
City of Carson City 
Agenda Report 

 
Date Submitted:  June 25, 2013  Agenda Date Requested:  July 3,  2013 

 Time Requested:  30 minutes 
 
To: Mayor and Board of Supervisors 
 
From: Public Works - Planning Division 
 
Subject Title:  For Possible Action:  To consider an appeal of the Planning Commission’s 
approval of a Special Use Permit to allow a two-family duplex on a corner lot in a Single Family 
6,000 zoning district located at 1512 N. Nevada Street, APN 001-157-02.  (SUP-13-031) 
 
Staff Summary:  The Special Use Permit (SUP-31-031) for a two-family duplex on a corner lot 
in a Single Family 6,000 zoning district was reviewed and conditionally approved by the 
Planning Commission on May 29, 2013, based on the required findings for approval.  At the 
Planning Commission meeting public testimony was solicited, and there were several comments 
related to the proposed project identifying concerns and opposition from property owners in the 
immediate area.  Decisions of the Planning Commission may be appealed to the Board of 
Supervisors.  An appeal of the Planning Commission’s approval of SUP-13-031 was properly 
filed pursuant to the submittal requirements of the Carson City Municipal Code 18.02.060 
(Appeals).  The Board of Supervisors may uphold, modify or reverse the Planning Commission’s 
decision. 
 
Type of Action Requested: 

  Resolution       Ordinance-Second Reading 
  Formal Action/Motion      Other (Specify) 

 
Does This Action Require A Business Impact Statement: (   ) Yes     ( X ) No 
 
Planning Commission Action:  Approved the Special Use Permit on May 29, 2013, by a vote of 
6 ayes, 1 nay and 0 absent. 
  
Recommended Board Action:  I move to uphold the Planning Commission’s decision to allow 
a two-family duplex on a corner lot in a Single Family 6,000 zoning district located at 1512 N. 
Nevada Street, APN 001-157-02, based upon the findings for approval and with the 
recommended conditions contained within the staff report to the Planning Commission. 
 
Explanation for Recommended Board Action:  Please see the attached staff memo and 
Planning Commission staff report for explanation of the proposed action. 
 
Applicable Statute, Code, Policy, Rule or Regulation:  CCMC 18.02.060 (Appeals), 
18.02.080 (Special Use Permits) 
 
Fiscal Impact: N/A 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Mayor and Board of Supervisors 
 
FROM: Planning Division 
 
DATE: July 3, 2013 
 
SUBJECT: MISC-13-040 (SUP-13-031) – Appeal of the Planning Commission’s approval of a 

Special Use Permit to allow a two-family duplex on a corner lot in a Single Family 
6,000 zoning district located at 1512 N. Nevada Street, APN 001-157-02, based 
on the specific staff findings in the staff report. 
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BACKGROUND: 
 
• On May 29, 2013, the Planning Commission conditionally approved the proposed project 

by a vote of 6-1. 
 
The subject property is a 7,238 square foot corner lot with an existing single family residence 
and two-car detached garage.  The applicant and property owner, Steve Yochum, proposes to 
demolish the existing two-car detached garage on the northwest corner of the subject property 
and replace it with a new single family residence including one-car attached garage.  The 
applicant also proposes to add a one-car detached garage at the southeast corner of the 
property to provide garage space for the existing residence. 
 
DISCUSSION:  
 
The application noted above was reviewed and conditionally approved by the Planning 
Commission based on the required findings for approval.  At the May 29, 2013 meeting, public 
testimony was also solicited by the Planning Commission and there were several comments 
related to the project identifying concerns and opposition from property owners in the immediate 
area. 
 
Please refer to the attached staff report which was presented to the Planning Commission on 
May 29, 2013 and the original application packet for additional information on the proposed 
project and the findings for approval made by the Planning Commission. 
 
The basis for appeal is pursuant to the submittal requirements of CCMC 18.08.160 (Appeals). 
The appellant’s letter of appeal is attached.  The applicant has provided a reply letter to the 
appeal, which is also attached.  The following are staff responses to the appellant’s basis for 
appeal. 
 
1. The majority of the two-family dwellings in the adjacent neighborhood are located within 

the previously zoned Multi-Family Apartment (MFA) zoning district, and were approved 
under that zoning.  The two exceptions in the Single Family 6,000 (SF6) zoning district 
are the properties at 1511 N. Division Street and 210 W. Long Street.  The property at 
1511 N. Division Street has no record of having two units approved as far back as 1965 
and the property at 201 W. Long Street was built in 1957 prior to the SF6 zoning, 
therefore both properties are “grandfathered” into the SF6 zoning district.  None were 
approved by Special Use Permit as presumed by the Planning Commission. 

 
Staff Response: 
The appellant is correct that five of the seven duplexes in the surrounding area were 
built when those properties were in the MFA zoning district.  The properties at 1511 N. 
Division St. and 210 W. Long St. were constructed prior to the creation of the SF6 
zoning district and are grandfathered uses in the subject zoning district.  
 
Staff notes that under the current code a two-family duplex, which may be defined as 
two dwelling units either attached or detached, is listed as a conditional use with the 
approval of a Special Use Permit on a corner lot in the SF6 zoning district, and the 
process by which other duplex uses in the area were allowed is not relevant to the 
current approval when determining whether the proposed use will be detrimental to 
surrounding properties or not. 
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2. The approval of the project will be detrimental to the peaceful enjoyment and economic 

value of the surrounding properties as well as compromise the current character and 
integrity of adjacent developments and neighborhoods.  This is a pervasive fear and 
frustration that more homes in the neighborhood will be purchased with the plan of 
changing their makeup to create more multi-family homes for a profit and thus changing 
the tone of the single family neighborhood to a more transient renter friendly 
neighborhood. 

 
Staff Response: 
The subject property and surrounding area are designated Medium Density Residential 
(MDR) in the Carson City Master Plan.  The MDR land use characteristics indicate that 
medium density residential neighborhoods should contain a mix of housing types in a 
neighborhood setting.  The proposed project meets the Master Plan goal to provide a 
mix of housing types and is appropriately placed in a neighborhood with a mix of 
surrounding land uses such as single family residential, two-family duplexes, 
residential/office and retail commercial uses.  The Planning Commission and staff do not 
consider this project to be detrimental to the surrounding properties. 

 
3. The project would further cause a detrimental effect on vehicular traffic on an already 

busy street (Long Street). 
 

Staff Response: 
Staff does not consider the addition of one residence to a neighborhood with an existing 
street network to have significant impact on vehicular traffic.   
 

4. The Planning Commission denied a request for a Special Use Permit (SUP-06-082) of 
similar circumstances located on Long Street.  The concerns stated in June 2006 are the 
same concerns stated at the meeting in May 2013.  Please explain why the first permit 
was denied and this one was granted.  We would like to understand the purpose of 
zoning if all one must do is meet a structural building code to do what they wish with the 
property even if those in the surrounding neighborhood are against the development. 

 
Staff Response: 
The appellant is correct that a similar Special Use Permit (SUP-06-082) for 1601 N. 
Division St. was denied by the Planning Commission in June 2006.  As with each 
Special Use Permit application, the Planning Commission considers the individual facts 
of the case, presentation by the applicant and testimony from the public, then bases its 
decision on whether the project meets the required Special Use Permit findings.  In the 
case of the 2006 Special Use Permit, the Planning Commission was not able to make 
the required findings.  In the case of this Special Use Permit application, the Planning 
Commission was able to make the required findings. 
 
The purpose of zoning and Special Use Permits is to provide restrictions on allowed 
uses within specific zoning districts that the City considers to be in the best interest of 
the public, while also providing provisions for exceptions under circumstances that the 
City feels may be appropriate if the required findings can be made by the Planning 
Commission.  In the case of this application, the Planning Commission determined that 
the zoning and design standard requirements have been met and was able to make the 
required Special Use Permit findings in support of the project.   
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Planning Commission Appeal 
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July 3, 2013 BOS 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Per the Carson City Municipal Code Section 18.02.060(2), the Board of Supervisors may affirm, 
modify or reverse the decision of the Planning Commission. Staff recommends that the Board of 
Supervisors uphold the Planning Commission decision to approve Special Use Permit, SUP-13-
031, based on the required findings and subject to the conditions of approval in the staff report. 
  
ALTERNATIVE 
 
The Board of Supervisors may consider the following alternative actions in deciding the appeal 
of the Planning Commission’s decision to approve the two-family duplex on a corner lot in a 
Single Family 6,000 zoning district located at 1512 N. Nevada Street, APN 001-157-02, based 
on the specific findings of the staff report. 
 
1. The Board of Supervisors refers SUP 13-031 back to the Planning Commission for re 

evaluation of the installation of a two-family duplex pursuant to Carson City Municipal 
Code Title 18.02.080, Special Use Permits and Carson City Municipal Code Title 
18.04.065, Zoning. 

 
2. If the Board of Supervisors finds that the Planning Commission erred in approving SUP-

13-031, the Board may reverse the Planning Commission’s decision and DENY the 
Special Use Permit, citing the finding(s) for denial.  
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CARSON CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
Minutes of the May 29, 2013 Meeting

Page 3 DRAFT

the method by which utilization of the water from Douglas County will be determined.  In response to a
further question, he explained that uranium is the reason for blending the water from Douglas County with
that which is at the City’s Quill Water Treatment Plant.

Mr. Plemel reviewed the agenda materials in conjunction with displayed slides.  In response to a question,
he reviewed the allocation formula, as provided in the Carson City Municipal Code.  He responded to
corresponding questions of clarification.  Commissioner Kimbrough expressed appreciation for the detail
provided by other City departments / divisions relative to budgetary issues associated with growth
management.  In response to a question, Mr. Schulz advised that the Public Works Department pursues
“every federal grant that has to do with wastewater or water ... but ... those, in the past two to three years,
have been cut drastically ...  Furthermore, they seem to have a little bit more compassion on smaller
communities where there’s ... not a [sufficient] tax base ...”  Mr. Schulz assured the commissioners that the
Public Works Department pursues every possible grant funding opportunity.  He advised that, in the past
five years, approximately $2.5 million in grant funding has been secured for the wastewater treatment plant.
He further advised that the Public Works Department also pursues State revolving funds, which program
he described.

Chairperson Vance entertained public comment and, when none was forthcoming, a motion.  Vice
Chairperson Wendell moved to recommend to the Board of Supervisors approval of a maximum
total of 655 residential building permit entitlements for 2014, with an allocation of 282 entitlements
for the general property owner category, and 373 entitlements for the development category, and to
retain the existing commercial and industrial development water usage threshold of 7,500 gallons per
day annual average for Growth Management Commission review, and allocations for future years
as further provided in the draft Board of Supervisors resolution.  Commissioner Sattler seconded
the motion.  Motion carried 7-0.

ACTION TO ADJOURN GROWTH MANAGEMENT COMMISSION (5:46:02) - Chairperson Vance
entertained a motion to adjourn the Growth Management Commission.  Vice Chairperson Wendell so
moved.  The motion was seconded and carried 7-0.

RECONVENE PLANNING COMMISSION (5:46:26) - Chairperson Vance reconvened the Planning
Commission meeting at 5:46 p.m.

G-3. SUP-13-031 POSSIBLE ACTION TO CONSIDER A SPECIAL USE PERMIT
APPLICATION FROM STEVE YOCHUM (PROPERTY OWNER:  STEVE YOCHUM) FOR A
TWO-FAMILY DUPLEX UNIT (TWO SINGLE-FAMILY DETACHED UNITS) ON A CORNER
LOT, ON PROPERTY ZONED SINGLE FAMILY 6000 (“SF6"), LOCATED AT 1512 NORTH
NEVADA STREET, APN 001-157-02 (5:46:31) - Chairperson Vance introduced this item, and Ms. Dorr
Pansky reviewed the agenda materials in conjunction with displayed slides.  She noted staff’s
recommendation of approval subject to the conditions outlined in the staff report.  She further noted written
comments from Thomas Streenan, which were provided to the commissioners and staff prior to the start
of the meeting.  She advised of having received a telephone call earlier in the day from Cliff Smith, and
of having answered his questions.  In response to a question, she advised that other duplexes in the area
were not researched relative to special use permits.  In response to a further question, she advised that the
total square footage and setbacks for the proposed project are within the required limits prescribed by Code.
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Chairperson Vance entertained additional questions or comments of the commissioners and, when none
were forthcoming, invited the applicant to the podium.  (5:52:41) Steve Yochum introduced himself for the
record and, relative to the proposed project, discussed his future plans for retirement.  He addressed the
concerns listed in Mr. Streenan’s written correspondence in conjunction with displayed slides.  He
acknowledged his agreement with the conditions of approval as outlined in the staff report.  He responded
to questions of clarification regarding disposition of existing trees.  In response to a further question
regarding condition of approval 11, Mr. Yochum expressed confusion.  Ms. Dorr Pansky explained that
the garage is considered one parking space, but the driveway leading to the garage is not considered
additional parking.  “.. the reason being is because, essentially, that space would be blocking the space
inside the garage.  And that’s why we require a second off-street parking space that is not directly behind
the garage ...”  Mr. Plemel offered a possible solution in the form of a space next to the driveway.
Commissioner Esswein expressed the opinion that the requirement for “at least one of the additional
parking spaces seems like it’s overdoing it because this is a one-bedroom unit, intended for a single person
or, perhaps, a couple.  And it just seems like overkill to be requiring that second parking space.”
Commissioner Esswein clarified his understanding that the parking requirements are governed by the
Carson City Municipal Code.  He suggested considering the possibility of a future amendment “especially
as ... households change in size and in needs.  It doesn’t seem that a ... house designed for a very limited
number of people should require the same as a house ... that is designed for a family.”  Discussion followed.

Chairperson Vance entertained additional commissioner questions or comments and, when none were
forthcoming, public comment.  (6:04:37) Donna Inversin, an adjacent resident, discussed concern over the
proposed two-story design in consideration of her view, expressed the opinion that the project will decrease
her property value, and suggested a permeable driveway surface.

(6:05:59) Tom Streenan, an adjacent resident, advised of having lived at his residence for twenty years and
expressed agreement with requiring parking for two vehicles.  He discussed concern over the proposed
project decreasing the value of his single-family home, and provided background information on the
historic nature of his residence.  In response to a question, Commissioner Sattler clarified his acquaintance
of Mr. Yochum as a close friend of his sister.  In response to a question, Mr. Ward explained that “as long
as there’s no pecuniary interest or no financial advantage ... to you one way or the other, and you can be
fair and impartial, unbiased, then you have no conflict that would preclude you from exercising your duties
as a member of this body.”  Commissioner Sattler advised of no financial interest in the project, reiterated
that he “just happen[s] to know the applicant,” and advised that he would participate in action on this item.

(6:07:48) In conjunction with displayed slides, Jessica Schulz discussed her family’s history in the area and
problems experienced from surrounding neighbors.  She expressed support for Mr. Yochum’s design, and
concern over a disparity between “what’s going to happen and what he has planned.”  She discussed
concerns over declining property values, traffic safety issues, and parking issues.

(6:10:08) John Schulz advised of having been raised in his grandparents’ home, adjacent to the subject
property, and discussed the development history of the neighborhood.  He further advised of having been
acquainted with Mr. Yochum since high school, and of having worked with him on many construction
projects.  He commended Mr. Yochum’s construction skill.  Mr. Schulz discussed concerns relative to the
proposed two-story design, traffic safety, and parking.  He inquired as to whether the project had been sold
“to the neighbors,” and advised that “nobody really likes it ...”
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(6:15:03) August Ehresman, an adjacent neighbor, suggested that the neighborhood was developed as a
“single-family area,” and expressed concern over declining property values with “duplexes ... everywhere.”
He expressed opposition to the proposed project.

(6:15:35) Dennis Caughran, an adjacent neighbor, discussed concerns over apparent illegal activity at the
subject address in the past, declining property values, and the proposed two-story design.  He expressed
opposition to the project.

(6:16:55) Carol Tierney, an adjacent neighbor, advised that she has lived in her residence for 38 years; that
she knew the original owner of the subject property and has “seen it go down hill with renters over the
years.”  Ms. Tierney commended Mr. Yochum on cleaning up the property and the “nice renter in there
now.”  She advised of having previously witnessed “some really bad things going on there.”  She discussed
concerns relative to traffic safety and declining property values.  She expressed a preference to “keep it
single-family,” and opposition to the proposed project.

(6:18:33) Isabel Streenan expressed agreement with the previous comments, noting that the duplexes did
not exist when she and her husband purchased their property.  “As [the duplexes] have come, the
neighborhood has really got bad.”  Ms. Streenan discussed concerns over apparent illegal activity in the
past, noting there are no guarantees relative to renters.  Ms. Streenan expressed opposition to the proposed
project.

Chairperson Vance entertained additional public comment and, when none was forthcoming, thanked the
citizens for their attendance and participation.  In response to a question, Ms. Dorr Pansky noted that there
appeared to be no other two-story structures in the area surrounding the subject property.  In response to
a question, Mr. Plemel advised that the Code provides for a maximum of 700 square feet for a guest
building.  He explained that guest buildings are permitted anywhere but limited to use by the residents of
the property and non-paying guests.

Chairperson Vance entertained additional questions or comments of the commissioners.  Commissioner
Kimbrough expressed concern over the proposed two-story design in light of the citizen comments, and
suggested that the project may be “detrimental to the use, peaceful enjoyment, economic value, or
development of surrounding properties ...”  Commissioner Dhami concurred.  Commissioner Sattler advised
of no concern over the proposed duplex design, but expressed concern over the proposed two-story design.

Vice Chairperson Wendell advised of having reviewed the agenda materials, and suggested that the
proposed project meets the statutory and regulatory requirements.  Ms. Dorr Pansky acknowledged the
accuracy of the statement.  Vice Chairperson Wendell expressed appreciation for the citizen comments, and
concern over the commission appearing to be arbitrary and capricious.  “When ... a proposal is submitted
for consideration and it meets all of the City ordinances or statutory requirements, it sort of puts us in a
position where, to prevent being arbitrary and capricious, ... we have no alternative but ... to vote in favor
of this proposal.”  Vice Chairperson Wendell reiterated appreciation for the citizen comments relative to
“the more densely populated environment ...  Having worked in law enforcement, ... there are solutions to
what these people have brought out today and there are City ordinances that prohibit the type of activity
that has made their environment very uncomfortable.”  Vice Chairperson Wendell expressed the belief 
“there’s another means by which to address the problems they’ve [discussed] ... rather than put a damper
on this gentleman’s project, especially when it meets all the requirements.”
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Chairperson Vance explained the commission’s requirement to establish sufficient findings in its decision,
and entertained a motion.  Vice Chairperson Wendell moved to approve SUP-13-031, a special use
permit to allow a two-family duplex on a corner lot in a single family 6,000 zoning district, located
at 1512 North Nevada Street, based on the findings and subject to the conditions of approval outlined
in the staff report.  Commissioner Esswein seconded the motion.  Commissioner Kimbrough expressed
the opinion that he could make a finding that “shows [the project] doesn’t meet” the findings.  He suggested
that “when we’re given a special use permit, we’re given more freedom in discussion to help this
community make a good decision.”  Extensive discussion followed and, in response to a question, Mr.
Yochum noted the condition of approval relative to building height.  He expressed understanding for the
concerns expressed relative to the two-story design, but reiterated “that height requirement has been
addressed.”  Commissioner Esswein expressed understanding for the neighborhood concerns and those
expressed by the commissioners.  “However, there’s nothing in the Code that would preclude an existing
property owner from making an addition to his property up to ... the height limits of the Code ...  Any other
property owner in that neighborhood could build a two-story structure.”  Commissioner Esswein expressed
the opinion that “to restrict this applicant from that two-story and then have another property owner, by
right, be allowed to do that would be arbitrary and capricious.”  Chairperson Vance requested a roll call
vote, the results as follows:  Commissioners Steele, Sattler, Kimbrough, Esswein, Vice Chair Wendell, and
Chair Vance - yes; Commissioner Dhami - no.  Motion carried 6-1.  Mr. Plemel reviewed the appeal
process for the record.  Chairperson Vance thanked the citizens for their attendance and participation.

G-4. SUP-13-031 POSSIBLE ACTION TO CONSIDER A SPECIAL USE PERMIT
APPLICATION FROM RED AND TOM METCALF (PROPERTY OWNER:  NORMAN AND
BETTY METCALF FAMILY TRUST) FOR THE MODIFICATION OF AN EXISTING GARAGE
AND GUEST BUILDING TO ALLOW THE GUEST BUILDING TO EXCEED 1,000 SQUARE
FEET, ON PROPERTY ZONED SINGLE FAMILY 2 ACRE (“SF2A”), LOCATED AT 2032 ASH
CANYON ROAD, APN 007-572-13 (6:38:05) - Chairperson Vance introduced this item, and Ms. Dorr
Pansky reviewed the agenda materials in conjunction with displayed slides.

Chairperson Vance entertained questions or comments of the commissioners and, when none were
forthcoming, invited the applicant to the podium.  (6:41:32) Tom Metcalf acknowledged agreement with
the conditions of approval, as outlined in the staff report.  He clarified that “Red is Norman’s nick name.”
Mr. Metcalf provided background information on his family’s residence in Northern Nevada and on the
proposed project; and responded to questions of clarification.

Chairperson Vance entertained public comment and, when none was forthcoming, entertained additional
questions or comments of the commissioners.  When no additional questions or comments were
forthcoming, he entertained a motion.  Commissioner Sattler moved to approve SUP-13-032, a special
use permit request to allow modification of an existing accessory structure to allow a total of 1,864
square feet to be used as a guest building, on property zoned single family two acre, located at 2032
Ash Canyon Road, APN 007-572-13, based on the findings and conditions of approval contained in
the staff report.  Vice Chairperson Wendell seconded the motion.  Motion carried 7-0.

G-5. ZCA-13-034 POSSIBLE ACTION TO MAKE A RECOMMENDATION TO THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS REGARDING A ZONING CODE AMENDMENT APPLICATION
TO AMEND THE CARSON CITY MUNICIPAL CODE, TITLE 18, ZONING, CHAPTER 18.03,
DEFINITIONS, SECTION 18.03.010, WORDS AND TERMS DEFINED, AMENDING THE
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CARSON CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

CASE RECORD 
 
MEETING DATE: May 29, 2013       AGENDA ITEM NO.: G-3 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
APPLICANT(s) NAME:   Steve Yochum      FILE NO.  SUP-13-031 
PROPERTY OWNER(s):  Steve Yochum 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
ASSESSOR PARCEL NO(s):  001-157-02 
ADDRESS:  1512 N. Nevada St. 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
APPLICANT'S REQUEST:   For Possible Action: To consider a Special Use Permit request for a two-family 
duplex unit (two single-family detached units) on a corner lot, on property zoned Single Family 6000 (SF6). 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: [X]   KIMBROUGH [X]   ESSWEIN  [X]   SATTLER 
 
 [X]   DHAMI   [X]   STEELE  [X]   VANCE  [X]   WENDELL 
 
 
STAFF REPORT PRESENTED BY: Susan Dorr Pansky  [X] REPORT ATTACHED 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: [X] CONDITIONAL APPROVAL 
APPLICANT REPRESENTED BY:  Steve Yochum 
 
 
 ___APPLICANT/AGENT WAS 
           PRESENT AND SPOKE 
 
 
APPLICANT/AGENT INDICATED THAT HE HAS READ THE STAFF REPORT, AGREES AND 
UNDERSTANDS THE FINDINGS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONDITIONS, AND AGREES TO 
CONFORM TO THE REQUIREMENTS THEREOF. 
 
 __0__ PERSONS SPOKE IN FAVOR OF THE PROPOSAL __8__ PERSONS SPOKE IN OPPOSITION OF THE PROPOSAL 

 
 
DISCUSSION, NOTES, COMMENTS FOR THE RECORD: 
 
Donna Inverson-Two story may affect her view of the mountains.  Bad for property value.  Doesn’t agree with a 
rental family being in a single family area. Driveway with wild buckwheat as an option. 
 
Tom Streenan-Next door neighbor. Wants to see space for two cars on each side.  Duplex will lower value.  
Will Sattler be voting due to relationship? 
 
Jessica Schultz-West Adams Street property resident.  Renters “will not help” property values.  Hearing 
cussing in evenings.  They’ve almost been hit by someone coming out of duplex across from Streenan.  
Accident with bus in the area.  A lot of people in small house behind even though it’s a 1 bedroom. 
 
John Schultz-Adams Street property owner.  Father of Jessica.  Grew up in a house on N. Division St. Father 
protested duplex adjacent 40 years ago.  Has known Steve Yochum for a long time.  There are no two stories 
around in the area.  All others are inside the roof line. 
 
August Ayersman-1612 N. Nevada.  Property values will go down if there are duplexes all over the area.  “Set 
up” as a single family area 
 
Dennis Coran-N. Nevada Street resident.  Keep neighborhood single family.  Opposed because rental 
properties bring down surrounding property values. 25



 
Carol Tierney-1602 N. Nevada Street.  Keep neighborhood single family.  Has seen area go downhill.  
Dangerous to back into traffic.  Renters have killed the neighborhood. 
 
Isabel Streenan-Was single family when people originally moved into the neighborhood. Has gotten bad due to 
renters moving in.  There is cussing, drug deals, etc. 
 
Wendell-Are the surrounding structures two story?   
 
Esswein-How does a guest building compare in this zoning district. 
 
Wendell-Feels that we need to approve if it meets the code requirements. 
 
 
APPEAL PROCESS MENTIONED AS PART OF THE RECORD 
 
MOTION WAS MADE TO APPROVE WITH THE FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS AS ENUMERATED ON THE 
STAFF REPORT 
 
 
MOVED:  Wendell SECOND:  Esswein PASSED:       6/AYE       1/NO        0/ABSTAIN        0/ABSENT 
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STAFF REPORT FOR PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF MAY 29, 2013 
 
 
FILE NO:  SUP-13-031  AGENDA ITEM:  G-3 
 
STAFF AUTHOR:  Susan Dorr Pansky, Principal Planner 
 
REQUEST:  Approval of a Special Use Permit to allow a two-family duplex on a corner lot in a 
Single Family 6,000 (SF6) zoning district located at 1512 N. Nevada Street. 
 
APPLICANT/OWNER:  Steve Yochum, Property Owner 
 
LOCATION:  1512 N. Nevada Street 
 
APN:  001-157-02 
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION: “I move to approve SUP-13-031, a Special Use Permit to allow a 
two-family duplex on a corner lot in a Single Family 6,000 zoning district located at 1512 N. 
Nevada Street based on the findings and subject to the conditions of approval outlined in the 
staff report.”  
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Planning Commission – May 29, 2013 
SUP-13-031 
Page 2 of 7 

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: 
 
The following shall be completed prior to commencement of the use: 
 
1. The applicant must sign and return the Notice of Decision within 10 days of receipt of 

notification. If the Notice of Decision is not signed and returned within 10 days, the item 
may be rescheduled for the next Planning Commission meeting for further consideration.  

 
2. The applicant shall meet all the conditions of approval and commence the use (obtain 

and maintain a valid building permit) for which this permit is granted within twelve 
months of the date of final approval. A single, one-year extension of time may be 
granted if requested in writing to the Planning Division 30 days prior to the one-year 
expiration date. Should this permit not be initiated within one year and no extension 
granted, the permit shall become null and void. 

 
3. The applicant shall obtain a building permit from the Carson City Building Division for the 

proposed construction.  Contact the Building Division for approximate fees, design 
criteria, number of plans to submit and general assistance in the City’s Building Permit 
process. 

 
4. The applicant shall pay all required water and sewer connection fees for the project. 
  
5. The applicant must obtain a Certificate of Occupancy and/or final inspection and 

approval for all required improvements.  
 
The following shall be incorporated into the proposed development plan: 
 
6. All development shall be substantially in accordance with the development plans 

approved with this application, except as otherwise modified by the conditions of 
approval herein.  

 
7. All on and off-site improvements shall conform to City standards and requirements.  
 
8. A driveway approach for the proposed detached one-car garage shall be required. 
 
9. All driveways and parking areas shall be paved to comply with City standards and 

requirements. 
 
10. A five foot wide sidewalk shall be constructed along the Long Street and Nevada Street 

frontages of the property. 
 
11. Two off-street parking spaces shall be provided for each dwelling.   
 
12. Replacement of curb, gutter and road areas which are damaged or destroyed during 

construction for improvements to the site shall be required. 
 
13. Dust and stormwater control measures must be employed during construction. 
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The following shall be submitted with or included as part of a building permit application: 
 
14. The applicant shall submit a copy of the Notice of Decision, signed by the applicant and 

owner as a part of the building permit submittal. 
 
15. The plans submitted for review shall comply with the prescriptive requirements found in 

the Carson City Building Division handout titled RESIDENTIAL PLAN SUBMITTAL 
REQUIREMENTS: One & Two Family Dwellings and Accessory Structures.  This 
handout may also be found online at www.carson.org/building.  

 
LEGAL REQUIREMENTS:  CCMC 18.02.050 (Review) and 18.02.080 (Special Use Permits)  
 
MASTER PLAN DESIGNATION:  Medium Density Residential (MDR) 
 
ZONING DISTRICT:  Single Family 6,000 (SF6) 
 
KEY ISSUES:  Will the proposed two-family duplex be in keeping with the standards of the 
Carson City Municipal Code?  Is the proposed location appropriate for a two-family duplex?  Will 
the use be compatible with surrounding land uses or properties? 
 
SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE INFORMATION:  
NORTH: Single Family 6,000 (SF6)/residential – single family use 
SOUTH: Single Family 6,000 (SF6)/residential – single family use 
EAST:  Single Family 6,000 (SF6)/residential – single family use 
WEST:  Single Family 6,000 (SF6)/residential – two-family duplex use 
   
ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION:  

• FLOOD ZONE:  X-Shaded (areas of 1% annual chance of flood less than 1 ft. depth) 
• SLOPE/DRAINAGE:  The site has been developed as a single family residence for more 

than 70 years and has no significant slope or drainage issues 
 
S ITE DEVELOPMENT INFORMATION:  

• PARCEL AREA:  7,238 square feet  
• EXISTING LAND USE:  Single family residence 
• PROPOSED STRUCTURES:  Second single family residence with attached one-car 

garage and separate, detached one-car garage to accommodate existing residence 
o RESIDENCE BUILDING FOOTPRINT:  651 square feet  
o RESIDENCE LIVING AREA:  763 square feet (651 square feet of conditioned living 

space and 112 square feet of non-conditioned storage/utility space) 
o RESIDENCE ATTACHED GARAGE AREA:  448 square feet 
o RESIDENCE HEIGHT:  Approximately 22 feet 
o DETACHED GARAGE FOOTPRINT:  338 square feet 
o DETACHED GARAGE AREA:  338 square feet 
o DETACHED GARAGE HEIGHT:  Approximately 13 feet 9 inches (to base of cupola) 

• REQUIRED SETBACKS: 
o Front:  20 feet  Rear:  10 feet Side:  5 feet Street Side:  10 feet 

• PROPOSED SETBACKS: 
o Front:  20 feet  Rear:  10 feet Side:  5 feet Street Side:  10 feet 

• PARKING REQUIRED:  Two spaces per dwelling unit 
• PARKING PROPOSED:  One space per dwelling unit - a condition of approval has been 

recommended to meet the two spaces per dwelling unit requirement 
• VARIANCES REQUIRED:  None  
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SITE HISTORY:  

• The existing residence and detached garage on the subject property were constructed in 
1941. 

• An accessory structure (wood shed) was constructed on the property in 2009. 
 
DISCUSSION:  
Per CCMC Section 18.04.075 (Single Family 6,000), a Two-Family Duplex Unit on a Corner Lot 
may be allowed within the Single Family 6,000 zoning district as a conditional use with the 
approval of a Special Use Permit. 
 
The subject property is a 7,238 square foot corner lot with an existing single family residence 
and two-car detached garage.  The applicant proposes to demolish the two-car detached 
garage and replace it with a new single family residence including one-car attached garage on 
the northwest corner of the parcel.  In addition, the applicant proposes to add a one-car 
detached garage at the southeast corner of the parcel to provide garage space for the existing 
residence.  As shown on the site plan provided by the applicant, all required setbacks will be 
met with the proposed structures. 
 
Although the definition of a two-family dwelling or two-family duplex commonly refers to two 
residential dwelling units contained within one building, it is staff’s interpretation that a two-
family dwelling or two-family duplex may also include two separate residential dwelling units on 
the same parcel, as the use would be the same in either scenario. 
 
The applicant indicates that there is currently no usable off-street parking for the subject 
property, as the existing two-car detached garage is in poor structural condition and does not 
meet setback requirements.  Vehicles parking in the existing driveway encroach into the street. 
The addition of a one-car garage for each residence will provide off-street parking that was not 
previously available to the property. 
 
Per Carson City Development Standards, Division 2.2, two off-street parking spaces are 
required per dwelling unit.  A single car garage may be counted as one off-street parking space, 
but the driveway access to that garage may not be counted as an off-street parking space.  Staff 
recommends that, in addition to the one-car garages proposed by the applicant, one additional 
off-street parking space per dwelling unit be provided. 
 
The applicant proposes to help maintain the historic character of the area by constructing 
structures that have a “turn of the century” design including roof pitches and architectural details 
common for that era.  In addition, the applicant proposes to construct a five foot wide sidewalk 
around the subject property to provide pedestrian amenity to the property and surrounding 
neighborhood.  The applicant also recognizes that there are mature trees on the site and 
proposes to take all precautions to preserve them. 
 
The surrounding land use is single family residential on all sides, however, there are several 
properties within the immediate vicinity (300 feet or less) that are two-family duplexes, including 
a duplex on the adjacent parcel to the west of the subject property. The applicant has provided 
a map showing duplex properties in the area (Addendum A in the attached application). 
 
In reviewing the information provided by the applicant and the required findings as identified 
below, the findings to grant approval of this Special Use Permit can be made. Therefore, it is 
recommended that the Planning Commission approve this Special Use Permit application with 
the conditions outlined by staff. 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS:   
Public notices were mailed to on May 10, 2013 to 35 adjacent property owners within 300 feet of 
the subject site pursuant to the provisions of NRS and CCMC.  No comments in favor or in 
opposition have been received by the Planning Division. Any comments that are received after 
this report is complete will be submitted prior to or at the Planning Commission meeting, 
depending on their submittal date to the Planning Division.   
 
OTHER CITY DEPARTMENT OR OUTSIDE AGENCY COMMENTS:  
The following comments were received from various city departments. Recommendations have 
been incorporated into the recommended conditions of approval, where applicable. 
 
Building Division Comments: 
 
1. The project requires application for a Building Permit, issued through the Carson City 

Building Division.  This will necessitate a complete review of the project to verify 
compliance with all adopted construction codes and municipal ordinances applicable to 
the scope of the project. 

 
2. The plans submitted for review shall comply with the prescriptive requirements found in 

the Carson City Building Division handout titled RESIDENTIAL PLAN SUBMITTAL 
REQUIREMENTS: One & Two Family Dwellings and Accessory Structures.  This 
handout may also be found online at www.carson.org/building. 

 
3. The current adopted codes will be in effect until September 1, 2013. 
 
Engineering Division Comments:  
 
The Engineering Division has no preference or objection to the special use request. 

 
1. CCMC 18.02.080 (2a) – Adequate Plans.  The plans submitted are adequate for the 

Special Use Permit review. 
 

2. CCMC 18.02.080 (5a) – Master Plan.  The request is not in conflict with any Engineering 
Master Plans for streets or storm drainage. 

 
3. CCMC 18.02.080 (5c) – Traffic/Pedestrians.  The request is not in conflict with 

pedestrian or traffic movements. 
 

4. CCMC 18.02.080 (5d) – Public Services.  City water and sewer improvements are 
adequate for this project.  Water and sewer connection fees will be charged. 
 

Fire Department Comments: 
 
The project must conform to applicable CCMC and adopted International Fire Code. 
 
Health Department Comments:  
 
Health and Human Services has no comments based on the items submitted. 
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Public Works, Environmental Control Comments:  
 

Environmental Control has no comments or requirements for the proposed project. 
 
FINDINGS:   Staff recommends approval of the Special Use Permit based on the findings 
outlined below, pursuant to CCMC 18.02.080 (Special Use Permits), subject to the 
recommended conditions of approval, and further substantiated by the applicant’s written 
justification. 
 
1. The use will be consistent with the objectives of the Master Plan elements.   
 

The proposed project is consistent with the following applicable goals of the Master Plan 
in accordance with the seven findings (in bold) required for approval of a Special Use 
Permit: 

 
 Goal 1.1 – Promote the Efficient Use of Available Land and Resources. 
 
 Goal 2.1 – Encourage Diversity in Citywide Land Use Mix. 
 
 Goal 2.2 – Expand Housing Variety. 
 
 Goal 6.2 – Promote Compatible Infill and Redevelopment. 
 

Goal 9.2 – Promote the Expansion of Affordable and Workforce Housing Options within 
the Community. 

 
The proposed two-family duplex will provide additional reasonably priced housing within 
an established neighborhood in Carson City, while remaining compatible with the 
existing land uses  in the surrounding area. 
 

2. The proposed use will not be detrimental to the use, peaceful enjoyment, 
economic value, or development of surrounding properties or the general 
neighborhood; and will cause no noise, vibrations, fumes, odors, dust, glare or 
physical activity. 

 
There will be moderate noise disturbance, dust and potential stormwater runoff during 
demolition of the existing detached garage and construction of the new structures and 
improvements.  To help mitigate these disturbances, staff has recommended a condition 
of approval that dust and stormwater be controlled during construction of the proposed 
project.  Once completed, the proposed project will not create any objectionable noise, 
vibrations, odors, dust, glare or physical activity that would be inconsistent with the uses 
already conducted in the surrounding neighborhood. 

 
3. The project will have little or no detrimental effect on vehicular or pedestrian 

traffic. 
 

The proposed two-family duplex will generate minimal additional traffic and is served by 
an adequate existing street network.  Pedestrian movement will be improved with the five 
foot wide sidewalk proposed to be constructed with the project. 
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4. The project will not overburden existing public services and facilities, including 

schools, police and fire protection, water, sanitary sewer, public roads, storm 
drainage and other public improvements.   

 
School, police and fire protection levels of service will not be affected by the proposed 
project.  The Engineering Division has indicated that City water and sewer already serve 
the site and has also indicated that the proposed project is not in conflict with 
engineering master plans for streets or storm drainage.  Road improvements will not be 
required as a result of this project, however, the applicant proposes to add five foot 
sidewalks adjacent to the existing roadways as a part of the project.  Replacement of 
curb, gutter and road areas which are destroyed during construction for improvements to 
the site will be required.  A driveway approach will be required to be constructed for the 
new detached garage proposed on the site. 

 
5. The project meets the definition and specific standards set forth elsewhere in this 

Title 18 for such particular use and meets the purpose statement of that district.  
 

A two-family duplex is a conditional use in the Single Family 6,000 zoning district.  Upon 
approval of the Special Use Permit with the recommended conditions of approval, the 
proposed project will be in conformance with the requirements of the Carson City 
Municipal Code. 

 
6. The project will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, convenience and 

welfare.  
 
 The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience and 

welfare of the general public or surrounding neighborhood.  The proposed use is 
compatible with the adjoining residential area, and all City standards and requirements 
must be met in association with site and building improvements. 

 
7. The project will not result in material damage or prejudice to other property in the 

vicinity.   
 
The impacts of the proposed two-family duplex would be minimal and will fit within the 
context of the adjacent residential neighborhood, especially given the fact that several 
duplex uses exist within the immediate area.  The project will not result in material 
damage or prejudice to other residential property in the vicinity, nor will the project result 
in prejudice or infringe upon the property rights of any adjacent residential properties. 

 
Attachments: 
 City Comments 
 Application (SUP-13-031) 
 Site Photos 
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