had to go up the street,
the opposite direction on Foothill Road, it was a 15 mph zone and when people dropped their children off at the
schools it really got backed up. His concern was whether this would create a problem or issues because of the
narrowness of the road and the close proximity to the schools. Ms. Fuss stated from the intersection of Virginia
Street and Foothill Road was a fairly close distance to the schools. On a busy night at that intersection or even
during the school zone, they noticed there were about six to eight cars backed up at that light.

Ms. Fuss stated they had been talking about the concept of an Opticom so that the fire truck would have the
ability to change the lights to move traffic along and move through the lights. She said that was not something
that was part of the Conditions of the Approval, it was just more of an internal discussion they had.

Member Thomas asked where the bus stop was at Broken Hill Road and Foothill Road. Ms. Fuss said she
believed they stopped on Foothill Road. She said that could potentially change with the School District, because if
they widened Foothill Road there would be a shoulder and room for them to pull out.

Chief Moore addressed the comment about the station and its current proximity to the highway; at our current
location we are in the City of Reno so any calls in that area we don't respond to. as a matter of practice because it
isn‘t in our jurisdiction so it makes sense to move closer to the properties we are responsible for and our studies
show this was an ideal situation and location for them to protect people in this jurisdiction and support responses
o other locations within their boundary, such as Caughlin Ranch and Hidden Valley and down south.

Chair Toulouse opened public comment. Robert Ginocchio, said the proposed fire station would be in the
same identical trap that the existing fire station was in. It had traffic all around it, more buildings moving in, and a
WalMart. He said they wrote a check for it so it was in the Board's lap to make the decision. He said they pulled a
traffic study during Thanksgiving week, which would have been when there was less traffic. He noted they paid
$435,666 per acre and he wondered where that would leave the rest of them because it would elevate everyone's
taxes.

Joe Theaman,10050 San Clemente Drive, stated he and some of his neighbors were opposed to the fire
station going in right next to their homes. He said it was a residential area and all of the roads were residential
around the fire station. There was not good access down Foothill Road and as Member Thomas pointed out he
tried to walk along the edge of it and it was a danger to pedestrians or bicyclists. He noted there was no right-
hand turn onto Virginia Street from Foothill Road and it all backed up because of the Foothill's Mall. He believed
that was one of the narrowest roads in the valley. He saw a semi-truck coming down this week and a full-sized
pickup decided he was going to stop and let the semi pass him. He and his family were concerned that once a fire
truck rolled out there, they would not have any place to go and they were very conscientious about letting fire and
emergency vehicles get around them. He said the CAB did not notify them that there was going to be a meeting
and had they known they would have attended and made negative comments. He said he talked at the
community meeting and he spoke with the Fire Chief who said they could not go over 25 mph on residential
streets without the lights and sirens.

JW. Lazzari, 11000 Raintree Court, stated he was not completely opposed to a fire station in the
neighborhood, but he had concerns about traffic on Foothill Road. He said Foothill Road was narrow with no
shoulder or sidewalk and there was nowhere to pull off if a fire truck came up behind them. He was happy to hear
that part of the road would be widened, but he did not believe that solved the problem when you got down to the
bottom of Foothill Road. He noted response times would be compromised if the fire truck was stuck on Foothill
Road, which he thought was the same as the problem now with the fire truck being stuck in the WalMart parking
lot. He urged the Board to look at Foothill Road and possibly widen it fo make sure this was an appropriate place
for a fire station. He said it was mentioned there would be improved response times, but he had not seen a study
to say that was the case. He wondered if it was the best location or just the right price at the right time.

Kenneth Krater, 801 Dartmouth Drive, said he was a lifetime Reno resident and formerly the Reno Traffic
Engineer and he had done a ton of work by the existing station on Old Virginia Road. He said he watched Chief
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Moore over the last three years work diligently to find a site that would best serve the community and he clearly
could have found much cheaper land. He believed the existing station was a disaster especially during the hours
of noon to 6:00 pm and on Saturdays because there was tremendous traffic in and out of the WalMart Shopping
Center. He said there were often times when a fire truck could not even make a left turn to go on Old Virginia
Road and south to Damonte Ranch Parkway. He said there were concerns about traffic on Foothill Road, but the
“call-for-service” map presented earlier showed a huge number of the calls were at Foothill Road. He believed the
way they oriented the station with trucks coming in on Broken Hill Road and exiting on Foothill Road would not
impact the neighborhood. It was almost 100 feet away from the street and at least 150 feet away from the nearest
residence and they left a lot of room for landscaping. He thought the architecture was fine; it was not a residential
building and he would rather see a little bit of money put in to additional trees to buffer the station. He said if there
was one medical emergency in this neighborhood, they would be forever grateful that it was located where it was.
He urged the Board to support this project.

Chris Russ, 10080 Broken Hill Road, said he was opposed to this project. He wanted to cover some things
that were being represented from Staff that were incorrect. He noted the traffic survey was done after the last
public meeting. They had not considered their pre-emption device until it was mentioned at that meeting. No
traffic study was done, no calls-for-service study was done and no examinations on where the calls for service
were. The Fire Chief did not even know the number of calls that came out, did not know where those calls were
located, but today we have a view of those calls and he questioned that. A traffic survey needed to be properly
done so the Board could see the impact on Foothill Road. There had been no evaluation of whether or not this
location would actually improve response times other than a GIS, which looked at roadway width, business
locations and had a lot of data, but it did not provide real time traffic flow or what traffic flow looked like. In
addition, they asked for things like the generator to be moved to the other side of the building because there was
no reason for that generator to be on the residential side. They did a study of noise with a decibel reader:
however, there were sounds during the daytime that you could hear that would not register on the decibel reader.
He said they were talking about expanding the firehouse; however, this design would not accommodate that kind
of growth without doing what someone mentioned, which was to add another driveway. He said those were things
not disclosed to the residents. He requested the Board hold off on their decision until they had further meetings
with the community members who would be impacted by this and get more information from Staff.

Kathy Russ, 10080 Broken Hill Road, said the correct location for the bus stop was on Broken Hill Road and
not on Foothill Road. The concern they had over parking was where the overflow parking would be. She thought
they would hold training drilis and they did not want Broken Hill Road being the overflow parking for fire station
personnel that would be there for training. The pictures of Foothill Road and Broken Hill Road that were provided
had a timeframe from 2:00 pm to 2:30 pm which were not applicable to that neighborhood when they talked about
traffic. The bus dropped kids off at 3:15 pm on Broken Hill Road and if there was going fo be any information
provided as to what the traffic looked like it needed to be during those times and morning times as well. She said
at the November 16" meeting they had 16 people in attendance and the Fire Chief took a show of hands and all
but one opposed the project. Chief Moore said the current station was about location, but she would like the
Board to know the proposed location of Foothill Road was about 100 feet from the City of Reno boundary. The
questions she had was whether or not the current location was evaluated for new entry, new exits, stripping and
blinking lights to indicate that you could or could not block their entrance. She said they heard a lot of statements
that it would improve response to priority calls, which was hard to evaluate when you had a fire department that
did not distinguish between priority and non-priority calls. She said in the report it stated that Special Use Permits
and Administrative Permits for the community’s sake would also include relevant CAB's and she would like to
know how relevant that CAB could be for their neighborhood when it did not include anyone from their
neighborhood fo the meeting. She asked to have an unimproved walkway on Foothill Road if they were not willing
to do curb, gutter and sidewalk.

Chair Toulouse closed public comment and opened up discussion to the Board.
Member Stanley stated there had been some questions about the use of the tower and whether or not there

would be trainings. Chief Moore stated he did not think there would be an overwhelming number of vehicles. They
would be mostly single engine and dual engine company trainings and not necessarily any burning. Member
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Stanley asked when they would happen. Chief Moore stated they would likely be held on the weekend and when
they could get volunteers there to train, but they still used the public safety training center on Parr Boulevard for
the larger drills.

Member Lawrence asked if the generator was used every day or only when the power went out. Also, he
heard an individual mention moving the generator to a quieter side. Chief Moore stated it was generally only used
when the power went out. They were tested monthly and they would schedule those during the day when it would
not bother people. He explained the generator was very quiet and with a screening wall he did not think that
citizens would even know when it was on. Member Lawrence asked if the screening wall was a concrete
structure. Chief Moore stated it was CMU or some other type of sound material. He said putting it on the east side
with the open facing towards the west would cause more noise not iess.

Member Stanley said there had been a lot of discussion from the Members and the local residents regarding
the impact on Foothill Road and particularly concerning the width of it, response times and responsibilities. He
asked if there was a backup plan to widen all of Foothill Road down to Virginia Street and do secmething about the
access. Chief Moore stated he discussed with Commissioner Lucey the concerns of the citizens about the width.
He could not say there was a firm plan to widen it but Commissioner Lucey told him that he would engage in
discussions with the County Manager to talk about improvements to the intersection and accelerating
improvements towards the fire station.

Chair Toulouse stated the Chief said the training tower would be used primarily for single-company
evolutions. He asked the Chief to explain that. Chief Moore stated a single-company was one engine comprised
of a crew of three. He said they could have an engine company plus volunteers to frain, but the maximum would
be about nine. Member Thomas stated there was already a training facility at Parr Boulevard and he wondered if
there was a need for a tower at this location. Chief Moore stated the problem with using Parr Boulevard was
taking their resources from the south all the way up to the north. When they did that they would leave holes in the
southern area, and this would allow them to not relocate engines all the way to the north and close stations. Chief
Moore added there was not a time table for building the training tower; however, it was contemplated not to be
built in this phase.

Member Stanley asked what the criticality was for having a decision at this time on this particular project. He
wondered about that because there had been last minute bits of information coming in from Engineering and the
public. Chief Moore responded that it would be a big impact to them to not have this started now because
construction costs were on the rise and it was important {o start construction in the spring. He explained the
location in Damonte Ranch was dilapidated and anyiime it rained the truck bays flooded. He said the traffic was
worse at the current location more so than anyone realized. He stated they had a difficult time of getting out of
that site whether they were going north, south, east or west.

Chair Toulouse brought discussion back to the Board. Member Lawrence stated he was happy to hear that
the generator would be used infrequently. He thought it would be nice if they located it on the east side facing
away from the people on Raintree Road.

Member Thomas stated he understood the location they picked because they could go up Foothill Road which
would give them access to Holcomb Ranch and Lakeside. He noted the issues he was still concerned about was
that Foothill Road was a rural road with no shoulder. He knew there was talk about widening it as they moved
toward Virginia Street, but looking at the zoning map as they got closer to the intersection that became the City of
Reno and the County would have no say over it. He understood the situation with the sirens but when they got a
call, especially as a first responder, they would not know what they were going to until they got there, so they
would go with lights and sirens. He said he found it interesting that the CAB had nothing but support for it and yet
today there were people in the audience that were not in favor of it. He was not sure if the CAB notified everyone

properly.

Member Stanley stated he echoed a lot of Member Thomas’ comments. He noted the road was not wide
enough and he was concerned that there was not a backup analysis addressing that problem. He said he served
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on the CAB for almost 12 years and those meeting agendas were posted well and it was a tradition that people
did not attend unless it affected them. He stated there were a series of questions raised by the CAB and some
were around these issues; traffic on a rural roadway, safety relationships and proximity to schools. He noted cne
of the Members was talking about the idea of people walking down the road and then having to find a place to
jump if someone came by. He said that sounded like they could be creating problems they would have to deal
with if they were on an emergency call. He believed the demand and the requirement was huge and Chief Moore
and his team had been incredible. He was concerned about the idea of different kinds of lighting arrangements
without them going through a community review process.

Member Hill stated she supported public service and was a big believer in fire protection. She said there was
a lot of it in Incline Village amongst residential neighborhoods and it was an asset to the neighborhood. She said
they had great relationships with the schools, with kids, with the community, and Incline Village was of the opinion
that the more fire protection the better. She was in support of this project.

Chair Toulouse stated he agreed that fire protection was very important and not solely from the perspective of
fire, but also for the emergency medical calls. He did have some questions and some concerns similar to Member
Stanley’s that there were multiple changes proposed in the Conditions that were not presented to the CAB and
had not been thoroughly vetted or reviewed by the public. He was surprised to see the number of people present
today who were opposed to the project. He suggested adding a Condition of Approval of moving the generator to
the east side of the building. Also, he said the Applicant may consider a continuance until next month's meeting to
meet with the neighbors and go over the proposed changes and see if they could get more of a consensus.

Member Lawrence said he was in support of the Chair's recommendation because he did not believe the
issues were being treated fairly. He stated he did not understand Mr. Smith’s description of Condition L regarding
the length of the sidewalk. He thought when additional information was brought forward, the public should have
an opportunity to review and discuss it in a CAB environment.

Ms. Fuss stated one of the reasons they proposed to put the generator on the west side of the building was
because of the location of the transformer and the electrical component. She noted that was coming off of Broken
Hill Road not Foothill Road and to move it to the other side would be a huge cost. She said when they agreed to
add the eight-foot wall to surround it was because of the concerns heard at the CAB meetings. They also came
up with a type of generator that would have a very small impact on the neighborhood.

Member Stanley stated there had been some suggestions that a continuance be considered so that the new
information coming out in this meeting could go through the process of community meetings. Ms. Fuss stated
when they presented this project to the community by holding their own community meeting, the first and
foremost issue was traffic and they wanted them to widen Foothill Road, so they agreed to that. This site was
purchased and there were a lot of constraints they were stuck with, but they could widen Foothill Road. She did
not think anything would change by continuing this item for a couple of months.

Member Thomas asked if their recommendation to widen Foothill Road was only for the length of the property
they owned. Ms. Fuss stated that was correct as that was the condition proposed by the County Engineer. She
said the length was about 240 feet.

Chair Toulouse asked if the Applicant would oppose the condition of moving the generator to the east side of
the building. Ms. Fuss stated they would because when that issue came up at the neighborhood meeting their
response was to go back and meet with their engineer to find a generator that would produce the ieast amount of
noise.

Chair Toulouse brought the discussion back to the Board and called for a motion.
Member Hill moved that after giving reasoned consideration to the information contained in the staff report

and information received during the public hearing, the Washoe County Board of Adjustment approve with the
conditions of approval included as Exhibit A, including condition #2M to require streetlights fo be installed at each
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driveway as per the added Staff recommendation to approve a street light at the corner of Broken Hill Road and
Foothill Road and eliminating the streetiight on Broken Hill Road; Special Use Permit Case Number SB16-010 for
Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District, having made the five findings required in accordance with Washoe
County Code Section 110.810.30 and one finding in accordance with the Southwest Truckee Meadows Area
Plan, including those conditions that were provided by Staff (Engineer Smith) on the document and the following:

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

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

3. Site Suitability. That the site is physically suitable for a fire station (safety services civic
use type), and for the intensity of such a development;

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

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

and

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

Chair Toulouse called for a second to the motion. Hearing none, he opened up discussion. Mr. Pelham
stated he heard the motion to approve the project. The project would include medifications to the Conditions
such that there would not be street lights at the two driveways, but rather one street light at the corner; that
Foothill Road would be widened; that Condition 2I regarding the alignment would be removed; and, Condition
2M would be removed regarding the two street lights. He said it was also mentioned to modify Condition 1L to
not require curb, gutter and sidewalk from the driveway south to the property line. Member Hill stated that was
her motion.

Mr. Edwards stated the document that was provided by Engineer Smith could be identified as an exhibit
and made an official document of the meeting, and then a Member could refer to it in their motion. Chair
Toulouse marked the document as Exhibit 1 which would eliminate ltem | and Item M from the original
Conditions of Approval and include them as modified in Exhibit 1. Member Hill amended her motion to contain
Exhibit 1.

Chair Toulouse said the motion died for a lack of a second. He called for another motion.

Member Staniey stated given everything they had heard today and the difficulty of the motion, he moved for
continuance of the item for 60 days. Chair Toulouse stated they could not force a continuance on the Applicant;
they could only approve or deny the preject. Mr. Edwards stated that was correct. He said the Code and
Statutes provided that if a decision was not rendered within 90 days of receipt of the complete application
packet it would be deemed approved by default.

Chair Toulouse called for a motion. 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 DENY, with the conditions of approval included as Exhibit 1, Special Use Permit Case
Number SB16-010 for Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District, having made the five findings required in
accordance with Washoe County Code Section 110.810.30 and one finding in accordance with the Southwest
Truckee Meadows Area Plan. He said the denial was predicated on Finding #3 - Site Suitability and Finding #4 -
Issuance Not Detrimental. Member Stanley seconded the motion, which carried on a vote of three to two with
Members Hill and Toulouse voting nay.
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and

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

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 a fire station (safety services civic
use type), and for the intensity of such a development;

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

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

Southwest Truckee Meadows Area Plan Required Finding. Community character as

described in the character statement can be adequately conserved through mitigation of any
identified potential negative impacts.

Mr. Whitney read the appeal procedure to the Applicant.

3:20 pm

3:28 pm

B. Administrative Permit Case Number AP16-008 (Sun Valley General Improvement District
Electronic Message Display) — Hearing, discussion, and possible action to approve an
Administrative Permit to allow the construction and operation of an Electronic Message Display. The
overall height of the proposed sign is six feet. The overall width of the proposed sign is eight feet.
The electronic message display area is approximately two feet in height and seven-and-a-half feet in

The Board recessed.

The Board reconvened with all Members present.

width {18 square feet).

L

e o ¢ ©® o o o © ©

Applicant/Property Owner: Sun Valley General Improvement District
Attn: Darrin Price
5000 Sun Valley Boulevard
Sun Valley, NV 89433

Location: 115 W. 8" Avenue, at the Sun Valley Regional Park
Assessor's Parcel Number: 085-211-03
Parcel Size: t 26.1 acres
Master Plan Category: Suburban Residential (SR)
Regulatory Zone: Parks and Recreation (PR)
Area Plan: Sun Valley
Citizen Advisory Board: Sun Valley
Development Code: Authorized in Article 505, Sign Regulations
Commission District: 3 — Commissioner Jung
Section/Township/Range: Section 18, T20N, R20E, MDM,
Washoe County, NV
Staff: Roger Pelham, MPA, Senior Planner

Washoe County Community Services Department
Planning and Development Division

Phone: 775.328.3622

Email: rpelham@washoecounty.us
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Chair Toulouse opened the public hearing. Roger Petham, Planner, identified the property and presented his
Staff Report. He noted the Sign Code was relatively new and the County went through a very long process and
many meetings to replace the Sign Code in its entirety. He explained that under the previous Code a digital sign
at this location would not have been allowed under any circumstances. He said at this time, the sign would not be
allowed where it was being proposed because one of the criteria for placement of an electronic message display
(EMD) was that it not be placed within 200 feet of a residential regulatory zone. Based on that, Staff was
recommending denial of the project.

Chair Toulouse called for any disclosures. Chair Toulouse stated he received an email in support of the
SVGID sign. He opened discussion to the Board. Member Lawrence wondered if going further up from the
intersection to a park would that 200 foot radius would it not also include the east side and the residents on that
side or were there no residents there. Mr. Pelham stated the zoning in that area was zoned commercial and they
could put an EMD within 200 feet of commercial. He noted the residential zone on the east side of Sun Valley
Boulevard went about halfway up the park going north.

Chair Toulouse called for the Applicant to come forward. Darrin Price, General Manager SVGID, showed the
Board photos of the existing marques. He said they inherited that from Washoe County when they took over the
parks about seven years ago and it was put in in 1996. He said their challenge with the current sign was that they
could only put up four lines of text. The plastic letters had to be replaced by hand and the existing sign did light
up. He showed a photo of the sign they were going to put in and it was shorter than the current sign. He said they
could put multiple messages on the sign and it was not just for all the programs at the park, it was a joint
partnership with the County. Mr. Price stated Commissioner Herman was present and he explained they had
acquired $20,000 from the County for instaliation of the sign. He showed the map included in the application and
the existing marques site and the one that met the Code toward the north. He stated that site would not work. He
said the first chalfenge was landscaping and Sun Valley Boulevard was not a County road, it was a State
Highway. He said right behind the landscaping was the sidewalk that went all the way around the park and then
right behind the sidewalk was the fence. He said they needed the fencing that surrounded that portion of the park
because they had amenities in the drainage area. That meant they would have to go behind the landscaping,
behind the sidewalk, behind the fence to the area that was a 45 degree slope running from the fence down to the
drainage area. In order to comply with the Sign Code they would have to have a structural engineer come in to do
an assessment, build a retaining wall with proper compaction just to start to do the pedestal portion before they
could put in the sign. He said in order to comply with the Code, the sign could not be higher than six foot, which
meant no one would be able to see it at the proposed location.

Mr. Price said only three homes would be affected by this and commercial location. The other two were
undeveloped lots, which could be developed residential in the future. He said he had been with the District 30
years and there were two homes on the parcels that were torn down and the owner lived in Alaska and the lois
had been vacant for 20 years. He said those people who would be affected were in favor of putting the sign in this
location. He noted that on the corner of 6" Street and Sun Valley Boulevard was pedestrian crossing sign that
biinked 24/7 and at night time.

Mr. Price suggested the Board approve replacing the sign that was already in place with a new sign. He said
they could do Amber Alerts, boil water notices, and emergency alerts for the community. It was not going to be
used to advertise evenis and programs being held, it would be used as notification for neighborhood
emergencies. He said they were a non-profit governmental entity that did bill inserts, newsletters, Facebook, and
press releases to reach their residents. He said there were over 20,000 people in Sun Valley and thousands of
cars that passed that area every day would view the sign, just like they do now. He encouraged the Board to pass
the permit so they could replace the existing sign.

Chair Toulouse opened questioning to the Board. Member Hill asked if there were two letters in support. Mr.
Price said that was correct. Member Hill said one letter was from Day Spring Lane and she did not think that was
located in Sun Valley. Mr. Price stated page 6 of the Staff Report showed it was one of the homes affected.
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Member Hill said the only homes that were affected were in the High Density Suburban zone across the street
and the cther side were zoned commercial.

Chair Toulouse opened public comment. Carol Burns, 15 Columbine Court, stated she was a member of the
CAB and for the past year she had appeared before the County Commissioners asking for better notification for
the residents in Sun Valley. She had also brought this matter up at their CAB meetings; ail to no avail. Years ago
a resident published a newsletter that was distributed throughout the community keeping them current on news;
however, it was terminated. The Sun Valley GID notified their customers in their bills, but she and many others on
the fringe of Sun Valley received their water from TMWA and never saw that information. As fast as they put the
CAB meeting notices they were taken down so they had to repeatedly put new ones up. She said both of the
medical marijuana dispensaries that blossomed in Sun Valley had lighted signs and it seemed more appropriate
to her that the residents of Sun Valley be advised of news. She felt this sign was sorely needed for people in Sun
Valley without internet availability or GID notification.

Garth Elliott, 6160 Rams Horn, stated he contacted the three residents mentioned earlier that would be
affected and they were not opposed. He said he attended all the County Commissioner meetings and spoke as
much as could about the new Sign Code and how it would affect them. He said they were not asked to be at the
working group meetings or involved in the process. He stated he was told that if they wanted to challenge the
Code they could put in an Area Plan Amendment, but the last time he tried that it took five years. He thought
there should have been a way to get a Variance or something outside of coming to the Board of Adjustment and
the County Commissioners. He stated the sign had to be in the current position because they advertised things
that happened at Washoe County property such as the Pool, the Community Center and the Elber Center.

Chair Toulouse closed public comment and brought the discussion back to the Board. Member Hill stated it
appeared the Board could not approve this because it conflicted with the Code. Mr. Edwards, Legal Counsel,
stated Article 804 specifically cross-referenced the new Sign Code and said that the Variance Article was not
useable for purposes of varying the provisions of the Sign Code. Therefore, the Board had to rely simply on the
Sign Code itself, Article 505. He said within Article 505 there was a reference which provided that variances could
only be made by the Planning Commission or the County Commissioners and even then only on written legal
opinion from the District Attorney’s Office that it was required to comply with the Constitution, Laws or Decisions
of the United States or the State of Nevada. He agreed with Staff; he thought they articulated the correct position,
which was a problem with the Sign Code in terms of this Applicant and what they wanted. He said the only way
he could see under the current Sign Code that this was possibly somehow not restricted or prohibited because of
the 200 foot ruie, would be in Section 505.05 which provided a list of exemptions from the Sign Code. He noted
the Board would have to conclude that one of those exemptions applied to this project. Under that exemption
(subsection (b)) said if they were not prohibited by 110.505.35 which was the section that dealt with traffic safety,
the Board could not approve a sign that would be a traffic hazard, or subject to special standards. The Board
would have to decide that this sign was not subjected to special standards. His opinion was that it was subject to
special standards, that was why they were present seeking a Special Use Permit. The Board would have to
conclude that it was not subject to special standards and that it was listed in the exempt provisions. He said the
first on the list was signs owned and/or maintained by a governmental agency for the purposes set out in
subparagraph D and | of 110.505.00. Subsection D covered signs to promote traffic safety, the free flow of traffic
and to prevent injury and property damage that may be fully or partially contributable to cluttered and distracting
signage. Subsection | referred to signs that limited signage on County property only for locational, directional,
traffic control and public safety health and welfare purposes and allowing the expression of ideas in traditional
public forums. He said if the Board concluded this not subject to special standards and if the Board concluded
that it was one of those types of signs owned and/or maintained by a governmental agency, which SVGID was,
then that would be the only route he could conceivably argue that the Sign Code would not prohibit the sign in
question. He reiterated he did not believe that was the prevailing argument or analysis here, but if the Board were
{0 consider any basis for it, the Board would need to make those conclusions.

Chair Toulouse asked Mr. Price if this sign would be used to promote traffic safety and public safety and
health. Mr. Price said public safety and health yes, but no for traffic safety. He said when they held events they
might put an arrow on the sign to show direction where they could enter the park safely.
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Member Stanley said since they were both governmental agencies he wondered what efforis were used to try
and reach any sort of compromise that would be workable. Mr. Price stated he met with Staff several times
discussing this project and it came down to one thing, they complied with all the other elements associated with
the Permit, it was the 200 foot radius that would stop them. He noted the amount of residents it would affect was
why they were arguing today. He said thousands of people would benefit from the sign and only two or three
would not.

Member Thomas stated he knew where Mr. Price was coming from but he thought he was in agreement that it
did not meet the 200 foot rule. He agreed that when rules, laws and statutes were developed, some time there
were unintended consequences and he thought that was what happened with this. It was not for a good reason,
but they came up with a distance and this fell within that. Mr. Price stated if someone had suggested
governmental agencies be exempt from the Sign Code, because they were not in it for the money they were in it
for the community, this would be going through.

Chair Toulouse brought it back to the Board for discussion. Member Lawrence concurred the SVGID was a
governmental agency and it was clear that this was a public, health and welfare safety issue, but not necessarily
a traffic issue, so it did not quite check all the boxes where an exemption or an acceptance of the sign would be
an easy decision for the Board. He was not against it and he saw the benefit to the community, which to him
would override the regulation’s intent that was developed in making the location for signs.

Member Thomas stated there were unintended conseguences by establishing the boundaries for the Sign
Code and he understood where Mr. Price, Ms. Burns and Mr. Ellictt were coming from but his concern was that
attempting to get creative to make this work with the information he received from Legal Counsel, it appeared the
Board was nat in a position to make a decision other than to deny.

Member Stanley said he agreed with what had been said, but it seemed this Board was in a test case
scenario where both sides wanted the right thing done. He did not see any other way to vote other than to deny
and allow other agencies to review this.

Chair Toulouse stated he tried to find a way to make this work, but the fact was that this Board was bound by
law and Code and did not have the authority to make the affirmative for this particular sign. He encouraged the
Applicant to take this to the County Commissioners on appeal if the Board voted to deny.

Chair Toulouse called for a motion.

Member Hill moved that after giving reasoned consideration fo the information contained in the staff
report and information received during the public hearing, the Board of Adjustment DENY
Administrative Permit Case Number AP18-008 for the Sun Valley General Improvement District
being unable to make required findings number three and four, in accordance with Washoe County
Development Code Section 110.808.25. Member lawrence seconded the motion, which carried
unanimously.

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

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

3. Site Suitability. That the site is physically suitable for an EMD and for the intensity of such a
development; and

4. Issuance Not Detrimental. That issuance of the permit will not be significantly detrimental to
the public health, safety or welfare; injurious to the property or improvements of adjacent
properties; or detrimental to the character of the surrounding area.
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Mr. Whitney read the appeal procedures into the record.

C.Variance Case Number VA16-005 (Thomas Lypka) ~ Hearing, discussion, and possible action
to approve variances: 1) reducing in the rear yard setback from 20 feet to 14 feet, 6 inches; and 2)
increasing the allowed overhang of the front eaves of the existing dwelling from 2 feet to 4 feet, 6
inches, into the front yard setback. The variances are requested fo facilitate the expansion of the
existing dwelling.

e Applicant/Property Owner: Thomas Lypka
PO Box 6683
Incline Village, NV 89450

« Location: 755 Judith Court at the southeast comer if its
intersection with Harper Court

o Assessor's Parcel Number: 125-231-19

» Parcel Size: 6,460 square feet

o Master Plan Category: Suburban Residential (SR)

o Regulatory Zone: High Density Suburban (HDS)

+ Area Plan; Tahoe

« Citizen Advisory Board: incline Village/Crystal Bay

e Development Code: Authorized in Aricle 804, Variances

¢ Commission District: 1 — Commissioner Berkbigler

e Section/Township/Range: Section 9, T16N, R18E, MDM,
Washoe County, NV

« Siaff: Roger Pelham, MPA, Senior Planner

Washoe County Community Services Department
Planning and Development Division

Phone: 775.328.3622

Email: rpetham@washoecounty. us

Chair Toulouse opened the public hearing. Mr. Pelham identified the property and presented his Staff Report.
Chair Toulouse opened discussion to the Board. Hearing none, he opened discussion to the Applicant.

Wayne Ford, Residential Design, stated he was the Applicant's representative. He gave his presentation to
the Board and said they felt the request for a Variance was well within the privy of the Board to grant it based on
the fact that the ot was narrow, shallow and had an issue of shape. He stated the residence was a simple home,
two-story and did not need front yard setbacks; it had a two-car garage and two off-street parking spaces. He
noted that approximately 43 percent of the lot's area was left for building and 57 percent of it was restricted. He
said they wished to add 336 square feet to the home and from 20 feet to 14 feet, 6 inches was only for one
portion of the rear yard setback. Mr. Ford continued with his presentation stating the minimal lot width in this
zoning was 60 feet and that was their problem; if it had remained 60 feet as a rectangle they would not have to
make this request. He believed the narrowing of the lot lines represented a hardship especially with the setbacks.
He showed the Board photos of the property and snow storage which restricted addition. He said this was a small
lot under TRPA Guidelines and Development Code because they allowed for additional coverage to be
transferred in.

Mr. Ford stated the backyard was a small portion of the property and they were just asking for a 14 foot, 6
inch setback on one side. He noted their neighbor had no objection and wrote a letter of support. He said the
proposal would alleviate dangerous ice formations on the sidewalk in front. He showed the snow that happened
last year and how much got pushed down the side of the home.

Mr. Ford said they tried gutter systems, heat tape and it was found to be better if the eave would be allowed to
come down and drain the water and ice away from the walkway. He stated this would aliow the Applicant to have

December 1, 2016 Washoe County Board of Adjustment Meeting Minutes Page 14 of 19



the uses that the other neighbors had, such as the deck expansion. He noted the NRS stated by reason of
exceptional narrowness, which this parcel had, or shape of a specific piece of property of which the lot was not a
rectangle, the strict application of any regulation under this Code would result in difficulties and undue hardship.
Based on those facts and findings, they were requesting the approval of the setback change. He reiterated this
would not impact any other neighbors and because of the shape of the property they could make the finding that
the shape of the property was the primary hardship of this request.

Chair Toulouse opened questions to the Board. Member Thomas asked how long had the Applicant been
residing at this address. Mr. Ford stated about a year and a half. Thomas Lypka, 755 Judith Court, stated he
purchased the property in June 2015 and after going through the first winter he discovered how the ice formed in
the front and the danger of trying to walk on the ice. He discovered he could not go out the back door because it
was frozen. He said he would have to take a sledge hammer to the glass door to get out, which he believed would
be the only way out in a fire. He said the back exiension was only so they could turn it and stop the weather from
hitting it directly and freezing it shut. Member Thomas said it appeared the front of the house was covered and it
was not until he got out on to the driveway before he would experience ice and snow. Mr. Lypka said that was
correct but he showed the Board how the ice and snow formed closer to the house. He said water came down
from Judith Court and it funneled into his area and the Nubian piece would stop that water from coming in and
take care of the roof problem.

Member Hill asked if it would be possible to move the sliding glass door to the other wall without doing the
expansion. Mr. Ford stated it did not solve the problem; it would just go from being iced up and frozen to a bad
headache. He said going to the west side was real close to the neighbor and they would walk right underneath
the shed of the roof and all the snow would come off from above. That was the side that Mr. Lypka had to put
plywood up on the east side to protect the windows during the heavy snow. He said the west side was where the
County shoved all the snow and he would walk right out the door into that. Member Hill asked why the Applicant
needed this expansion to aileviate the issue with the sliding glass door. Mr. Ford showed the Board the door and
the deck explaining how the roof did not protect the door. He explained where the neighbor's house was and
where the addition would be located. He said the only encroachment was in the corner and they would stay within
the five feet requirement. Member Hill stated it looked like the neighbor's home was smaller. Mr. Ford stated it
was about the same size but he had a drainage easement and more building area. Mr. Lypka stated he has
already had fo put the plywood up this year due to the County moving the snow.

Chair Toulouse opened public comment. Hearing none, he brought it back to the Board for discussion.
Member Lawrence asked about dedicated snow storage and he wondered if it was measurable and could be
found as a hardship. Mr. Pelham said he did not know the answer but he understood that unless there was a
snow storage easement, it was not legally encumbered. Dwayne Smith, County Engineer, said it appeared by the
map that there was a snow storage easement along the edge of the property. He noted it was not uncommon for
the area as they needed places to put volumes of snow for traffic safety. Member Lawrence asked if an easement
such as a snow storage easement constituted a special circumstance. Mr. Whitney stated no because a special
circumstance was exceptional narrowness, shallowness and shape of the parcel.

Member Thomas stated NRS 278.301.c identified the requirements that the Board of Adjustment must find to
grant the Variance. He said there was testimony earlier that said protection from the snow, but when you live in
Incline Village you were going to get snow. He said the Applicant wanted to expand the deck because the
neighbor had a deck and the Applicant wanted to be out back and enjoy it, but that did not constitute a hardship.

Member Stanley said he knew Mr. Pelham wanted to work with the Applicants to find compromises and he
wondered if any suggestions were made to work around this. Mr. Pelham stated he did not make any
suggestions. He said as in most situations, Staff did not have the luxury of helping with the design, but rather they
were limited to evaluation of what was submitied. Member Stanley asked if the Applicant was aware that Staff
was going to recommend denial. Mr. Pelham stated they were and noted there was an error made on the part of
the County in noticing or this would have been heard about two months ago.
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Member Hill said she was having a hard time finding that it was a hardship. She lived in Incline Village and got
a lot of snow, but she thought it might be prudent to allow him to extend the roof over the walkway. However, she
did not see that the rear addition was necessary or that there was a hardship if the Applicant did not get it.

Chair Toulouse stated he found it difficult to find a hardship for something that commonly occurred in Incline
Village and if the Board granted the Variance it would be granting a special privilege. Chair Toulouse called for a
motion.

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 deny Variance Case Number VA16-005 for Thomas Lypka, being unable to make the
four applicable findings in accordance with Washoe County Development Code Section 110.804.25.
Member Lawrence seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.

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 resuits in
exceptional and undue hardships upon the owner of the property;

2. No Detriment. The relief will not create a substantial defriment 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; and

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.

Mr. Whitney explained the denial procedures for the record.

D. Administrative Permit Case Number AP16-007 (Lair & Corral) — Discussion and possible
action to approve an administrative permit to construct a 3,000 square-foot metal building on a
+1.049 acre lot. The administrative permit is required because the metal building is larger than the
main residence which is 1,152 square-feet in size.

o Owners/Applicants: Reed Lair and Jeniffer Corral

* Location: 11825 Chesapeake Dr., several hundred feet east of
Ohio Road

¢ Assessor's Parcel Number: 080-351-06

o Parcel Size; 1.049 Acres

o Master Plan Category: Suburban Residential (SR)

¢ Regulatory Zone: Low Density Suburban (LDS)

o Area Plan: North Valleys

e Cifizen Advisory Board: North Valleys

¢ Development Code: Authorized in Article 808, Administrative Permits

¢ Commission District: 5 — Commissioner Herman

e Section/Township/Range: Section 15, T21N, R19E, MDM,
Washoe County, NV

o Siaff: Trevoer Lloyd, Senior Planner

Washoe County Community Services Department
Planning and Development Division
¢ Phone: 775.328.3620
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e Email:

tloyd@washoecounty.us

Chair Toulouse opened the public hearing. Mr. Lloyd identified the property and presented his Staff Report to
the Board. Chair Toulouse opened up questions for the Board. Hearing none, he called for public comment.
There was no public comment. Chair Toulouse called for a motion.

Member Thomas moved that after giving reascned consideration to the information contained in the
staff report and information received during the public hearing, the Board of Adjustment approve
Administrative Permit Case Number AP16-007 for Reed Lair and Jeniffer Corral, having made all
four findings in accordance with Washoe County Development Code Section 110.808.25. Member
Lawrence seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.

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

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

3. Site Suitability. That the site is physically suitable for a detached accessory structure, and for

the intensity of such a development; and

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

E. Variance Case Number VA16-008 (Puccinelli) - Hearing, discussion, and possible action to
approve a variance for a front yard setback reduction from 30-feet to 10-feet to allow for the
construction of a single-family residence and attached garage. This structure will replace the prior

home that was lost to a fire in August 2016.

e Applicant/Property Owner:
e Location;

* Assessor’s Parcel Number:
= Parcel Size:

¢ Master Plan Category:

* Regulatory Zone:

» Area Plan:

o Citizen Advisory Board:

¢ Development Code:

¢ Commission District:

o Section/Township/Range:

e Staff:

» Phone;
e Email;

Roger and Sandy Puccinelli

345 Lakeview Drive, approximately 1,000 feet south of
L.akeview Drive's intersection with Bridge Street
038-042-26

£1.148 acres

Suburban Residential (SR)

Low Density Suburban (LDS)

Verdi

West Truckee Meadows

Authorized in Article 804, Variances

5 — Commissioner Herman

Section 7, T18N, R18E, MDM,

Washoe County, NV

Kelly Mullin, Planner

Washoe County Community Services Department
Division of Pianning and Development
775.328.3608

kmullin@washoecounty.us

Chair Toulouse opened the public hearing. Ms. Mullin identified the property and presented her Staff
Report. She noted the previous structure was lost to a fire earlier this year and the owner was seeking to
rebuild. Chair Toulouse opened discussion to the Board.
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Member Hill asked what the length of the garage was because it seemed as if the garage was 40 feet
long. Sandy Puccinelii, 345 lakeview, stated the reason for the large garage was they had a trailer and a
boat they needed to cover. Member Hill wondered if the garage was being built for two cars, a boat and a
trailer. Ms. Puccinelli responded two cars, a boat and a trailer, an antique car and the center part of the
garage was a shop.

Chair Toulouse opened up discussion for the Applicant. Member Hili asked if they lived in the house
when it caught fire. Ms. Puccinelli stated she was the only one home. She explained the reason they wanted
to move forward with the house in the same location was for the slope. Member Hill said the garage was the
only thing encroaching in the setback, but it could be moved to the side of the house. Ms. Puccinelli stated
they could not because there would not be access into the house from the garage. Member Hill said they
could if they put a door into each one. Ms. Puccinelli stated it would not work with the floor plan of the home.
She noted the reason they did not want to move the garage sideways to the south was because they already
lost 200 year-old trees; there were two in the back of the house now that might have to come down too. If
they moved the house any more south they would have to take down more vegetation, take down a shed and
they would lose the side door which worked with the new house design. She said they were trying to keep as
much vegetation as possible for the deer and other wildlife.

Chair Toulouse opened public comment. Hearing none, he opened discussion to the Board. Member
Lawrence stated he was happy there was no recommendation given to the Board. He said he lived on a hill
and his percentage of slope was 17 percent and it was difficult. He said he understood this slope was 36
percent back to the River and he saw that as an exceptional circumstance. He noted that on page 12 of the
Staff Report showed topographic restraint and he felt this was definitely a topographical restraint and should
go forward.

Member Stanley stated he agreed and felt there were special requirements. He said it was important
what the CAB had to say and they voted unanimously for this project.

Member Hill stated she concurred there were exceptions for homes lost to fire and the CAB approval was
very supportive.

Chair Toulouse stated he agreed and had been associated with the Verdi CAB and he knew where the
home was located. He offered condolences to the Applicant for the loss of their home. Chair Toulouse called
for a motion.

Member Lawrence 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 VA16-008 for Roger and Sandra Puccinelli, having
made ail four findings in accordance with Washoe County Code Section 110.804.25. Member Hill
seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.

5. 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 ocation of surroundings; the strict application of the regulation results in
exceptional and undue hardships upon the owner of the property;

6. No Detriment. The relief will not create a substantial defriment 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;

7. 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;

8. 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.,

December 1, 2016 Washoe County Board of Adjustment Meeting Minutes Page 18 of 19



9. Chair and Board Items
*A. Future Agenda ltems.
There were none.

*B. Requests for Information from Staff.
There were none.

10. Director's ltems and Legal Counsel's Items
*A. Report on Previous Board of Adjustment ltems.
Mr. Whitney reported that at the October meeting the Board approved the Variance for the Eget residence

on Tuscarora and Wassau in Crystal Bay. [t was appealed by the neighbors fo the County Commissioners, but it
had not yet been heard. He said it would be coming back to this Board because the notification of the original

Variance was not correct regarding a half bathroom.
*B. Legal Information and Updates,
Mr. Edwards stated he had nothing to provide.
11. *General Pubiic Comment
There was no response to the call for public comment.

12. Adjournment
The meeting adjourned at 5:15 p.m.

Respectiully submitted by
Jaime Dellera, Independent Contractor

Approved by Board in session on February 2, 2017

o Casl Q«QOM\

William H. Whitney
Secretary to the Board¥of Adjustment
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Relocated Fire
Station Site

= 3 acre parcel

» Bounded by Foothill Road & Broken Hill
Road

= Zoned Medium Density Suburban (MDS)

= 1,400 feet from S. Virginia

FIRE
PROTECTION DISTRICT



Site Plan

= +10,662 square foot

building

Parking areas

Sidewalks

Signal lighting/
emergency vehicle
crossing signage &
striping

Future expansion
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Neighborhood

Meeting

= Residential
Adjacency

= Noise
" Fire Truck Sirens
= Generator

= Lighting
= Dark Sky’s

= Parking

Calls serviced in month of May




Meeting

» School Bus Stop
» Traffic
= Foothill Road
» Level of Service




Questions?
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TRUCKEE MEADOWS FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

SPECIAL USE PERMIT - MONUMENT SIGN
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Landscape Plan

= 35 Trees provided (25 required)
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Proposed site near E7th Ave. and SV Blvd. to
comply with WC Sign Ordinance.
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Thank you for the opportunity
to present our request today.



Lypka — VA16-005

755 Judith Court
Washoe County

Board of Adjustment Meeting
December 01, 2016

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 exception situation or condition of the
piece of property, the strict applications 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 of the public good, without substantial impairment of affected natural resources
and without substantially impairing the intent and purpose of any ordinance and
resolution.




Lypka — 755 Judith Court

i i
i Fan
s i

Entry

Two-car garage
With two car
off-street parking
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Summary

Parcel size — 6,461 SqQ. ft. (small lot for the neighborhood)
— Allowed building area — 2,787 sq. ft. (43% is buildable inside setbacks)
— Set-back and/or restricted areas — 3,674 sq. ft. (57% is restricted)

Corner lot (Judith & Harper)

Structure built in 2001

Existing living space = 2,388 sq. ft.

Garage = 460 sq. ft.

Outside deck as built is severely limited — only 39 sq. ft. (16 sqg. ft is unusable)

Proposal:

— Addition in rear of residence of 336 sq. ft. living area (14% increase)
e Creates new total living area of 2,724 sq. ft.

— New deck area of 314 sq. ft.

Requested Variance to current setbacks:
— Reduction of rear-yard setback from 20 ft. to 14’6”



Existing and Proposed Site Plan  fopose
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Existing Floorplan

r Existing Elevations
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Lot Shape and Dimensions

. Trapezium* shape which
narrows from front (@65 ft.) to
rear (@50 ft.)

. Narrowing of lot lines and
building envelope represents a
hardship

. Mr. Pehlam indicated his denial
was based on the fact that the
lot was a rectangle in late
August 2016 in a phone call

J HDS minimum lot width is 60 ft.
(Lypka lot is 10 ft. short at 50
ft.)

—  Minimal HDS-zoned lot is
5,000 sq. ft.

—  Code presumes lots are
rectangles. As shown at
left, Lypka lot is not
rectangular.

—  Lypka lot buildable area is
3,081 sq. ft.

. At the imposed 20 ft. rear
setback, the rear of the building
envelopeis only 41.5 ft.

* Trapezium: a quadrilateral with no
two sides parallel
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Rear of Subject

Addition is straight-forward extension
of rear of structure

m e In winter, this rear slider freezes shut which

e iﬁ‘“ creates potential safety issues.
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Coverage and Restrictions

e |PES score (745) allows coverage of 1,292 sq.
ft.

e TRPA small lot relief under TRPA Chap 30.4.2
allows 1,800 sq. ft. of coverage

e Restrictive setbacks
— Front yard (Judith) — 20 ft. (North side)
— Side yard (Harper) — 10 ft. (West side)
— Side yard (Neighbor) — 5 ft. (East side)
— Back yard (IVGID) — 20ft. (South side)




Evolution of Setbacks

— 1968 original subdivision map recorded lot with

e Front yard setback — 20 ft. (Judith)
e Side yard setback — 10 ft. (Harper)
e Side yard setback — O ft. (Neighbor)
e Rear-yard setback — 0 ft. (IVGID)

— 1998 changes

 Washoe County imposed new HDS zoning on previously
unrecorded areas of property creating two new setbacks
— Side yard setback — 5 ft. (Neighbor)
— Rear-yard setback — 20 ft. (IVGID)



Hardship Criteria for Small Lot

e Criteria for hardship assessment

— This size of the subject property is among the smallest lots
of the approximate 96 HDS-zoned lots in the neighborhood

— The tapering trapezium shape of the lot to approximately
50 feet in the rear combine with current setback
requirements to create hardship in the form of an unduly
problematic building envelope

— Corner lot suffers from larger side-yard (Harper Ct.)
setback of 10 ft. versus “normal” side yard of 5 ft.

— Harper Ct. side of property is used by Washoe County for
snow storage during winter months.

— Neighbor lot is 260 sq. ft. smaller (@ 6,201 sq. ft.) but has
larger building envelope by 194 sf. ft. (@3,081 sq. ft.)

* Lypka property suffers from lack of buildable area because it is a
corner-lot with additional required corner-lot setbacks.



Request for Relief

e Variance request for reduction of rear-yard setback from 20
ft. to 14’6”

IVGID property to the rear (South side) of the property will
never be built upon

Neighbor at 757 Judith Ct. has no objection, and has submitted
letter of support (see letter dated 16 July 2016 attached to variance application)

Safe egress from the rear of the home (South side) of home may
now be achieved.

Alleviate dangerous ice formation on sidewalk and icicles that
could drop on pedestrians.

Least amount of structural impact to the existing home. Any
other expansion to the west would likely require entire house
be torn down.

Energy efficiency: Solar gain more sustainable.



Average
Winter

Scene
Harper Ct. Side:
Note snow height
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Area Commentary

96 parcels reviewed in immediate area
Lot size ranges from 6K to 20K sq. ft.
HDS zoning

Average parcel size is 9,652 sq. ft.

Lypka parcel at 6,461 sq. ft. is among the
smaller parcels

Some of the smaller corner parcels in the area
have been sold to the Forest Service



Front of Subject

Overhang expansion of gable end for water
control and elimination of ice on walkway
as well as elimination of dangerous icicles
that can fall on pedestrians in winter.



Summary of Judith Ct. Variance Request

e Hardships

Dangerous ice formation on sidewalk
Dangerous icicles that could drop on pedestrians
Frozen shut rear (South side) sliding doors prevent egress in an emergency
Although not the smallest lot, it is the smallest buildable lot in the subdivision
Tapering trapezium shape narrowing to approximately 50 feet in rear (South side)
Three of the four sides are restricted to building (Judith/Harper/Neighbor)
e The only practical remaining direction left to build is toward the IVGID Open Space lands (rear)
* No environmental impact building toward IVGID Open Space lands
e Current rear setback to IVGID Open Space lands is highly questionable

e Positives

Proposed expansion allows residence to have what other neighbors already enjoy--normal
useable deck area and south-facing windows that allow for forest views

Alleviates dangerous safety issues by exposed doors freezing closed during snowfall
Allows safe ingress/egress to the rear of the building despite severe weather conditions
Takes advantage of solar efficiency in lighting and heating the building

This is a modest building expansion that enhances the building architecturally

There are no known negatives or opposition to this variance



Board Approval Requested

The Zoning states the minimal lot width for this parcel is to be 60 feet . The parcel
width where we need to build is 50 feet. So the parcel does not meet the minimal
lot width for the zoning. The parcel is a trapezium not a rectangle as stated by Mr.
Pelham. As state in NRS 300 (1) “ Where by reason of exceptional narrowness “
which this parcel has, “or shape of a specific piece of property” of which this lot is
as a Trapezium , funnel shape, the strict application of any regulation enacted
under NRS.278.010 to 278.603, inclusive , would result in peculiar and exceptional
difficulties or exceptional and undue hardship upon, the property owner, the
Board of Adjustment has the power to authorize a variance........”

Based on these facts and findings a approval for our request to reduce the rear
yard setback from 20 feet to 14 feet 6 inches can be supported by the Board of
Adjustment in a motion for approval based on hardship existing. Due to the safety
issues the request to allow for the front overhang to of the eaves of the exiting
dwelling from 2 feet to 4 feet 6 inches can be supported in a motion to approve by
the Board of Adjustment to alleviate the safety problem.



Stewart Sign Keeps Residents Informed After Hurricane Sandy - #3435
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Stewart 5ign Keeps Residents Informed After Hurricane Sandy

As warnings of Hurricane Sandy began to bellow
up and down the East Coast and residents were
told to prepare for the worst, the City of
Bridgeton was able to take a proactive stance in
warning their community. Thanks to an LED sign
provided by Stewart Signs just months prior to
this horrific storm, Bridgeton was able to keep
its residents informed. With the expertise of
Stewart Signs, the sign was strategically installed i
at a main intersection where messages are easily
visible.

"The sign was important because it was in a
pretty prime location in our community as far as
vehicular and foot traffic,” reported Kevin C.
Rabago, Sr., Director ¢f the Office of
Development and Planning for the City of
Bridgeton, NJ. "We were able to use the sign to
get out public service messages on everything from available shelters, to trash pick-up, to
who to call for various emergency management things that the community might need.”

Rabago and the employees with the City of Bridgeton realized what an impact their new sign
had during this tragic period and were pleased with the options and functions they were able
to utilize with the sign. Rabago's realization was, "We've got this sign now, this is a situation
that is perfect to use it for. We highlighted some things in red, put some things in yellow, we
had it flash, whatever it took to help our residents get the information they needed.”

The timing couldn't have been more perfect to have this sign in place. When making the
choice of the sign company that was right for the City of Bridgeton, Rabago says, "The ability
of Stewart Signs to really help us personalize the product and the use of the product was a
decision maker. They provided first class customer service all the way down the line.”

The City of Bridgeton has received many compliments on the appearance of the sign, as well
as compliments on the informational aspects. The residents are also keeping the city on their
toes and calting in to let them know when theyve misspelled a word. I guess that is
reassurance that the community is really paying attention to their new sign.

Rabago is so pleased with the seamless service he has gotten from Stewart Signs, that he has
referred them to a church that was looking to install a sign, and a non-profit organization
that inquired on where they got their great looking sign. He is always sure to give the name
of his Stewart 5igns consultant, as the consultant delivered service that was above and
beyond the norm.

The City of Bridgeton, as a community, is happy with their sign and thankful for the
information retayed to them on a daily basis. Rabago proudly reparts, "Stewart $igns did good

by us!”

Share This Story [

http://www.stewartsigns.com/testimonials.php?id=34

3B

Website: www.stewartsigns.com
Phone; 1-300-237-3928
Fax: 1-941-378-2765
Address: 2201 Cantu Ct. Suite 215
Sarasota, FL. 34232

We were able to use the sign
to get out public service
messages on everything from
available shelters, to trash
pick-up, to who to call for
various emergency
management things that the
community might need,

Kevin C. Rabago, 5r., Director of
the Bridgeton Office of
Development and Planning

City Of Bridgeton

Bridgetan, NJ

Read More

Customer Spotlight for
City Of Bridgeton
Bridgeton, NJ
Category:

LED Signs
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TekStar

Find Us in Your Area!l
We have a presence across the
country & around the world.
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To receive a catatog, pricing information and a FREE artist rendering of a sign designed for your needs, just request a Quick Quate!
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TO: Washoe County Board of Adjustment Members
FROM: Vicky Maltman, CAB member and 20 plus year resident

of Sun Valley
RE: Administrative Permit Case Number AP16-008

Chairman and Members of the BOA,

I apologize for not being able to attend in person, but wish to
have this letter included in the minutes and made a permanent
part of the record of these proceedings.

As a Citizen Advisory Board member, Senior Citizen and 20
plus year resident of Sun Valley, I ask that you approve this
EMD sign. I have read the staff report and the findings of Roger
Pelham, MPA, Senior Planner Washoe County Community
Services Department Planning and Development Division and
while adhering to the codes; not laws, as indicated, I do feel this
goes one step beyond, as far as common sense in its use.

While I appreciate your service to the County, none of you live
in my neighborhood, walk in my shoes, feel like the stepchiid of
Washoe County and believe that the “Staff” does not understand
or appreciate the needs of this Community. Many of the
residents do not have benefit of the internet, smart phones or
other technologically advanced forms of communication; heck
some of them cannot even afford a land line, newspaper or cable
TV. We are a community of Senior Citizens and low/fixed
income homes. Some are single parents and cannot afford the
basic necessities of life. It is very difficult to get information out
to our residents. If agencies could afford to send a post card or
letter to each resident of every event or meeting or even basic
information I’m certain that would afford the Sun Valley
residents a big boost in being participation. You and I both
know this is not feasible and would be very costly. The next best
thing is signage.

This sign would alert Seniors and the disabled a chance to get a
nutritious low/no cost meal once a day; something many don’t



get now. It would alert the citizens to dangers or emergencies,
which would help with our residents’ health and safety.

While I would prefer this sign to be located further south in the
Valley where more old Sun Valley residents would see it; I see
this as a plus and not a detriment to our community. Anythmg

that can provide information and alerts to our citizenry is a large

advantage and a new beginning of communication.

The properties to the south are vacant, if you look at the photos.
Since the sign would be placed for viewing north and south I do
not believe they will affect the few resident to the east.

While I read that this does not need to come before the CAB, it
would have been a courteous gesture to the members of the
CAB and the community. We already feel that we are
discriminated against by the County and its staff.

Respectfully,
Vicky L. Maltman
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To the Washoe County Board of Adjustment,

My name is Lo BW{DQQ and | reside

at_ 55491 DapiSprina bn.
pate_{\-39—lp 7 v

I have been informed of the desire to replace the illuminated sign in
front of the SVGID pool at Sun Valley Dr. and 6 street. | have been
made aware of the issues in regards the new sign code as well as the
benefits to the community.

/A 4
Signed: WWM‘_/@’)QWL

Lori Browon
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To the Washoe County Board of Ad]ustment

My name is \\f\(_‘wm C_,\\(‘\\ T "’T \J\k and | reside
at_ 5630 Son \0\\0‘:.3. 31D T\LE‘%
Date_| |- 30 - Jo/L

| have been informed of the desire to replace the illuminated sign in
front of the SVGID pool at Sun Valley Dr. and 6 street. | have been
made aware of the issues in regards the new sign code as well as the

benefits to the community.
i _©@= *:s-“r‘w C_‘&_C (1 idexda Ca Clbé {Cl @k \t,-)-(w-l

Pﬁ‘iu C{m Sec INds Yalile \\(’L \Hh \,h; e CAGp
CE{_., \m H{f’ (5}"'J })hx(r({c & AN .i.f'i (f"“i\n \‘\IAQC\E‘”

,i\f’a’f Qich ‘/P(“»Y :"}‘—Hawéfnf /Ef;; Cum%f e o d e

Signed :__fi;/?ii";ffgze ( /LL{V“{? } z’jﬁﬁ )
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Special Use Permit - CASE NUMBER SB16-010

Additienal Conditions in Engineering Section

Widen Foothill Road along the southeast side, from the intersection of Broken Hill to the northern
property line to accommodate three lanes, 11’ wide and 1’ wide paved shoulders on both sides of the

road.

Provide a street light at the corner of Broken Hill and Foothill Roads, located in the Washoe County
rights-of-way.

Remove Conditions

Remove Engineering condition I. {page 5 of 6 of Exhibit A} — The driveway access off Broken Hill Road
should align with the intersection of Raintree Court.

Remove Engineering condition M. (page 5 of 6 of Exhibit A} — Streetlights shall be installed at the two
fire truck driveway intersections with County rights-of-way.

Maodify Conditions

Modify Planning condition L. (page 3 of 6 of Exhibit A) -~ Currently reads, “Sidewalk, curb, and gutter
shall be installed along the entire length of the parcel adjacent to Broken Hill Road.” to “Sidewalk, curb,
and gutter shall be installed along Broken Hill Road in front of the developed area and extending 10 feet
past the proposed driveway to the southeast. Future development shall be conditioned to extend the

curb, gutter and sidewalk to the property line.
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