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The Regiond Planning Commisson met in regular sesson in the Washoe County Commisson
Chambers, 1001 E. Ninth Street, Reno, Nevada and conducted the following business:

The meeting was caled to order by Chair Herman at 6:30 p.m.
1 ROLL CALL

The clerk cdled the roll and the following Commissoners were present:  Terry Herman, Marge
Frandsen, Fred Lokken, Kendall Matting, Marvin Moss, Jm Newberg, Steve Rogers, Oscar Sanders,
and Mark Sullivan.

Also present were: Dave Ziegler, TMRPA Director; Norman Azevedo, Lega Counsdl; Randy Baxley,
TMRPA; Rosanna Coombes, TMRPA; Patricia Rogers, TMRPA; and Lora Richards.

Chair Herman asked for thirty seconds of slencein memory of President Ronald Reagan.
2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Chair Herman requested that agenda item 5.G be addressed immediately after agendaitem 5.A.

COMMISSIONER LOKKEN MADE A MOTION TO APPROVE THE JUNE 9, 2004, AS
AMENDED, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER MATTINA. THE MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY WITH NINE (9) MEMBERS PRESENT.

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. May 12, 2004, regular meeting

COMMISSIONER LOKKEN MADE A MOTION TO APPROVE THE MAY 12, 2004,
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER ROGERS.

Chair Herman requested an explanation for the question marks under agenda item 6.B.3. Mr. Ziegler
responded that the question marks will be replaced with “ adminigtrative record” .

COMMISSIONER LOKKEN AMENDED THE MOTION TO INCLUDE THE CORRECTION,
SECOND CONCURRED. THE MOTION CARRIED WITH SIX (6) IN FAVOR AND THREE
(3) ABSTENTIONS BY COMMISSIONERS MOSS, SANDERS, AND SULLIVAN.

B. April 28, 2004, regular meeting (corrected)
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Mr. Ziegler stated that after reviewing the minutes, it was determined that there was no need for a
correction. The statement that was desired was dready in the minutes. The minutes have been signed
and filed.

4. PUBLIC COMMENTS

Gene Gardella spoke about the benefits of a group effort in making decisons. The RPC's task is to
measure an agpplicant’s proposal againgt the gpplicable set of standards to determine if it meets the
gtandard requirements. The RPC should aso be sure that a proposal does not just benefit the applicant
but the people who live there. This process requires the RPC to listen to the gpplicant, Regiona
Panning gaff, and the citizens. This input comes from many perspectives and brings an underdanding
of what the community vaues are.

Brian Kelly stated the importance of remembering that thisis an open forum. The developer has alot of
interaction with Regiona Planning staff and is able to present their ideas and concepts. The public has
to rely on the RPC to protect them. When your steff tells you that there is a problem, you should look
at it alot harder.

5. BUSINESS OF THE DAY

A. PUBLIC HEARING - Conformance with the provisons of the Regiond Plan and the
settlement agreement in Didtrict Court Case No. CV02-03469 for City of Reno zoning
map amendments and Mortensen/Garson Development Standards Handbook (CR04-
007), induding: (1) zoning map amendment from SPD (specific plan didtrict) and HC
(hote casino) to HC, IC (industrid commercid), AC (arterid commercid), NC
(neighborhood commercid), PF (public facility), LLR-1 (large lot resdentid - 1 acre),
SF-15 (single family resdentid - 15,000 square feet), SF-9 (Sngle family resdentid -
9,000 sguare feet), SF-6 (angle family resdentid - 6,000 square feet), MF-14 (multi-
family - 14 unitgacre), and OS (open space); (2) amendment to the Reno zoning code
cregting a new overlay digrict entitled “Mortensen/Garson Overlay Didrict”; and (3)
Mortensen/Garson Development Standards Handbook. The +2,724 acre dte is
located on the north and south sides of Interstate 80 between the Garson Road and
Verdi interchanges. The proposed development of this Ste is a project of regiond
ggnificance. (Continued from May 26, 2004).

Dave Ziegler, Director of Regiona Planning, stated that on May 26, the RPC voted on amotion to find
the Mortenson matter in conformance with the Regiond Plan. At the time of the vote, it was announced
that the motion failed. Upon further sudy, it was determined that the motion had passed with five (5)
commissionersin favor and four (4) opposed. Section 11.5 of the Regiona Planning Governing Board's
Regulations on Procedure provides that an “affirmative vote by a mgority of the quorum of the RPC” is
required to make afinding of conformance for a project of regiona sgnificance. The staff reports dated
April 22 and May 20 were incorrect regarding the number of votes required to find the matter in
conformance with the Regiona Plan.

Mr. Ziegler stated that the RPC has taken action on the first of the three questions regarding the
Mortensen matter. The RPC has found the project of regiond significance to be in conformance with
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the Regiona Plan. Two questions till remain. Thefirgt iswhether Reno’s zoning action is supported by
the record and the terms of the settlement agreement. The second is whether the Development
Standards Handbook (DSH) contains the required standards. Mr. Ziegler reviewed the standard of
review for each of these cases on page 28 of the meeting packet.

Randy Baxley, Senior Regiond Planner, stated that further evaluation of this proposad by Regiond
Panning gaff is found in the saff report on pages 22-27. With the determination that the project
conforms with the Regiona Plan, some of the concerns are no longer subject to further review.

Mr. Baxley gated that the remaining issues primarily have to do with traffic. Based on correspondence
and tesimony from the Nevada Depatment of Transportation (NDOT) and the Regiond
Trangportation Commissioner (RTC), it appears that there will be a degradation to the level of service
(LOS) on 1-80 and US-40 as aresult of buildout of the proposed development. However, in reviewing
the traffic study, Reno gtaff reports, and minutes of the Planning Commission and City Council, it does
not appear that a condderation was given to possble dternatives to mitigate this impact, such as
reduction in the overal sze of the development, phasing of the development to coincide with planned
capacity improvements, or possible changes in the layout and/or development mix. In light of the
requirement impaosed by the settlement agreement, and to address the impacts of traffic and LOS on the
exiging Verdi community, it is the judgment of Regiond Planning staff that the aosence of evidence that
dternatives were consdered does not meet the intent of the requirement imposed by the settlement
agreement.

Mr. Baxley expressed concern regarding the difference in the projected levels of non-resdentiad
development contained in the fisca andyss as compared with the traffic sudy. In the absence of
consstent development assumptions used in the various supporting studies and andysis, including the
traffic sudy, Regiona Planning staff concludes that the action taken by Reno is not supported by the
record and the terms of the settlement agreement.

Mr. Baxley stated that another concern has to do with the conformance review process for future
amendments to the DSH. In a letter dated May 26, the property owners representative proposed
additiond language for Section 6 of the DSH which would basicdly date that any changes to the
development standards in Section 4 of the DSH would come back to the RPC for conformance review.
In the settlement agreement thereis a set of nine standards that are required to be in the DSH. Three of
these standards are not contained in Section 4 of the DSH. Regiona Planning staff believes that the
proposed bnguage should be expanded to include amendments to any of the nine sats of design
standards required by the settlement agreement.

Mr. Baxley stated that Regiond Planning staff recommends thet the decison of the City of Reno in
approving the proposed density and dengity distribution is not supported by the record and/or the terms
of the settlement agreement, for the following reasons. impacts on traffic LOS on existing roadways and
the exiding Verdi community were not sufficiently evauated; and there ae different non-residentia
development assumptions between the revised fiscd modd and the traffic sudy.

Regiona Planning staff also recommends that the DSH does not contain the standards st forth in the
Verdi Properties settlement agreement, for the following reason: the proposed procedures and criteria
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to amend the DSH do not address proposed amendments to al of the standards required by the
Settlement agreement.

Commissioner Newberg asked Mr. Baxley if he would recommend that the DSH does contain the
dandards set forth in the settlement agreement if the language was changed to dtate that any changes
would have to come back for conformance review. Mr. Baxley responded that this concern would be
satisfied if dl proposed changes to the development standards required by the settlement agreement are
required to come back for conformance review.

Commissioner Moss dated that the DSH says that Section 18 of the Reno code would take
precedence. Commissioner Moss asked if the settlement agreement would take precedence over that.
Mr. Baxley responded that Title 18 in the Reno Municipal Code does grant power to the Zoning
Adminigtrator to gpprove certain levels of changes. The proposed language in the May 26 letter Sates
that “changes in substance to the development standards identified in Section 4 shall be reviewed by the
RPC prior to modification. This will not be interpreted to conflict with powers granted to the Zoning
Adminidrator as defined in Title 18 in the Reno Municipd Code’. Mr. Baxley stated that he can not
address the specific section of the Reno Zoning Code that gets into those particular powers. Mr.
Baxley suggested that Mr. Hester might be able to better address that question.

Commissioner Moss suggested that Mr. Hester may want to address this during the public hearing.
Chair Herman asked if the commissioners had any disclosures.

Char Herman dated that he had a conversation with the gpplicant’s representative, Bill Thomas.
Commissoner Newberg stated that he dso had a conversation with Mr. Thomas. Commissioner
Mattina stated that she did recelve some information from Mr. Thomas. Chair Herman confirmed that
there was an information packet from Mr. Thomas distributed to the Regiona Planning Commissioners.
Commissioner Sanders stated that he spoke with Mr. Thomas. Commissioner Sullivan stated that he
received a message from Mr. Thomeas.

[ The public hearing was opened.]

Stephen Mollath stated that the Regiona Planning staff report indicates that the impact on 1-80 and US
40 have ot been properly or adequately studied. Therefore, the Reno City Council did not adequately
look at the traffic issues on this case. Mr. Mallath stated that his concern is that there has never before
been any study or andys's done as to what effect the federd highways have on particular projects.

Regiond Planning gaff is asking the RPC to review this project using new regulations. The Regiond

Pan has dready taken into congderation the regiond highway issues. Mr. Mollath stated that if any
changes are proposed for the DSH, it would have to go through the process for conformance review.

Bill Thomas, Summit Engineering, addressed the issues rased by Regiond Planning daff. Regiond

Planning staff has said that the DSH does not conform to the settlement agreement because it does not
include provisons for anendments to the andards. Mr. Thomas stated that the only things that can be
changed are those things that are listed under the amendments section in the DSH.  Anything other than
that would be required to go through the conformance review process.



REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
JUNE9, 2004
PAGES

Regiond Planning staff has said that the record does not support the City’s gpprova. Mr. Thomas
dated that he has never seen the capacity of the freeways being used as a threshold issue for planning
decisons. Regiond Planning gaff is saying that until any development can show there is capacity
available on the freeway, the development can not move forward. Mr. Thomas stated that if the RPC
follows this advice, it is bascaly handing off planning decisons to the federd government as to when
and where development occurs based on their plan for widening freeways. Mr. Thomas Sated that
there was a discusson that there is nothing about phasing included. Mr. Thomas pointed our that there
isasafeguard in the DSH that requires that the project is properly phased.

Mr. Thomeas addressed the issue of the different assumption that went into the report. The traffic study
that was presented is one that has been done in a like manner for many project. The numbersin the
traffic sudy are vaid and conggtent with other traffic sudies. The traffic sudy and the fiscal sudy are
done differently. The traffic udy is an incrementa increase. The fisca study is one of adding both
what is dready there in the project on top of wha would be added in the future. There is no
requirement for afiscal study in the DSH.

Mr. Thomas stated that regardless of which andysis is used, the conclusons about the impacts to the
exiging Verdi community are the same. There will be a net pogtive benefit to Washoe County. This
development will be creating gpproximatdy thirty million dollars worth of improvements to water

facilities to bring service water to this property. In addition, as aresult of this project, ten million dollars
will be spent on asewer line.

Mr. Thomas stated that the City of Reno has recently changed the way that they are funding police and
they fed comfortable that they can serve this area Mr. Thomas aso mentioned that there will be a
surplus of 300,000 dollars that can go to whatever services the County chooses. That dmost doubles
the money for road maintenance in Verdi.

Mr. Thomas stated that this project is not something that was done quickly or under cover. There was
more than one meeting a month held for over ayear in preparing the DSH. Many of the requirementsin
the DSH are not part of the settlement agreement. They are commitments on the part of Mr. Thomas
clients to address concerns that were raised in the public review process.

Chair Herman asked that the people who spoke at the last meeting on this issue limit their comments
tonight to just areferral of what was said a that meeting. All of the comments from the last meeting are
aready on record. If thereis something new to add, please add the new.

Kim Toolouse stated that the issues he brought up at the last meeting have ill not been addressed.

Wildlife's corridors are ill fragmented and still do not adequately address the needs of the wildlife in
the area. Mr. Toolouse aso spoke about the responsibility for nuisance wildlife. Mr. Toolouse spoke
about the vaue of Nevada s wildlife resource.

Suzanne Waker stated that the traffic issues she addressed at the last meeting have not been taken care
of or handled adequately in the DSH. The developers continue to talk about the money they will

generate for the City and Washoe County. Ms. Waker spoke about what this project would do to
adversdy impact the tourist revenue in the area.  The developers say that they are only required to
maintain a certain level of service on the roadways that are not federdly funded. The DSH dates that
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they will attempt to maintain a certain LOS.  This language does not commit in a secure way that
guarantees that the LOS will be maintained.

Brian Kdly stated that the vote taken at the last meeting was rescinded by Commissioner Frandsen and
therefore the motion did not pass. Mr. Kdly suggested checking the minutes for the last meeting before
continuing with this. Mr. Kelly gdated that the settlement agreement clearly states that any impact on the
traffic of the Verdi resdents must be objectively judtified. Mr. Kelly stated that the RPC bylaws say
that this has to be passed by a two-thirds vote.

Gene Garddla stated that he spoke at the last meeting about water issues. Mr. Gardella Sated that the
groundwater resource owned by Boomtown is supposed to be used in this project for peaking
purposes. Mr. Garddlla stated that the demands on the aquifer will increase by three to four times. Mr.
Gardella asked that the pipes that go from the current system out to Verdi be szed in such away that if
the wells fail in Verdi, water can be trangported and provided to the municipa system in Verdi. Mr.
Garddlaaso asked that TMWA' s governing board accept the mitigation for well ligbility.

Dee Ann Raddiffe complimented Regiond Planning staff on the saff report. Ms. Raddliffe discussed
traffic issues, the DSH, and compliance with requirements of the settlement agreement.  The settlement
agreement mandates that the DSH include a traffic desgn minimizing traffic impacts on the rest of the
Verdi community. Ms. Raddliffe stated that the improvements proposed will increase capacity only in
the project area.

Parky May dated that Regiond Planning staff did a great job reviewing this proposd. The DSH
indicated a surplus to Reno of 1.1 million dollars per year a build-out. Revised numbers from the
property owners presented after the Reno Planning Commission and Reno City Council reviewed this
project, indicate that the number will only be 38,000 dollars per year at build-out. Mr. May stated that
there is a dgnificant discrepancy between the traffic gudy and the fiscd andyss. The Reno City
Council deserves an opportunity to review these new numbers.

Susan Lisagor asked if the commissioners new before the vote a the last meeting that a straight maority
would be adequate. If the commissioners did not know thet, there might be a case for that motion to be
null and void. Ms. Lisagor stated that it seems that would affect the way the commissioner’svote. Ms.
Lisagor stated that whether the criteria of federal highway impact has been addressed in other projects
is not of red importance. What is at issue is the particular nature of Verdi. There is no through road
other than I-80 in and out of Verdi. Ms. Lisagor asked that the RPC show that they take their civic
respongbility as serioudy asthe owner’ s representatives take their efforts to push the project forward.

Chair Herman read written comments submitted by Dawne Rice Spoon regarding the negative impacts
relative to adequately addressng water, traffic, and wildlife.

Chair Herman read written comments submitted by Melinda Ragan regarding issues of traffic problems,
wildlife, and water.

Chair Herman read written comments submitted by Edwin Durand stating that the development should
not be approved as the impact on the community has not been properly addressed.
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Char Herman read written comments submitted by Maddane Hunter regarding the development not
following the County plan.

[ The public hearing was closed.]

Commissioner Sullivan asked Norm Azevedo, Legd Counsd, if the RPC can legdly consider the traffic
on federal roads when reviewing projects for conformance. Mr. Azevedo responded that the
gpplicant’s concern is that this project is being singled out and held to a different sandard than any other
project in the community. Mr. Azevedo Stated that whatever sandard is set for this project will be the
norm upon which smilar projects are evduated. Mr. Azevedo Stated that he would have to defer to
Regiond Planning staff to determine whether that standard has ever been gpplied to another project. If
it has nat, that is afactor that should be taken into consideration.

The second factor | think is appropriate for your consderation is the word impact any impact or the
words of the settlement agreement that are guiding you tonight would that, or does that settlement
agreement direct you to do that. That is a question for this body. The testimony from the property
owner'ssdeisno. You need to make that determination on your own

Mr. Azevedo stated that since the RPC is being guided by the settlement agreement, there are alot of
terms in there that could have been subject to further ddineation. Mr. Azevedo recommended |ooking
a the settlement agreement and taking the terms that are delineated in there and do the best you can,
given the guidance from the court.

Commissoner Sullivan asked if this is setting precedent. Mr. Azevedo responded that the property
owners are saying there is a new standard being set. By applying that sandard, any project smilarly
stuated would be subject to applying the same standard.

Commissioner Sanders asked Mr. Azevedo if the impacts on the federd highway were contemplated
with regard to the community at Verdi a the time the settlement agreement was entered into. Mr.
Azevedo requested a one- minute recess to confer with Regiond Planning Saff.

Commissoner Rogers asked why Mogul was not involved with the traffic analyss dong with Verdi.
[ Chair Herman called a one-minute recess.]
Chair Herman called the mesting back to order.

Mr. Azevedo dated that this settlement agreement was dmost exclusively negotiated outsde of his
presence and the presence of Regiond Planning staff. Mr. Azevedo stated that he does not have any
firs hand knowledge as to what was contemplated among the parties. In answer to whether Verdi
would include Mogul, Mr. Azevedo stated that he was not privy when it was negotiated. Mr. Azevedo
dated that in looking at the language in the settlement agreement, Verdi means Verdi and Mogul is a
different community. Mr. Azevedo stated that the property owner’s attorney requested that he be
alowed to make a statement on the record, at the Chair’ s discretion.

Chair Herman asked Mr. Mallath if he would like to proceed.
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Mr. Mollath stated that he was involved with dl the negotiations and there was no discusson of any
impact on federd highways or the utilization of federd highway impact reative to this project, the DSH,
or the settlement agreement.

John Hester, Community Development Director for the City of Reno, stated that Reno’s code has an
expliat lig of things that the City has adminigrative discretion with. Thet list is very limited. One thing
we do not have discretion with is the number of lots. We can not increase the number of lots. It isvery
minor things like setbacks and it is only 10 percent, so it is not very much discretion.

Commissioner Moss asked Mr. Hedter if he interprets that he has that discretion in the settlement
agreement. Mr. Hester responded that he interprets that Reno has the discretion if the DSH gives Reno
the discretion. If the DSH says Reno does not have discretion in certain areas, we do not.

Commissioner Moss asked if Regiond Planning staff has the information that was sent to the Regiond
Planning Commissioners. Mr. Ziegler responded that they do.

Commissioner Moss asked if it affects any of the staff reports. Mr. Ziegler responded that Regiond
Planning staff has reviewed the information and stands by the staff reports.

Commissioner Moss dtated that item 6 on page 7 of the negotiated agreement indicates that there shall
be review by the RPC of any zoning action that is taken. Commissioner Moss asked if these have been
zoned at thispoint. Mr. Hester responded that they have been zoned.

Commissioner Moss asked if the map on page 3.2 shows the zoning. Mr. Thomas responded that is
correct.

Commissioner Moss asked about the zoning categories. Mr. Thomas responded that each of the colors
on the map represents a zoning category.

Commissoner Moss asked if they intend to use dl 3,000 units that are authorized. Mr. Thomas
responded that based on requirements of the settlement agreement, the project could be developed up
to that many units. Each project would have to have a subdivison mgp and that would define the
number of units.

Commissioner Moss dated that subdivison units do not come back to the RPC. Mr. Thomas
responded that they do not. Any rezoning beyond 25 percent would come back to the RPC. The
3,000 count for units can not be exceeded. Mr. Thomas Stated that he did not think Regiona Planning
daff was uncomfortable with that. Mr. Thomas stated that they were uncomfortable with any wording
that says changes to the hillsde standards might not be able to come back to the RPC. Mr. Thomas
dated that the standards and agreements do not give us or the City the discretion or ability to change the
hillsde standards.

Commissoner Moss dtated that the hillsde standards and zoning are two different things. Mr. Thomas
responded that is correct.

Commissioner Moss dated that this DSH only refers to zoning. Mr. Thomas stated that it includes
zoning and standards.
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Commissoner Moss stated that standards are not included in this paragraph. Mr. Thomas responded
that he is referring to the whole handbook.

Commissoner Moss dtated that elsawhere in the DSH it says it is possble to get variances on the
hillsde ordinance. Mr. Thomas responded that what it says is that in adminigtering the hillside
ordinance, there are procedures that can be used to administer it. That is right out of the Washoe
County code.

Commissioner Sanders asked Mr. Thomas to tak about the change in numbers from the fisca andyss
provided to the City of Reno versus the one provided to the Regiona Planning Agency (RPA), as well
as the discrepancy between the one million and two million square feet of commercid space. Mr.
Thomas responded that the modd used to determine the impact to the existing Verdi community was
the EPS study that was funded by the RPA. A draft copy of a memo explaining the model was used.
Mr. Thomas stated that when afind verson of the plan was discovered, the analysis was updated. The
difference between the draft verson of the plan and the find one is that the cost for resdentid
development went up significantly. What did not change between the draft and the find is the cost for
Washoe County. The analysis was updated based on the information received a alater time.

Mr. Thomas responded to the question regarding the discrepancy between the amount of square feet of
commercia space dtating that a standard of practice was used that says a certain amount of square
footage occurs per acre. This was dso vaidated againgt the RTC model, which generates a volume of
traffic. Another method that was used in the fiscad study was an assumption of how much of the land
would be developed per square foot. There is a disconnect between the information going into the two
models. The traffic sudy did not include a substantial amount on the part that they will be contributing
taxes. Mr. Thomas Sated that the fiscal andysis was never part of the settlement agreement.

Commissioner Sanders asked Mr. Thomas how the RPC is to make the finding that this is supported on
the record for the actions taken by the City of Reno now that there are different numbers. Mr. Thomas
responded that you have to go back to the wording of the settlement agreement. The intent of the
Settlement agreement is to protect the service leve for the people in Verdi. Mr. Thomas talked about
the additional services and improvements that will benefit the people in the Verdi area as aresult of this
project.

Commissoner Sanders asked Mr. Thomas how the RPC is to find that it is supported by the record
when different numbers are being presented at this point than what was used by Reno to evauate it and
make their findings. Mr. Thomas responded that the information regarding the new water system, sewer
system, fire gation, and police service was dl there and presented to the Reno Planning Commission
and the Reno City Council. The dollar amount may not have been there but that information was
factudly there. Mr. Thomas Sated that the question is whether the numbers in the fisca study were
ggnificant in terms of reaching their concluson. Mr. Thomas stated that in the discussion that happened
through al those public processes, not once did that issue come up. It was not an issue that was part of
the concern that was to be addressed.

Commissioner Frandsen asked Derek Morse how many trips that would generate on an average day.
Mr. Morse responded that it depends on what isin those uses. Some generate fairly light volumes and
some generate heavy volumes.
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Commissioner Frandsen asked what the approximate trip generation would be for a commercid
development of one million square feet. Mr. Morse there are various ways being used to caculate that.
Employees per acre for different types of employment was used in the model. I1n the impact fee, the unit
for commercid uses is per thousand gross feet of floor area. That varies tremendoudy based on the
type of commercid development.

Commissoner Frandsen dtated that we are deding with a 60 percent known and a 40 percent
unknown. Commissioner Frandsen stated that she does not know how that 40 percent of unknown trip
generation could not have an impact on the resdents of a community. Mr. Morse dtated that the
Settlement agreement apparently imposes standards that he does not normdly ded with. Mr. Morse
dtated that the applicant was told that in the current regiona model, about 60 percent of what they are
saying would happen out there was dready in the modd. Now they are adding about another 40
percent over and above what was scheduled for land use and population in that area.

Mr. Morse stated that the primary difference heis seeing is the discussion of concurrency. Theideathat
a no time will the actua LOS on the roadway fal below the policy LOS has not been gpplied to the
community in the past. If it had been in place in the last three or four years, there would have been no
development alowed in this community because huge portions of the road system are deficient. Federa

funds usudly are generated based upon needs in the system and actud problems that are out there.

They are not typicaly done in anticipation. There is not enough money in the County at the federd level

to do that. Mr. Morse stated thet it is up to the RPC to determine if the settlement agreement imposes
that type of standard for this particular development.

Mr. Morse dated that there is a doctrine laid out by the US Supreme Court having to do with
proportiondity. Under that doctrine, a digproportionate contribution from any one developer that is
disproportionate to their true impacts, can not be required. The impact fee is supposed to capture their
impacts to the regiona road systlem. To require something beyond that could lead into that case where
they are being asked to do more than they reasonably can. The responghility for building the freeways,
typicaly does not fal on developers. That is a governmenta responsibility through the RTC, NDOT,
and the Federa Highway Department.

Commissioner Frandsen stated that the bottom line is that you do coordinate with NDOT on freeway
capacity. Mr. Morse responded yes. The priorities for the NDOT for spending federal and state
dollars within Washoe County must come through the RTC.

Commissioner Frandsen asked if the priorities can be adjusted based on need. Mr. Morse responded
that is how the priorities are set.

Commissoner Sanders asked Mr. Morse if the impact fees are updated with every three-year rotation
of the financia plan. Mr. Morse responded that the entire capital improvements plan is updated every
three years.

Commissioner Lokken asked Mr. Azevedo if the action taken at the lat RPC meeting was in
compliance and legad. Mr. Azevedo responded that this body performs conformance reviews under
two different statutes. They are digtinctly different conformance processes. NRS 278.0282
contemplates the ample-mgority vote. The conformance review performed a the last RPC mesting
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was pursuant to NRS 278.0278. That statute is sllent asto the requisite vote. Mr. Azevedo stated that
in doing additiond research, he found the regulaion promulgated by the Regiona Planning Governing
Board (RPGB) which addressed the question of the silence contained in NRS 278.0278. In the
absence of a specific rule found in Chapter 278, this is a public meeting governed by the open meeting
law. The open mesting law in NRS 241.015 contemplates that an affirmative vote can be taken by a
mgority of the members present during a meeting of a public body that is not made up of dected
officids. NRS 278.0278 does govern the actions taken at the last RPC mesting. If it did not, then
NRS 241.015 would govern, which only requires a mgority vote. The vote of five (5) to four (4)
carried he action as to the conformance review. The other two items before the RPC require a
magority vote. In response to a comment made during the public hearing tonight, Mr. Azevedo stated
that the information before the RPC at the last meeting as to the necessary vote would not have changed
the decison. That would contemplate that this body had an idea of what each member was going to
vote a that particular time.

Commissioner Lokken asked for confirmation that what is then being considered now is whether or not
the remaining provisons from the settlement agreement are in conformance with the Regiond Plan. Mr.
Azevedo requested a one-minute recess.

[Chair Herman called a recess.]
Chair Herman called the meeting back to order.
Mr. Azevedo referred to page 17 of the meeting packet regarding the two remaining questions.

Commissioner Lokken asked if separate motions are required. Mr. Azevedo responded that he
supports staff’ s request for separate motions.

Commissioner Moss asked what needs to be included in that. Mr. Baxley responded that is referring to
the development standards required by the settlement agreement to be included in the DSH. Language
proposed by Summit Engineering would require changes to the sandards contained in Section 3 of the
DHS would have to come back to the RPC for review, but would not include the other three
development standards contained elsewhere in the DSH.

Commissioner Moss asked if the language is not there now to require those amendments to come back.
Mr. Baxley responded that the concern isthat the proposed language would only apply to the standards
contained in Section 4 and would exclude the other three standards that are required by the settlement
agreement. Mr. Baxley dated that Mr. Thomas tedtified tonight that any amendment to the DSH
regarding standard would have to go through the conformance review process. Mr. Baxley stated that
he would defer the question as to whether that is the case or not to Mr. Azevedo.

Mr. Mollath stated that the legd perspective of the property owners is that any change made to the
agreement has to go back through the conformance review process.

Commissioner Moss asked if that would include going back to the Verdi resdents and the CAB. Mr.
Mollath responded that the full public process would be gpplied.

Commissoner Mattina asked why there is concern that dl of the standards be in one section of the
DSH. Mr. Ziegler responded that Regionad Planning staff does not care what section they are in.
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Regiond Planning staff just wants to meke sure that nothing falls through the cracks. Mr. Ziegler sated
that Mr. Mollath’ s statement spesks for itself.

Commissioner Sullivan asked for clarification of Mr. Hester’s comment that the DSH would supersede
the settlement agreement. Mr. Hester stated that in the Reno code some discretion on certain things is
given. Inthe DSH, it is different. Mr. Hester stated that his comment was that what is in the DSH
would take precedence over the code because thisis a specid planning areawith its own code.

Commissioner Sullivan referred to pages 38 and 39 of the DSH regarding maximum dwelling units and
variances. Those maximums are set by the settlement agreement and they are not going to go over that.
The maximums can be moved around indde the redtrictions in the settlement agreement.  Moving
anything over 25 percent of the density would require going back and asking for those approvas. Mr.
Thomas responded that is correct.

Chair Herman dated that the issues of infrastructure improvements as related to showing sengtivity to
announcements of attorneys is not something we have done in the past. Chair Herman Stated thet is not
a requirement that should be imposed on an individua project. If it is a new standard, it needs to be
incorporated in the Regiond Plan. Chair Herman commented on the differing assumptions between the
traffic andyss and the fisca study. The traffic anadysis was done on an incrementa increase basis. The
existing 2030 Plan has capital improvements for that area based on about a 60 percent level. The RTC
2030 Plan was found in conformance with the Regiond Plan.

COMMISSIONER LOKKEN MADE A MOTION TO FIND THAT RENO’S ZONING ACTION
IS SUPPORTED BY THE RECORD AND THE TERMS OF THE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT,
SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER MATTINA.

Commissioner Mattina stated that traffic has been discussed at greet length and it has been reviewed by
the RPC, Reno City Council, Reno gtaff, RTC, CIP, NDOT, and TID. The settlement agreement does
not say there can not be any impacts. It says that thereis criteriato consder impacts. There are going
to beimpacts. Commissoner Mattina stated that having dternatives listed in the DSH presupposes that
there are going to be significant changes. Commissioner Mattina Sated that we do not have control

over the federd dollar for federd highways. The federd government is not going to come back and
widen the highway with the anticipation that there might be development in the future. If we wait to have
ay devdopment anywhere until after a highway is widened, there will be no development.
Commissioner Mattina sated that she will be voting in favor of this motion.

Commissioner Lokken referred to the comment early in the presentation that new rules and regulaions
have been proposed in this process. This is not something that regiona would normally see. The RPC
has an obligation of oversght. Regiond Planning staff’s anayss did end up being misdirected because it
did break new ground away from what Reno had consdered and what the settlement process
consgdered. Commissioner Lokken disclosed that he has talked to Mr. Ziegler about this.
Commissioner Lokken stated that the RPC should have workshops in the future to revist what we are
supposed to be doing at this table. We are starting to basically re-think what al the entities are doing
and that is not the RPC’'s job. The RPC'sjob isto look at the Regiona Plan and regiona form and to
address the specific assgnments given there.
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Commissioner Sanders asked Mr. Baxley if he dtill believes that Reno’s zoning action is not supported
by the records, based on the testimony heard tonight. Mr. Baxley responded that he agrees that thisisa
review that we have never done before. We got into this area because this is the firgt time that we have
had a project come before this body that has a court mediated settlement agreement that mandates that
among the criteria that it dl went to the evduation is and any impacts of traffic LOS and leved of
congestion on the existing Verdi community check. Verdi is a community whose only means of access
isafederd highway. The reason we addressed this issue and got into that evauation is the fact that we
did not see how you could comply with the terms of the settlement agreement in evauating any impacts
of treffic to the Verdi community without examining their only means of access, which is a federd
highway. In light of that reasoning, Mr. Baxley stated that at this point, he does stand by his evauation
and recommendation regarding the concerns with traffic.

Commissioner Sanders stated that since the City of Reno is the gpplicant in this case, he would like to
ask Mr. Hester some questions. Commissioner Sanders asked Mr. Hester if he believes that Reno's
zoning action is supported by the record, based on testimony heard tonight. Mr. Hester responded that
it is absolutely supported by the record.

Commissioner Sanders asked if that is based on testimony that was presented tonight. Mr. Hester
responded yes and stated that in addition, we have a system here were with a regiond land use plan,
regiond trangportation plan that matches that, you have planning mechanisms, etc. there were impacts
on . The point of it is you have a regiond system for conformance of regiond plans and funding
mechanisms for conforming plan.

Commissioner Sanders asked Mr. Hester if he agrees that any change whatsoever, except for the ones
identified specificdly in the DSH, would have to come forward for conformance review. Mr. Hester
responded that is correct.

Commissioner Sullivan stated the decison the City of Reno made is not supported by the record
because there is subgtantialy different information provided now. Commissioner Sullivan dso stated
that the fiscd andysis and traffic analysis need to match.

Commissioner Frandsen stated that she agrees with Commissioner Sullivan’s comments. The magnitude
of the project certainly has to play into this. Commissioner Frandsen stated that she can not rationalize
that there will not be severe impacts to the existing community.

Commissoner Rogers dated that he will not be supporting this motion for the same reasons as
Commissioners Sullivan and Frandsen.

Commissioner Sullivan stated that this decision will not set a precedent. Thisis a case by case basis and
it isnot based soldly on the LOS.

Commissioner Lokken dated that we do not know if this decison is precedent setting or not.
Commissioner Lokken stated that he would understand arguments heard tonight if we were not talking
about a project that was not just 10 minutes from downtown Reno and connected by afedera highway.
These areas are very logica extensions under the sphere under logicd gpplication of regiond land use
and form. On the issue of impact, the redlity is that even the addition of one house would have some
impact. We are druggling with interpreting the language of the settlement agreement that we were not
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parties to. Commissoner Lokken sated that he believes that the wording “ unreasonable impacts’ is
inferenced in the settlement agreement.  Otherwise, anything ever built has impact and, based on
arguments heard tonight, we have to say no toit. That is precedent setting.

Commissioner Frandsen dated that regardiess of what we wish the settlement agreement said, it is
pretty literal with regard to any impacts of traffic, LOS, and leve of congestion on exising Verdi
community. Commissioner Frandsen stated that she does not know if the settlement agreement was
written to be open to interpretation of that kind.

Commissioner Sanders asked for confirmation that the voting requirements outlined in the staff report
are accurate. Mr. Azevedo responded that they are correct.

Commissioner Sanders stated that thisis not atwo-thirds vote. Mr. Azevedo stated that is correct.

Commissoner Sanders Stated that, based on the interpretation of the settlement agreement, everyone
seems to have a different interpretation on this matter. Commissioner Sanders stated that he has found
it very confusing, frustrating, and difficult to take that language and make alogicd concluson on dl of
these items and their meeting the terms of the settlement agreement.

THE MOTION CARRIED WITH FIVE (5) IN FAVOR AND FOUR (4) OPPOSITIONS BY
COMMISSIONERS FRANDSEN, ROGERS, SANDERS, AND SULLIVAN.

COMMISSIONER LOKKEN MADE A MOTION TO FIND THAT THE DSH CONTAINS THE
REQUIRED STANDARDS, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER MATTINA. THE MOTION
CARRIED WITH FIVE (5) IN FAVOR AND FOUR (4) OPPOSITIONS BY COMMISSIONERS
FRANDSEN, ROGERS, SANDERS, AND SULLIVAN.

Commissioner Sullivan asked if reasons for voting in opposition to the second motion need to be stated
for the record. Chair Herman stated that the NRS requirement for that has to do with master plan
conformance reviews and not projects of regiond significance. Mr. Azevedo confirmed that is correct.

Commissioner Lokken requested a five-minute recess.
[Chair Herman called a recess.]
Chair Herman called the meeting back to order.

COMMISSIONER LOKKEN MADE A MOTION TO EXTEND THE MEETING TO 10:00 P.M.,
SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER NEWBERG. THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
WITH NINE (9) MEMBERS PRESENT.

G. Informationa presentation by Clarion Associates LLC and City of Reno staff regarding
methods for preparing and implementing trangt-oriented development (TOD) corridor
plans.

Mr. Ziegler stated that Reno has contracted with Clarion Associates to prepare a best practices
handbook and a framework for TOD corridor plans in the City and its sphere. Clarion visited the
region earlier this year and interviewed local and regiond planning saffs regarding the assgnment. Mr.
Ziegler sated that he would like to make a comment after Clarion’s presentation.
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[Mr. Azevedo left at 9:15 p.m.]

Mr. Hester dtated that the RTC, Sparks, Washoe County, and Reno staff were dl involved in selecting
Clarion Asociates. Mr. Hester introduced Ben Herman of Clarion Associates.

[Mr. Azevedo returned at 9:18 p.m.]

Mr. Herman sated that Clarion was contracted to do three things. The first is to help develop a
drategy for how to go from a big picture down to implementing corridor policies. The second isto look
at other cities and see what they are doing with respect to addressing these issues. The third is to
develop aframework for how these corridor plans could be done. Mr. Herman presented preliminary
results of this contract.

Mr. Ziegler sated that at the RPC' s regular meeting of April 14, 2004, he had raised an issue regarding
the gppropriate strategy for handling development gpplications in TOD corridors, prior to the adoption
of the center and corridor plans. Mr. Ziegler stated that Mr. Hester has suggested that Clarion’s
presentation to the RPC may help in resolving this issue. Mr. Ziegler sated that there are good
suggestions in the framework document and the best practices document provided with the meeting
packets. From regiona’s perspective, this is the beginning of a discussion. If we do not pay atention
to this issue, we are going to be precluding TOD development in the future and we need to get started
onthis.

Commissoner Madtina sated that whether you dart with the TOD transportation system and
redevelopment starts or redevelopment starts and the TOD system comes in, one needs to feed the
other with an emphasis on both. These have gone hand in hand in cities that have been successful with
redevelopment. Commissoner Maitina also emphasized the importance of safety in usng public
transportation.

Commissioner Sullivan stated that if that is the direction we are going, we need to kegp in mind that the
type of development that goes in those areas needs to be able to support that type of atrandt system.
Cooperation is needed between the entities to arrive at the end result.

Mr. Herman dtated that one or two of the high priority corridors will require two jurisdictions. Mr.
Herman dso commented on the question of how far a city should go in putting the regulations in place
today for development that wants to occur today when the transt system will not be there for sx or
seven years. There needsto be a safety net but it is not redistic to expect that these places will develop
today as though the transit were there to support that type of development. Y ou have to think about the
question of how to make sure that what is done today does not preclude what happens there tomorrow.
It iswisethat regiond and the Cities are talking about that now.

Commissioner Frandsen dated that she is hoping that these are issues that we will continue to discuss
and work on.

Commissioner Rogers talked about the benefits that were redlized after re-development in Aittsburgh.

Commissioner Moss what would regiond’s role would be in developing the TOD Corridor. Mr.
Ziegler responded that there would be two roles. One is being involved in conformance reviews of
projects of regiona sgnificance and master plan amendments as they come aong in these corridors.
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The other role would be, getting involved in a kind of facilitation and assstance role of trying to add
vaue to the planning process a the loca governing leve by pitching in and heping any way we can.

Commissoner Sullivan dated that the right-of-way acquisition makes a big difference today. The cogts
are much less today if we know what we want as an end result. Our role in helping develop this is
getting educated about the issue.

Mr. Herman commented on two things in terms of role. One is that the Regional Plan speaks to these
but in a pretty generd way. As these begin to get more detailed out, the RPC might need to look back
a the Regiond Plan and fine tune the policies. The second is to figure out what you want people to do
and make it easy. If someone is planning the kind of development that the plans and policies cdl for,
find away to approve it adminidratively. If aproject has met certain criteriaand is in conformance with
each city’ s plans, your job should be easy. There are parts of the review procedures that could be used
as incentives to promote the kind of development that is desired.

Char Herman gtated that Mr. Herman is here to help us get definition and the Regiona Plan needs some
better definition. We will fine tune our policies to support whatever we come up with.

Commissioner Sullivan asked if Sparks or Washoe County has contacted Mr. Herman. Mr. Herman
responded that he talked to both County and Sparks gtaff in the first stage of this project. Mr. Herman
dated that he would assume that Reno staff would share these findings with them.

B. Cong deration and possible action on whether to reconsider the RPC’ s determination of
nonconformance (May 12, 2004) regarding proposed City of Sparks Master Plan
amendment, Upper Highlands a Cimarron East (CR04-004), changing the land use
designation from Open Space/Rurd to Estates Dendty Residentid on a +297 acre Site
generdly located east of the Highlands a Cimarron East development and southeast of
the current terminus of La Posada Drive. (Note: If the RPC decides to reconsider this
matter, it will be placed on afuture RPC agenda.)

Chair Herman asked if a staff report was needed on thisitem.

COMMISSIONER ROGERS MADE A MOTION TO RECONSIDER THE UPPER
HIGHLANDS AT CIMARRON EAST (CR04-004), SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER
LOKKEN. THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY WITH NINE (99 MEMBERS
PRESENT.

C. PUBLIC HEARING - Regiona Plan Conformance Review - City of Reno Master Plan
amendment, Lowell Professona (CR04-010), changing the land use designation from
Single Family Resdentia to Mixed Resdentid on +2.5 acres, located on the east side
of Bonde Lane, +430 feet south of Del Monte Lane.

Chair Herman asked if areport was needed on thisitem.

[ The public hearing was opened.] There were no requests to spesk.
[ The public hearing was closed.]

COMMISSIONER FRANDSEN MADE A MOTION TO FIND THE LOWELL
PROFESSIONAL AMENDMENT TO THE RENO MASTER PLAN IN CONFORMANCE
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WITH THE TRUCKEE MEADOWS REGIONAL PLAN, BASED ON THE FINDINGS LISTED
IN THE STAFF REPORT, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER SANDERS. THE MOTION
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY WITH NINE (9) MEMBERS PRESENT.

D. PUBLIC HEARING - Consderation of, and find action on, objection submitted by
City of Reno on the RPC's determination of nonconformance (May 12, 2004)
regarding proposed Reno Master Plan amendment, Silver Terrace/Moya (CR04-008) -
changing the land use designation from Indudtrid to Mixed Resdentid on +47.4 acres
located southeast of Moya Boulevard adjacent to where Moya Boulevard curves north
and south of Resource Drive in Stead.

Chair Herman stated that the RPC is informed on this matter.

[ The public hearing was opened.] Mr. Thomas stated that he is present to answer questions.
[ The public hearing was closed.]

COMMISSIONER ROGERS MADE A MOTION TO ACCEPT RECONSIDERATION,
SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER SANDERS.

Chair Herman stated that staff suggested a motion that the RPC consder the City of Reno’s objection
and make afind determination affirming, reversing, or modifying the RPC's previous action. Thisis not
amotion of recongderation.

COMMISSIONER ROGERS AMENDED THE MOTION TO MODIFY THE RPC'S PREVIOUS
ACTION AND FIND IT IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE REGIONAL PLAN, SECOND
CONCURRED.

Commissoner Rogers stated that this project isided. It will have services by three transt systems. It
will support the rura area, suburban area, and the urban areain Stead.

THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY WITH NINE (9) MEMBERS PRESENT.

E PUBLIC HEARING - Congderation and possible action on RPC Resolution 04-05,
recommending adoption of a proposed amendment to the 2002 Regiond Plan,
removing a gte of +4.65 acres (i.e,, the Bushey/Bus property) from the Reno-Stead
Corridor joint planning area (Map 6) and placing the site within the cooperative planning
area(Map 7).

[ The public hearing was opened.] There were no requests to spesk.
[ The public hearing was closed.]

COMMISSIONER FRANDSEN MADE A MOTION TO ADOPT RPC RESOLUTION 04-05,
RECOMMENDING RPGB ADOPTION OF THE PROPOSED REGIONAL PLAN
AMENDMENT FOR BUSHEY/BUSI, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER ROGERS. THE
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY WITH NINE (9) MEMBERS PRESENT.

F. Review and possble direction to staff on status of necessary amendments to City of
Sparks magter plan identified during the RPC’ s conformance review of the master plan
on May 28, 2003.
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Mr. Baxley dated that Regiond Planning staff is looking for direction from the RPC to enter into
discussons with the City of Sparksto identify a conformance schedule.
Char Herman directed Regiona Planning staff to enter into discussons with the City of Sparks.

COMMISSIONER FRANDSEN MADE A MOTION TO EXTEND THE MEETING TO 10:15
PM., SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER SANDERS THE MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY WITH NINE (9) MEMBERS PRESENT.

6. DIRECTORS, MEMBERS, AND LEGAL COUNSEL INFORMATIONITEMS
A. Report on actions and agendas of the Regiona Planning Governing Board.

Mr. Ziegler stated that there is awritten report on page 93 of the meeting packet. Mr. Ziegler reviewed
agendaitemsfor the June 10, 2004, RPGB meeting.

B. Lega counsd’sreport - Status report and possible direction to staff on:

1. Didtrict Court orders and appearances regarding the Regiona Plan settlement
agreement (October 17, 2002) and related issues, including but not limited to
the water purveyor issuesin the Verdi areg;

2. Washoe County and SVGID agpped to Digtrict Court in dispute resolution case
DRO03-001-RPGB, regarding cooperative planning criteria; and

Mr. Azevedo stated that Judge Hardesty has set this case for ora argument on June 26.

3. Washoe County’s petition for judicia review of the certification of Reno's
annexation program as conforming with the Regiona Plan.

Mr. Azevedo stated that the record on apped wasfiled.

C. Report on meetings of interim legidative committees, legidative MOU, and conceptua
legidation for 2005 session.

Patricia Rogers, Community Outreach Assgtant, reviewed the satus of the legidative MOU.

Commissioner Lokken asked if there has been any resolution of the County paying its arrears. Mr.
Ziegler responded that the matter has been resolved. The Board of Washoe County Commissioners
voted to bascaly make the RPA budget whole by programming some contingency funds.

1. REQUESTSFOR AND ACTION ON FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

Chair Herman stated thet he would like Regiond Planning gaff, in conjunction with the gaffs of the three
entities Community Development Departments, to begin working on issues related to the next update of
the Regiond Plan. Chair Herman asked that any commissioner that are interested in participating in that
working committee contact him or Regiona Planning staff.

Chair Herman dated that we need to workshop the issue of what the RPC's role is in reviewing
Regiond Planning conformance and policies.

A. Review of tentative agenda items for June 2004.
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B. Review of 12-month calendar of projected RPC actions.

Mr. Ziegler asked Mr. Baxley if there are any conformance reviews scheduled for the June 23 meeting.
Mr. Baxley responded that the reconsideration of the Upper Highlands at Cimarron will be on the June
23 agenda.

Mr. Ziegler reviewed agenda items for the June and July RPC mesetings.
8. WRITTEN CORRESPONDENCE

A. Congderation and possible acceptance of individud annua reports submitted by loca
governments and affected entities pursuant to subsection 1 of NRS 278.0286.

City of Reno

Airport Authority of Washoe County

Reno Redeve opment Agency

Washoe County School Didtrict

Regiond Transportation Commisson

Washoe County Digtrict Hedth Department, Solid Waste Division
Washoe County

City of Sparks/Sparks Redevel opment Agency (joint)

Rosanna Coombes, Long-Range and Community Rdations Planner, sated that she is only waiting on
one report from the Air Quality Management Divison. When al reports have been received, Regiond
Manning gaff will be pulling gpart the individua reports and compiling them into a regiond report. The
datute only requires that the entities submit these annud reports. Regiona Planning staff is asking smply
for amotion to accept the reports at this point.

COMMISSIONER MOSS MADE A MOTION THAT THE RPC RECEIVE THE REPORTS,
SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN.

Commissioner Lokken suggested that it would be useful in the future to have a workshop that would
dlow for input somewhere in the process after the reports have been accepted and before the regiond
verson of the report is drafted.

THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY WITH NINE (9) MEMBERS PRESENT.

Mr. Ziegler stated that he is pleased with the work that Ms. Coombes and Ms. Rogers have done on
the annua reports.

9. PUBLIC COMMENT

None

10. ADJOURNMENT

Chair Herman adjourned the meeting at 10:04 p.m.

N~ WDNE
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Respectfully submitted by Chrigtine Birmingham.

Reviewed by: Approved by:

Dave Ziegler, Director Terry K. Herman, Chair
Truckee Meadows Regiona Planning Agency Regiona Planning Commission

APPROVED BY THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION IN SESSION ON

2004.



