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Description
Abandonment Case Number WAB17-0001 (Ettinger/Church) – For possible action, hearing
and discussion to abandon three 33-foot-wide government patent access and utility easements
along the northern, eastern and southern property lines of 15520 Fawn Lane; and one 33-footwide government patent access easement along the southern property line of 15500 Fawn
Lane, for the benefit of the applicants.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Applicant/Property Owner:
Applicant/Property Owner:
Location:

Stacy and Lesa Ettinger
Jeffrey Church
15500 and 15520 Fawn Lane, approximately ½ mile south of
Fawn Lane’s intersection with Mt. Rose Highway
Assessor’s Parcel Numbers: 150-232-08 and 150-232-09
Parcel Sizes:
±1.50-acres (APN: 150-232-08) and ±1.496-acres (APN: 150232-09)
Master Plan Category:
Suburban Residential (both parcels)
Regulatory Zone:
Low Density Suburban (both parcels)
Area Plan:
Forest
Citizen Advisory Board:
South Truckee Meadows/Washoe Valley
Development Code:
Article 806, Vacations and Abandonments of Easements or
Streets
Commission District:
2 – Commissioner Lucey
Section/Township/Range:
Section 36, T18N, R19E, MDM, Washoe County, NV

Post Office Box 11130, Reno, NV 89520-0027 – 1001 E. Ninth St., Reno, NV 89512
Telephone: 775.328.3600 – Fax: 775.328.6133
www.washoecounty.us/comdev
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Abandonment Purpose and Process
The purpose of an abandonment is to allow for the vacation or abandonment of easements or
streets. If the Planning Commission grants an approval of the Abandonment, that approval is
subject to Conditions of Approval. Conditions of Approval are requirements that need to be
completed prior to the recordation of the Resolution and Order of Abandonment.
The Resolution and Order of Abandonment is the legal record prepared by the Engineering and
Capital Projects Division and recorded to complete the abandonment process. The Engineering
and Capital Projects Division completes a technical review of the legal description, exhibit maps
and any new easements that are required by the Conditions of Approval and submitted by the
applicant’s surveyor. When the Engineering and Capital Projects Division is satisfied that all
conditions of approval have been met, they record the Resolution and Order of Abandonment
with the County Recorder. An abandonment is complete once that recordation has occurred.
Washoe County Code (WCC) Section 110.806.15 authorizes the Planning Commission to
consider abandonments or vacations of streets and easements, including government patent
easements. Abandonment Case Number WAB17-0001 seeks to abandon 33-foot-wide
government patent easements located on two separate parcels on Fawn Lane, and is asking
the Planning Commission to consider that request.
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Vicinity Map
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15500 Fawn Lane

15520 Fawn Lane

33’ ROADWAY EASEMENT PROPOSED TO BE ABANDONED
33’ ROADWAY & PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT PROPOSED TO BE ABANDONED

Site Plan
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Aerial Photo
(subject sites outlined in blue)
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Project Evaluation
The applicants are seeking to abandon three 33-foot-wide government patent access and utility
easements along the northern, eastern and southern property lines of 15520 Fawn Lane; and
one 33-foot-wide government patent access easement along the southern property line of
15500 Fawn Lane. These requests are shown on the exhibit on page 4 of this staff report.
The subject properties are each developed with a single-family residence and several accessory
structures. As these are government tract homesites, there are 33-foot-wide government patent
easements that border several of the property lines of these parcels, as well as those properties
located to the north and south.
Surrounding Properties
As shown in the aerial photo on the previous page, the properties to the north and south are
developed and have established access via Fawn Lane and/or via the access easements
abutting the northern edge of the subject site. To the east, however, are vacant, undeveloped
properties that have the potential to be further subdivided and/or developed.
The property to the northeast is ±40-acres in size with a regulatory zone of Medium Density
Rural, which would potentially allow for up to four lots on the property. The property southeast of
the subject site is ±40.35-acres in size with regulatory zones of Low Density Suburban (±11.25acres) and General Rural (±28.92-acres), which would potentially allow ±11 lots. Neither of
these adjacent properties have been subdivided or developed, and paved access does not exist
to either of these parcels. Federal land surrounds the adjacent parcels to the north, east and
south.
Statute, Code and Policy Regarding Patent Easements
Washoe County Code (WCC) Section 110.806.70, states, in part, “The abandonment or
vacation of a government patent easement … addresses only the County’s interest in the
subject easement and cannot be relied upon for purposes of clearing title to the property.” To
the extent other property owners nearby or other entities might have any ownership interests in
these easements, the County’s action to abandon or not abandon would not affect those
interests. In turn, the property owners applying for the abandonment would be responsible for
utilizing whatever legal mechanisms are necessary to address those interests on their own.
NRS 278.480 allows for the Planning Commission to consider abandoning government patent
easements if they are no longer required for a public purpose. In order to recommend approval of
an abandonment, WCC Section 110.806.20 requires that the Planning Commission make three
findings, including that such an abandonment would not result in material injury to the public.
In general, patent access easements are presumed to serve a public purpose when they either:
(1) function as a point of access; or (2) are adjacent to undeveloped land that does not have
developed means of ingress/egress. Except in cases where no adjacent parcels have the
opportunity to further develop (ex. subdivide; establish a residence; etc.), staff does not
recommend abandoning the County’s interest in these easements. If future development
occurs, the County may wish to use or develop that access in the interest of the community. It
would be precipitous for the County to abandon its interest in these easements when it is not yet
known if or how they may be needed in the future.
Additionally, due to the complexities involved with the creation of patent easements, staff does
not recommend partial abandonments of patent easements, whether or not they are adjacent to
undeveloped parcels.
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There are two principal questions for the County to consider in a patent easement abandonment
application: first, whether the easement is no longer required for a public purpose; and, second,
whether the proposed abandonment would cause a material injury to the public.
Due to the uncertainties inherent with undeveloped land being located to the east of these
easements, including how the land may be developed in the future, and if the County may at
some point choose to use or develop that access in the interest of the public, staff recommends
that the abandonment request not be granted. There are no conditions of approval provided
with this staff report given staff’s recommendation for denial. Should the Planning Commission
decide to approve or partially approve the abandonment request, then staff will have conditions
of approval ready for the Planning Commission’s review and possible approval.
Why Staff Recommendation was Updated
This abandonment request was initially scheduled for a Planning Commission hearing April 4,
2017. At that time, staff’s published recommendation was for a partial approval of the request.
Prior to the April hearing, the applicant requested that the matter be continued to the June 6,
2017 Planning Commission meeting, and asked staff to consider the item further. Staff did so,
and called a meeting with representatives from the Engineering Division, Planning &
Development Division, and the District Attorney’s Office to discuss this particular case and
broader policy implications. Upon further discussion, it was determined by County Planning and
Engineering staff that an overall policy was necessary to address how patent easement
abandonment requests are handled across the board. That policy direction is summarized in the
previous section and resulted in a change to staff’s initial recommendation from partial approval
to denial.
South Truckee Meadows/Washoe Valley Citizen Advisory Board (STM/WV CAB)
Pursuant to Article 806, Vacations and Abandonments of Easements and Streets, proposals for
abandonments or vacations are not required to be noticed to Citizen Advisory Boards. No
comments have been received from the public regarding this request.
Reviewing Agencies
The following agencies received a copy of the project application for review and evaluation.
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Washoe County Community Services Department
o Engineering and Capital Projects Division
o Planning and Development Division
o Regional Parks and Open Spaces
o Utilities
Washoe County Health District
o Environmental Health Services Division
o Emergency Medical Services Program
Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District
Washoe County Sheriff’s Office
Regional Transportation Commission
Washoe-Storey Conservation District
U.S. Forest Service
AT&T
NV Energy
Truckee Meadows Water Authority
Paiute Pipeline Company
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Charter Communications

Two of the above-listed agencies/departments provided comments in response to their
evaluation of the project application. A summary of each agency’s comments and their contact
information is provided below.
•

Washoe County Engineering and Capital Projects has recommended that none of the
easements be abandoned. This is due to the possibility the County may potentially need
these easements in the future, for the benefit of the County and community.
Contact: Kimble Corbridge, 775.328.2054, kcorbridge@washoecounty.us

•

Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District commented that access to residences be provided
and maintained.
Contact: Amy Ray, 775.326.6005, aray@tmfpd.us

The Regional Transportation Commission and the Washoe County Health District indicated they
reviewed the proposal and have no comments.
Staff Comment on Required Findings
WCC Section 110.806.20 and NRS 278.480(3) require that all of the following findings be made
to the satisfaction of the Washoe County Planning Commission before granting approval of the
abandonment request. Staff has completed an analysis of the application and has determined
that the proposal is not in compliance with the required findings as follows.
WCC Section 110.806.20 Required Findings
1. Master Plan. The abandonment or vacation is consistent with the policies, action
programs, standards and maps of the Master Plan and the Forest Area Plan.
Staff Comments: The proposed abandonments do not affect any policies, action
programs, standards or maps of either the Master Plan or the Forest Area Plan.
2. No Detriment. The abandonment or vacation does not result in a material injury to the
public.
Staff Comments: The adjacent properties have not all yet been developed. Abandoning
the access easements at this time may result in material injury to the public, since the
easements may yet still serve a future public purpose. If future development occurs,
there is the possibility that the County may wish to use or develop that access in the
interest of the community. It would be precipitous for the County to abandon its interest
in these easements when it is not yet known if or how they may be needed in the future.
3. Existing Easements. Existing public utility easements in the area to be abandoned or
vacated can be reasonably relocated to provide similar or enhanced service.
Staff Comments: Retaining the patent easements as-is will leave the associated utility
easements in place. In order to abandon or relocate utility easements, the appropriate
public utilities would need to relinquish their interest in the existing easements.
Additional Finding Required per NRS 278.480(3)
4. Public Purpose. The government patent easement is no longer required for a public purpose.
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Staff Comments: As described previously, the patent easements proposed to be
abandoned may yet still be necessary to serve a future public purpose.
Recommendation
Due to the uncertainties inherent with undeveloped land being located to the east of these
easements, including how the land may be developed in the future, and if the County may at
some point choose to use or develop the access on these two properties in the interest of the
public, staff recommends that the abandonment request not be granted. Staff offers the
following motion for the Commission’s consideration.
Motion
I move that, after giving reasoned consideration to the information contained in the staff report
and information received during the public hearing, the Washoe County Planning Commission
deny Abandonment Case Number WAB17-0001 for Ettinger/Church, having been unable to
make all four findings in accordance with Washoe County Code Section 110.806.20, and NRS
278.480(3), specifically:
2. No Detriment. The abandonment or vacation would result in a material injury to the
public, given that the adjacent properties have not all yet been developed and that
abandoning the access easements at this time may result in material injury to the public
since the easements may yet still serve a future public purpose.
4. Public Purpose. The government patent easement may still yet be required for a public
purpose.
Appeal Process
Planning Commission action will be effective 10 calendar days after the written decision is filed
with the Secretary to the Planning Commission and mailed to the applicants, unless the action is
appealed to the Washoe County Board of Commissioners, in which case the outcome of the
appeal shall be determined by that Board. Any appeal must be filed in writing with the Planning
and Development Division within 10 calendar days after the written decision is filed with the
Secretary to the Planning Commission and mailed to the applicants.
xc: Applicant/Owner: Stacy and Lesa Ettinger, 15500 Fawn Lane, Reno, NV 89511
Applicant/Owner: Jeffrey Church, 15520 Fawn Lane, Reno, NV 89511
Consultant:

Alpine Land Surveyors, Attn: Mike Miller, 7395 Gravel Court, Reno, NV
89502
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EXHIBIT A
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Corbridge, Kimble
Mullin, Kelly; Smith, Dwayne E.
Vesely, Leo; Corbridge, Kimble; Gump, Mike
WAB17-0001 (Ettington/Church)
Wednesday, May 17, 2017 11:14:15 AM
image001.png

Kelly,
After further review and discussions with CSD Planning, Engineering and the District Attorney’s office
of the referenced abandonment request, Engineering is recommending that none of the patent 33
foot easements be abandoned.
The County does not know how the County may need to use these easements in the future for the
benefit of the County and the community.
Thx,
Kimble

Kimble O. Corbridge, P.E., CFM
Washoe County Community Services Department
KCorbridge@washoecounty.us | o 775.328.2041 | f 775.328.3699 | 1001 E. Ninth St., A-255,
Reno, NV 89512

Connect with us: cMail | Twitter | Facebook | www.washoecounty.us
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March 3, 2017
Washoe County Community Services Department
1001 East Ninth Street
Reno, NV 89512
Re: Abandonment Case WAB17-0001 (Ettinger/Church)
The Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District (TMFPD) will approve the above permit with the following
conditions:
• Access to all residents shall be provided and maintained.
Please contact me with any questions at (775) 326-6005.
Thank you,

Amy Ray
Fire Marshal

TRUCKEE MEADOWS FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
1001 E. Ninth St. Bldg D 2nd Floor • Reno, Nevada 89512 • PO Box 11130 • Reno, Nevada 89520
Office 775.326.6000 Fax 775.326.6003
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March 8, 2017

Kelly Mullin, Planner
Washoe County Community Services
Planning and Development Division
PO Box 11130
Reno, NV 89520-0027
RE:

Ettinger/Church; APN 150-232-09
Abandonment; WAB17-0001

Dear Ms. Mullin:
The Washoe County Health District, Environmental Health Services Division (WCHD) has reviewed
the above referenced project. Approval by the WCHD is subject to the following conditions:
1. The WCHD has no objections to the approval of the Abandonment as proposed. Both parcels
have existing septic system and onsite domestic wells.
If you have any questions or would like clarification regarding the foregoing, please contact Wes
Rubio, Senior Environmental Health Specialist at wrubio@washoecounty.us regarding all Health
District comments.
Sincerely,

Bob Sack, Division Director
Environmental Health Services Division
Washoe County Health District
BS:wr
Cc:

File - Washoe County Health District

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICES
1001 East Ninth Street I P.O. Box 11130 I Reno, Nevada 89520
775-328-2434 I Fax: 775-328-6176 I washoecounty.us/health
Serving Reno, Sparks and all of Washoe County, Nevada | Washoe County is an Equal Opportunity Employer
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Abandonment Case WAB17-0001
(Ettinger/Church)
Provided with notice: 8 owners
of 9 affected or abutting parcels.
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EXHIBIT D

DRAFT
Washoe County:
Subj: Easement abandonment # WAB17-0001
and Spittler v. Routsis, (56681, Nev. 2013)
SUMMARY: Under this case #, Property owners Church and Ettinger have
requested abandonments of the easements listed in the application. Owners
have complied with all requests. No one has objected to the abandonment,
yet Washoe County has sought to impose a less than full abandonment.
Based on past practice and the listed court case, it seems clear that such
easements actually already no longer exist and such recordation should be
removed in their entirety.
DETAILS:
In addition to those documents in the application, three additional
documents are provided:
1. The letter from nearby property owner and attorney John Routsis
2. Copy of the District Court decision in this matter in favor of Routsis
3. Copy of the Nevada Supreme Court review of and in support of the
District Court findings
Frankly, it doesn’t seem that it could be any more clear.
In refusing to approve a complete removal of any recordation of these
easements, Washoe County is potentially exposing the taxpayer to liability
by attempting to create a new easement that might be construed as Slander
of Title or a Taking and other improper legal actions.
The County has mistakenly relied upon an “Apples and Oranges” unrelated
matter referred to as City of Las Vegas vs. Cliff Shadows. Spittler was
decided after and still applies to and directly references Small Tract Act
(STA) issues.
According to court records, Spittler is currently suing Washoe County for bad
advice related to these Small Tract Act (STA) easements. Now Washoe is
compounding that!
I note the following: Letters were sent and no one has objected yet the
County is attempting to impose new 20 ft. easements upon us.
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Secondly, the County code was specifically amended in early 2000s to
specifically apply to the Small Tract Easements and a review of the County
Commission staff reports and minutes show that the intent was to allow us
to abandon these alleged easements. In fact it has been past practice to do
so on many occasions.
As noted by the on-site inspection, the alleged easements in question are
bare land that has never been used for any purpose, no roads or other use.
Most troubling is the opinion of some at the County that the Spittler decision
does not apply in favor of the City of Las Vegas vs. Cliff Shadows case. If
that is the case then my only option is litigation. Please refer this to your
legal counsel for review.
I won’t regurgitate all the legal references in the Court’s decision or in
Attorney John Routis’ letter but please carefully review them all if any doubt
remains.
The Spittler case is the law of the land having been decided by the Nevada
Supreme Court AFTER the Cliff Shadows case. The Spittler case is so
relevant because it actually dealt with one of the5 properties cited by county
personnel in this abandonment case.
History: Spittler owned the 52 acres right behind my house: 15009007/ 08/
09. Spittler sought access to Fawn Lane and sued Larry Purdon and John
Routsis. He lost on each and every count in Washoe County District Court
and appealed to the Nevada Supreme Court and lost on all counts.
The Supreme Court’s ruling dealt in part specifically with the Small Tract Act
(STA) easements including those we seek to abandon.
Please note from the Nevada Supreme Court:
“The district court concluded that the Classification Order provided no
easement to private owners of land not designated as STA land. We agree.”
It is 100% clear under the ruling that persons outside the tract have no legal
right to access tract easements! But it gets better: The court also ruled and
concurred with the federal government guidance that the easements, if
unused, disappeared in 1976 with the repeal of the law. In other words:
there are no easements on my property to abandon. More correctly I’m
seeing to remove the recordation of said prior easements. My purpose is to
build a garage off set from the property line and not the prior 33 ft.
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easement line as well as clarifying to buyers the lack of any easement.
Please read what the court said:
“As the record demonstrates and the district court concluded, the easements
on the Purdon and Routsis properties were never used as roads under the
express language of the Classification Order. The Interior Dept.
memorandum clarified that unless such common law rights-of-way were
actually used for the purpose of serving a small tract parcel, the dedication
no longer existed upon the termination of the classification. Thus, upon the
STA's repeal in 1976, the existing rights-of-way on the Purdon and Routsis
properties terminated.” (Underline added)
These findings mirror the well-reasoned and detailed decision of Judge
Kosach in the District Court (see attached). Simply put, The STA does not
apply to the Purdy/Spittler properties behind ours. Any unused easements,
as in this case, disappeared in 1976. The Department of Interior memo was
“entitled to deference”. The parcel maps only reference the prior easements.
If needed, I urge your legal counsel to contact the prevailing defendants
counsel with any questions but this seems clear. POC: Mark Wray: 608
Lander Street, Reno, NV 89509 Phone: (775) 348-8877, Email :
mwray@markwraylaw.com and Michael G. Chapman, 300 E. 2nd St, Suite
1510, Reno, NV 89501, 775-788-2271, email: mchapman@fclaw.com
But this matter gets worse- or better:
Are you aware that Scott Spittler the plaintiff is currently suing Washoe
County for giving him bad advice? Yes, it would seem he is suing “you” for
telling him he has STA access. So now you are again telling him/Purdy/
others that they again have access under “Cliff Shadows”? Insanity!
(Spittler v. Craig, 65499 Nev. 2016, and Spittler v Washoe County - Second
Judicial District - CV12-00242, Related Case(s): 61300.)
In that civil matter, the Washoe County Attorney repeatedly admitted the
validity of the court’s decision. In the County’s “Motion to Dismiss Amended
Complaint” dated 10 April 2012, the County (Deputy D.A. Kaplan) supported
our position repeatedly. You can’t have it both ways! I direct your attention
to that filing as follows:
Line 25: The County acknowledges the court’s decision that those outside
the tract have no benefit.
Line 26 The County acknowledges the Department of Interior memo and
opinion in support of our position.
Importantly on line 29 the County argues that the easement disappeared
when it was not actually used as a roadway.

WAB17-0001
EXHIBIT D

Very important on line 28, the County mirrored the court’s decision that the
Parcel Maps comments on easements did not grant any easement but only
referenced the prior STA easements.
Again important, Line 31 the County claimed that Spittler’s case was “Not
based on reasonable grounds” yet now the county seeks to re-create an
easement on those same unreasonable grounds!
Finally, the County spells out its position on the matter quite clearly in
saying that the County has no interest in contesting the claim (page 24
Section 3, Declaratory relief).
Moving on, in the Routsis matter, when he sought to build a house off set
from the property line he too ran into Washoe County incompetence and
resistance (see his attached letter). In that matter the County came to their
senses and agreed the easements were null and then approved the building
offset without regard to any prior easements. The County did not even
require him to go through the formality of the abandonment process. Now
the county seeks to treat us differently and create a new easement. This
creates legal issues for the county that could be construed but not limited to
as a Taking or Slander of Title. I note too that the court assessed attorney
fees against Spittler for Slander of Title in that matter.
This is truly insanity. I assume this is an oversight that can be quickly
corrected but we need county legal review and we need to know if in fact it
is the position of Washoe County that “Cliff Shadows” somehow over rides
the Spittler decision, Routsis building approval and County’s own position in
defending itself in your own civil suit.
I note City of Las Vegas vs. Cliff Shadows was decided before Spittler,
makes absolutely no reference to the STA issues, and deals with the narrow
issue of compensation for the government taking of property; not remotely
related.
CONCLUSION:
The District Court’s decision is detailed and addresses all issues related to
access and the STA and found in favor of the owners in all respects. That
included that the parcel maps did not grant easements, only referenced
them; the STA did not apply to those outside the tract; and the unused
easements disappeared when the act was rescinded in 1976.
It can’t be more clear.
The Nevada Supreme Court, as detailed above, upheld each and every ruling
and upheld attorney fees for Slander of Title.
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The detailed Routsis letter to Washoe County and resolution of that matter in
his favor shows the County’s acknowledgement that the easements are void.
The County in the Spittler v Washoe County argued in favor of our position
and agreed with the court’s decisions. You can’t have it both ways!
Sincerely,

Jeffrey Church
Owner: APN: 15023209 (15520 Fawn Ln)
Mailing address: 1720 Wind Ranch Rd #B
Reno, NV 89521
775 544 7366
renocop@earthlink.net
From: Corbridge, Kimble
Sent: Friday, March 31, 2017 2:45 PM
To: Ettinger, Stacy
Subject: Small Tract easements
http://caselaw.findlaw.com/nv-supreme-court/1622296.html
Stacy,
I understand that this is the reversal case. I have not studied it…
FYI
Kimble
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From: john@routsishardycooper.com
Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2013 9:02 AM
To: Lloyd, Trevor
Subject: Suncrest Builders
Mr. Lloyd,
I am writing you this letter in regards to my property in which I
received an email that you wrote stating my property is subject to 63 feet
setbacks. I sent you an Order of Affirmance in regards to my litigation about
these easements. Specifically in regards to the appeal, Mr. Spittler wished to
use the small tract road easements that are 33 feet along all of the borders
of the properties on Fawn Lane subject to the Small Tract Act. What
happened in this case is that there was a Classification Order which
specifically stated that the Small Tract Act easements are terminated unless
they are used for a roadway purpose for parcels within the Small Tract.
Furthermore, this explains why Mr. Purdon’s property is built
approximately 10 feet from the back line of his property. It is my
understanding that you believe that the easements when they existed were
63 feet. Pursuant to the Supreme Court Order, the easements are only 33
feet as according to the Nevada Supreme Court.
I direct you to page 7 of the Nevada Supreme Court Order of
Affirmance, which specifically states: “Tracts will be subject to all existing
rights-of-way and to rights-of-way 33 feet in width along or as near as
practicable to the boundaries thereof for road purposes and public utilities.
Such rights-of-way may be utilized by the Federal Government, or the
State, County or municipality in which the tract is situated, or by any agency
thereof.”
The Supreme Court further found “Pursuant to the plain language of
the Classification Order, only those existing rights-of-way that were used by
a governmental entity for road and public utility purposes survived.” In this
case, there is no road on my property and there are no utility lines on the
back east end of my property, thus the easements have not survived.
The Nevada Supreme Court went on to further state “As the record
demonstrates and the district court concluded, the easements on the Purdon
and Routsis properties were never used as roads under the express language
of the Classification Order. The Interior Dept. memorandum clarified that
unless such common law rights-of-way were actually used for the purpose of
serving a small tract parcel, the dedication no longer existed upon the
termination of the classification. Thus, the STA’s repeal in 1976, the existing
rights-of-way on the Purdon and Routsis properties terminated.”
Thus, clearly stated by the Nevada Supreme Court, those right-ofway easements and road easements terminated in 1976. Specifically in this
case, Mr. Spittler’s position was that those easements were not terminated
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and the Nevada Supreme Court clearly determined that those easements no
longer existed. I hope in this situation that the Nevada Supreme Court ruling
that the small tract easements have terminated to my property is a clear
enough determination that there are no 63 feet setbacks based upon these
easements.
I believe that the Supreme Court’s Order and the years of litigation
have culminated in a final and clear determination that there is no right-ofway road easement or other public utility easements. As stated by the
Supreme Court, the common law rights-of-ways were never used for that
purpose during the time and determination of the Small Tract Act.
These road easements were there was so individuals in those
properties would not be land-locked and a common road could be built all
the way back to the properties that are the furthest east. In regards to my
parcel, I am the last parcel that the easements accessed. On the Purdon
property, to the direct south, he is the last parcel. Thus, there is no road
through my property or no property utilities easement, which is why they
have extinguished according to the Classification Order, the Nevada District
Court and the Nevada Supreme Court.
Again, than you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
John B. Routsis
John B. Routsis, Esq.
Routsis Hardy-Cooper
571 California Ave.
Reno, NV 89509
(775)-785-9116
john@routsishardycooper.com
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