
STAFF REPORT FOR PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF MARCH 27, 2013 
 
 
FILE NO:  VAR-13-010   AGENDA ITEM: G-2 
 
STAFF AUTHOR:  Lee Plemel, Planning Director 
 
REQUEST:  Approval of a Variance to reduce the number of required on-site parking spaces for 
medical offices in a 10,000 square foot building from 50 to 42 to allow the entire office building 
to be used for medical offices.  
 
APPLICANT / OWNER: Wood Rogers for Renown Health / Wells Fargo Bank 
 
LOCATION: 3641 GS Richards, Blvd.  
 
APN: 007-461-31 
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION: “I move to approve VAR-13-010, a Variance to reduce the number 
of required on-site parking spaces for medical offices from 50 to 42 for an existing office building 
located at 3641 GS Richards Boulevard, APN 007-461-31, based on the finding and subject to 
the recommended conditions of approval in the staff report.” 
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RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: 
 
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 (occupy 

the building with medical offices or obtain and maintain a valid building permit for any 
required interior improvements) for which this permit is granted within twelve months of 
the date of approval. A single, one-year extension of time may be granted if requested in 
writing to the Planning Division thirty 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. 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.  

 
4. All improvements shall conform to City standards and requirements.  
 
5. The applicant shall restripe the parking spaces in the right-of-way in front of the subject 

property. The applicant shall coordinate the restriping through the Carson City 
Engineering Division and obtain any necessary permits for the work.  

 
6. The applicant shall be responsible to ensure that customers do not use parking lots on 

adjacent properties unless expressly permitted by those properties. If problems occur 
with customers parking on adjacent private properties, the applicant shall work with any 
affected property owner to find a solution, or the matter may be brought back to the 
Planning Commission for further consideration and conditions on the Special Use 
Permit. 

 
LEGAL REQUIREMENTS: CCMC 18.02.050 (Review) and 18.02.085 (Variances).  
 
MASTER PLAN DESIGNATION: Mixed-Use Commercial 
 
ZONING DISTRICT:  Retail Commercial-Planned Unit Development (Silver Oak) 
 
KEY ISSUES:  Are there unique circumstances applicable to the subject property that justify the 
need for the variance in this instance?  
 
SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE INFORMATION:  
NORTH: Retail Commercial-PUD (RC-PUD) / Vacant 
SOUTH: Retail Commercial-PUD (RC-PUD) / Office building 
EAST:  Retail Commercial (RC) / Grocery store (Save Mart) 
WEST:  Retail Commercial-PUD (RC-PUD) / Vacant & Offices 
  
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 with appropriate permits and has no 

significant slope or drainage issues.  
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S ITE DEVELOPMENT INFORMATION:  
PARCEL AREA:    0.66 acres (28,913 sq. ft.) 
EXISTING LAND USE:   General office and medical office  
PROPOSED STRUCTURES: No new structures proposed  
PROPOSED HEIGHT: Existing building   
REQUIRED SETBACKS: Existing building  
PARKING REQUIRED:  50 spaces (one per 200 sq. ft. of gross floor area for  
    medical offices) 
P ARKING PROVIDED: 42 on-site 
 
SITE HISTORY:  

• 2007 – Original construction year for the existing 10,000 square foot office building. The 
building was partially occupied with a medical office use (dentist), with the remainder of 
the building being vacant general office space. Parking requirements were met with only 
a portion of the building occupied for medical office use.  

 
• SUP-07-206 – A Special Use Permit request for an increase in sign area for signs facing 

Carson Street was denied by the Planning Commission.  
 
DISCUSSION:  
A variance is a zoning procedure that grants a property owner relief from certain provisions of a 
zoning ordinance when, because of the particular circumstances applicable to the property, 
compliance would result in a particular hardship upon the owner, as distinguished from a mere 
inconvenience, self-imposed hardship or a desire to realize monetary gain and/or excessive 
profit. 
 
The existing office building on the subject property has been only partially occupied since its 
original construction. A dentist (medical office) occupied a portion of the building, while the 
remainder of the building was vacant. Medical offices require more parking (one space per 200 
s.f.) than general office space (one space per 325 s.f.). With only a portion of the office building 
being used for medical offices, the use still met the overall parking requirement with the existing 
42 on-site parking spaces.  
 
The applicant is requesting to use the entire office building for medical offices. The 10,000 
square foot building would require a total of 50 spaces for medical offices (10,000 / 200). A 
Variance is required because there are only 42 on-site parking spaces, and on-street parking 
cannot be counted towards meeting the parking requirement within the Retail Commercial (RC) 
zoning district. (Note: Within the Residential Office or General Office zoning districts, or within 
the Redevelopment District, a portion of on-street parking may be counted towards meeting the 
parking requirement.) There is no available area on site to construct additional parking spaces.  
 
The property is located within the Silver Oak Planned Unit Development. The subject parcel is 
located adjacent to a traffic circle where there are 13 additional angled parking spaces located 
within the public right-of-way in front of the subject parcel. There are additional parking spaces 
elsewhere around the traffic circle (refer to the aerial photos in the application, attached). These 
parking spaces are not assigned to the adjacent properties and are open to the general public. 
However, from a practical standpoint, they primarily serve the adjacent businesses. The total of 
42 on-site parking spaces plus the additional 13 on-street parking spaces results in a total of 55 
spaces being available on the site or immediately in front of the site.  
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The available parking in front of the property is a unique characteristic of the subject parcel, 
which is generally not the case for other RC-zoned properties or other commercial properties, in 
general. This is important in consideration of the required findings for approval as noted in more 
detail at the end of this staff report, which requires that “special circumstances” apply to the 
particular property in order to grant a variance.  
 
The Planning Division received an email from the adjacent property owner to the south of the 
subject parcel, Dr. Wolff, who operates a medical office located on that property. Dr. Wolff notes 
concern that extra parking demand could result in overflow parking using his parking lot, and 
would like some sort of assurance that this will not occur. The applicant has not indicated the 
actual anticipated parking demand for the proposed use, and such demand can vary based on 
the actual use of the office space. If more than the 55 available on-site and on-street parking 
spaces are under demand at any given time, customers will have to find other available parking 
within the traffic circle right-of-way. To address this issue, staff recommends a condition (#6) 
noting that the applicant is responsible for ensuring that customers do not park on adjacent 
private property without expressed permission to do so. If problems arise, this puts the applicant 
on notice that the issue may be returned to the Planning Commission for consideration of 
additional conditions to ameliorate the problem. Dr. Wolff has reviewed the recommended 
condition of approval and indicated to staff that he is satisfied with it.  
 
In reviewing the information provided by the applicant and the required findings as identified 
below, the findings to grant approval of this Variance can be made. Therefore, it is 
recommended that the Planning Commission approve this Variance application. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS:  Public notices were mailed on to 33 adjacent property owners within 
1,150 feet of the subject site pursuant to the provisions of NRS and CCMC. One comment was 
received from the adjacent property owner to the south, expressing concerns that a lack of 
available parking at the subject site could result in overflow parking into his adjacent parking lot 
(see attached email to the Planning Division and above discussion). 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: 
 No comments 
 
Engineering Division comments:  

1. The Engineering Division has no preference or objection to the variance request. 
 

Fire Department comments: 
 No comments  
 
Health Department comments:  
Health and Human Services has no comments based on what was submitted to our office.  

 
Public Works, Environmental Control comments:  
No comments.  
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FINDINGS:   Staff recommends approval of the Variance based the findings below, pursuant to 
CCMC 18.02.085 (Variances), subject to the recommended conditions of approval, and further 
substantiated by the applicant’s written justification. 
 
1. That because of special circumstances applicable to the subject property, 

including shape, size, topography, and location of surroundings, strict application 
of the zoning ordinance would deprive the subject property of privileges enjoyed 
by other properties in the vicinity or under identical zone classifications. 

 
The subject property is unique in that there are on-street parking spaces located in immediately 
in front of the property that are specifically designed to provide additional parking to the 
businesses in the area and the general public. This is typically not the case for other properties 
with the RC zoning district or other commercial properties, in general, where on-street parking 
does not exist and on-street parking spaces are not counted towards meeting the parking 
requirements.  
  
2. That the granting of the application is necessary for the preservation and 

enjoyment of substantial property rights of the applicant. 
 
The applicant is proposing to the use the existing office building for medical offices. The office 
building has been at least partially vacant since its construction in 2007. The granting of the 
variance would allow the applicant to occupy the office building entirely with medical offices. 
There is no available area on the subject property on which to construct additional parking.  
  
3. That the granting of the application will not, under the circumstances of the 

particular case, adversely affect to a material degree the health or safety of 
persons residing or working in the neighborhood of the subject property and will 
be materially detrimental to the public welfare or materially injurious to property 
or improvements in the neighborhood of the subject property.  

   
The granting of the Variance, with the recommended conditions of approval, will not adversely 
affect the health and safety of persons residing or working in the neighborhood and will not be 
materially injurious to properties or improvements in the vicinity. The additional parking spaces 
in the street were designed to be used for public parking, so no additional health or safety 
concern is evident. A potential negative impact due to a lack of actual available parking could be 
the use of adjacent private properties for parking, which would have a potential negative impact 
to those properties. This issue is minimized with the condition of approval noting the applicant’s 
responsibility to ensure that this doesn’t occur and giving the Planning Commission the authority 
to address the issue should any such problems occur.  
 
ALTERNATIVE FINDINGS FOR DENIAL: If, based upon review of the application, presentation 
at the meeting, and consideration of public comments, the Planning Commission believes that 
approval of the Variance would have a negative impact on adjacent properties or otherwise 
should not be approved, the following finding for denial is recommended.  
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1. That because of special circumstances applicable to the subject property, 
including shape, size, topography, and location of surroundings, strict application 
of the zoning ordinance would deprive the subject property of privileges enjoyed 
by other properties in the vicinity or under identical zone classifications. 

 
The subject property is not unique compared to other properties located with the RC zoning 
district, where parking must be provided on-site for medical offices and other commercial uses.  
 
 
 
Attachments: 
 City comments 
 Application (SUP-13-022) 
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