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MINUTES
2007 REGIONAL PLAN UPDATE

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INFILL

Wednesday, June 14, 2006

The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Subcommittee on Infill met in the Conference Room, One East First Street, Suite 1100, Reno, Nevada, and conducted the following business:

The meeting was called to order by Dave Ziegler, Director of Regional Planning, at 3:15 p.m.

1.
ROLL CALL

The clerk called the roll, and TAC Infill Subcommittee Members in attendance were:  John Hester, City of Reno; Margaret Powell, City of Sparks; Deborah Goodwin, Regional Transportation Commission; Mark Sullivan, Sierra Pacific Power Co.; and, Dave Ziegler, Director of Regional Planning.  Member Adrian Freund, Washoe County, arrived at 3:20 p.m.
Members absent:  Diana Langs, Sun Valley GID.

Truckee Meadows Regional Planning Agency (TMRPA) staff present:  Rosanna Coombes and Lora Richards.

Also present was Dee Schafer from Corporate Solutions, Inc. who was the facilitator for the meeting.
2.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
MEMBER POWELL MADE A MOTION TO APPROVE THE JUNE 14, 2006, TAC SUBCOMMITTEE AGENDA, SECONDED BY MEMBER GOODWIN.  THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY WITH FIVE (5) MEMBERS PRESENT.

3.
PUBLIC COMMENT

None
4.
BUSINESS OF THE DAY
Dee Schafer, Corporate Solutions, Inc., reviewed notes and decisions from the last session.  The Subcommittee will revisit the following if necessary:

a.  Defined Purpose:  Define and develop standards, criteria and measurement tools for conformance review consistent with opportunities and incentives.

b.  Defining Infill:  This definition may change from project-to-project based on the type of project and its location.
c.  Standards:  No changes were made to the standards for measurement tools and criteria to provide guidance for conformance review.

At the last meeting, discussion began on Goal 1.2, Table 1.2.1, and 1.2.12.  Members reviewed the major points that were discussed.

Ms. Schafer asked if any items were missed that need to be kept in mind while working through the three priority levels.  There were no objections and Members did not note any items missed.

[Member Freund arrived at 3:20 p.m.]
Ms. Schafer stated that three areas were designated for discussion to define measurement tool standards which could be used as a reference to design a sensible table.  The three designated areas for discussion are as follows:  1) four persons per acre; 2) concentrate on Table 1.2.12; and 3) characteristics for new and secondary centers, corridors and nodes.

Ms. Schafer reviewed decisions made at the last meeting regarding the first item.  It was decided that they should not go below four persons per acre.  Members had discussed aggregate as opposed to specific areas and that the four person per acre ratio be used to determine the expansion of the TMSA.

Ms. Schafer reviewed the discussion from the last meeting regarding a ratio formula, using the number of people as the numerator and the acreage as the denominator and using the TMSA minus water bodies to determine the denominator.  Member Hester stated that bullets 2 through 4 were describing the formula used by the census bureau.
Member Hester made a request to include quality factors as well as quantitative factors as addressed in Policy 1.2.9.  Ms. Schafer stated that it would be added as item 4.

Member Ziegler stated that he is comfortable with the previous discussion regarding using twenty years as the distance to the horizon year used for the numerator representing population.  That horizon is constantly moving and is always twenty years out.  Member Ziegler stated that last winter the TAC said that the four person per acre factor should gradually increase.  That is something that this subcommittee should discuss.
Ms. Schafer asked if everyone else was comfortable with the twenty years.  Member Hester responded that if we go literally 20 years, we would be at 2027 and suggested rolling it to the next year ending in either five or zero.

There was some discussion regarding planning timelines and future service areas (FSA).
Member Ziegler stated that it might be worth reviewing where the twenty year concept came from.  There are different suggestions in the literature but a real simple one is that you want to keep twenty years of cushion in your land supply.

Member Powell stated that at this point she does not have a problem with the concept of twenty years with the roll up as it relates to infill and future service areas that provide the ability to plan for larger facilities that will be needed long-term.

Ms. Schafer asked the subcommittee for feedback regarding using the ratio formula as a measurement tool.  Member Ziegler responded that he will seek confirmation through the census regarding using the TMSA minus water bodies as the denominator.
Member Powell expressed concern regarding the denominator formula being TMSA minus water bodies.
There was some discussion regarding Development Constraint Areas (DCA) and if they should be included in the TMSA.

Member Ziegler stated that the settlement agreement says that lands with development constraints shall not be counted in the total acreage.  Member Ziegler stated that he interpreted that to mean TMSA minus water bodies, steep lands, and flood ways.
Ms. Schafer asked if the Members were comfortable with this formula for the infill discussion.

There was more discussion regarding DCA and formulas used for the TMSA.
Ms. Schafer asked if the Members were comfortable with the formula.

Member Freund stated that for infill purposes, it is fine.
Member Powell stated that it is fine for infill purposes.  Member Powell stated that they may need to revisit the issue of the TMSA following property lines.
Member Ziegler asked if the same concept regarding four persons per acre should be carried forward into the staff report on the proposed amendments for June 28.
Member Freund stated that it would be appropriate to check figures for review purposes and comparisons.  Member Ziegler responded that they will be running the numbers anyway.  Member Freund stated that he would like to know what they say before the report is distributed.
[Member Goodwin left.]
Ms. Schafer asked the Members to read Policy 1.2.12, as written in the current Regional Plan.  Three items will be discussed under this Policy.  She requested discussion regarding Policy 1.2.12 (1).

Member Hester stated that within TOD Corridors it is necessary to break it down into links and nodes or station areas.

Ms. Schafer asked if everyone was comfortable with this change.

There was some discussion regarding the concept of TOD corridors moving from a ribbon to a series of buttons or nodes, applying the numbers to the nodes and not to the areas between the nodes, and whether there would be enough density and intensity to support a bus rapid transit (BRT).
Jeff Codega discussed the focus directed toward nodes or stations and the need to be mindful with regard to density and intensity in jobs and housing.  Mr. Codega acknowledged the need for density and intensity in the nodes or stations.

Member Ziegler expressed concern regarding possible design issues where density and intensity number requirements may be satisfied and problems with a non-functional station could still exist.

Ms. Schafer asked what would be used instead if you did not have a formula.

Mr. Ziegler responded suggesting the possibility of a process requirement where plans have to be checked and reviewed.  It would be hard to put a two-sentence policy in the plan that captures all of the quality and design requirements.
Mr. Codega stated that one of the issues is implementing procedures.

Member Hester used an example of requiring an intensification plan.

Member Ziegler addressed the need for reasonable numerical goals, standards and process ideas.  It is important to recognize the existing numbers and the affect changing the numbers may cause.

Member Ziegler suggested a policy requiring numerical standards within 1,500 feet of identified nodes.

Ms. Schafer asked the Members if they were comfortable with this.

Member Ziegler suggested identifying where the nodes are and set standards and requirements to allow development that will do no harm, and to make provisions for less intensity.

Member Freund stated that some of the ideas about design characteristics that would accommodate future stations are good concepts to work on.
Member Ziegler asked what the Regional Plan needs to say to make it easy to do your job in dealing with property owners and putting together joint ventures.  Member Hester responded that with Policy 1.2.9 we can get there.  Member Hester talked about the importance of standards between the nodes.

Jeff Codega supported the value of allowing property owners, developers and business owner to choose their stations.  Member Hester agreed adding that others recognize their success and tend to follow.

Member Ziegler stated that runs the risk of a disorganized corridor.

Member Hester commented that if the escape clause is utilized, an intensification plan would be required.
Member Powell asked if the 18/30 rule would apply if the focus is only on nodes.

Member Sullivan stated that at the regional level there is some way of measuring what the local entities are doing.  There needs to be some measurement tool.
Ms. Schafer asked Mr. Codega whether or not the number should change when talking only about nodes.  Mr. Codega responded that market-wise he would be concerned about that happening and that he would probably keep them the way they are.
Ms. Schafer asked Member Hester if they should change or stay the same.  Member Hester stated that the escape clause is available.

Ms. Schafer asked Member Freund if he is okay with it.  Member Freund responded that he is fine when they do it in the County.

Ms. Schafer asked Member Ziegler to comment.  Member Ziegler responded that he is okay with it.
Member Ziegler addressed the intensification plan requirement discussed by Member Hester.  Member Ziegler also asked if the presumption in a secondary corridor would be that these numbers would be lower.  Member Freund responded that is his assumption.  Member Freund also stated that he would not have any difficulty longer-term looking at some type of intensification plan provision.
Member Powell stated it would be more difficult in the secondary corridors since bus stops locations change.  Member Freund agreed.  Mr. Codega suggested park and ride areas.

Ms. Schafer asked for comments on Policy 1.2.12 (2).  The Members agreed that no modifications were required.
Ms. Schafer asked for comments regarding Policy 1.2.12 (3).
Member Ziegler asked why it seems easier for residential density and intensity to go down lower than the 1.5 FAR.  There was some discussion regarding parking needs in nonresidential areas.

Ms. Schafer asked what could be done to make it more user-friendly.  Member Ziegler suggested dropping the FAR standards and substituting design standards.  Member Hester commented that he favored FAR with the intensification plan.
The Members agreed upon language requiring intensification plans for anything below 1.5 FAR.

Ms Schafer asked for comments on the last paragraph of Policy 1.2.12.  Member Ziegler suggested discussing and amending the language at the next meeting.

Members scheduled the next meeting for Thursday, June 23, 2006, at 9:30 a.m.

5.
ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 4:51 p.m.

Respectfully submitted by Christine Birmingham
Reviewed by:
__________________________

Rosanna Coombes, Interim Director

Truckee Meadows Regional Planning Agency
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