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MINUTES
2007 REGIONAL PLAN UPDATE

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Friday, May 5, 2006

The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) met in the Truckee Meadows Community College – Dandini Campus Vista Building Room B206, 7000 Dandini Boulevard, Reno, Nevada, and conducted the following business:

The meeting was called to order by Dave Ziegler, Director of Regional Planning, at 8:45 a.m.
1.  ROLL CALL

The clerk called the roll, and TAC members in attendance were:  Deborah Goodwin, Regional Transportation Commission; John Hester, City of Reno; David Anderson; Reno-Sparks Indian Colony; Margaret Powell, City of Sparks and Sparks Redevelopment Agency; Margaret Reinhardt, Sun Valley General Improvement District; Adrian Freund, Washoe County Department of Water Resources; Jeanne Reufer, Washoe County Department of Water Resources; Jodi Royal Goodwin, Washoe County HOME Consortium; and, Mike Boster, Washoe County School District.
Members absent were:  Robert Lictenstein, Nevada System of Higher Education; Bob Dickens, Nevada System of Higher Education; Harold Shotwell, Palomino Valley General Improvement District; Greg Dennis, Regional Water Planning Commission; Claudia Hansen, City of Reno; Dean Schultz, Reno-Tahoe Airport Authority; Mark Sullivan, Sierra Pacific Power Company; Gerry Schumacher, South Truckee Meadows General Improvement District; Hilary Lopez, Truckee Meadows Water Authority; Mike Harper, Washoe County; Duane Sikorski, Washoe County District Health Department, (Air Quality); Jeanne Rucker, Washoe County District Health Department (Environmental Health); Greg Martinelli, Waste Management. 
Truckee Meadows Regional Planning Agency (TMRPA) staff present were:  Dave Ziegler, Patricia Rogers and Rosanna Coombes.

Also present were:  Susan Speth-Briganti and Dee Schafer from Corporate Solutions, Inc. who were the facilitators for the meeting.  Marilyn Gross was also present to take the Minutes.
2.   APPROVAL OF AGENDA

A MOTION WAS MADE AND SECONDED TO APPROVE THE MAY 5, 2006, TAC AGENDA.  THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

3.   PUBLIC COMMENT
There were no public comment requests presented.

4.  BUSINESS OF THE DAY

Items 4A-D were discussed together.

A.  Consideration of and possible conceptual agreements on Module 1, Issue #5 – Master planning of large acreage, rather than piecemeal planning

B.  Status report on Module 1, Issue #3.2 – adequate affordable housing


C.  Discussion and direction on the following Module 1 issues:

1.  Issue #7 – Appropriate incentives for regional plan implementation (e.g. smart codes)

2.  Issue #8 – Consideration of best development practices a and form-based planning and zoning

3.  Issue #9 – How to make sure jobs/housing balance polieis do not conflict with industrial development land need

4.  Issue #10 – Recognition of additional regional center and extension of existing TOD corridors

D.  Review of priority list of issues for the 2007 Regional Plan update, including possible identification of additional issues or qualifiers

Dee Schafer, Corporate Solutions, Inc., reviewed the objectives for today’s meeting.  Ms. Schafer asked for confirmation on the recommendation on issue number 6 and guidance on issues numbers 7-10.

The discussion began with agenda item, 4B, a status report on issue 3.2 in module one relating to affordable housing.

Member Jodi Royal Goodwin read the proposed policy which states “within 18 months of adoption of the 2007 Regional Plan Update, local jurisdictions will allow for current housing policies in their Master Plans that help meet the housing of households or incomes up to 120% of their income.” Member Goodwin briefly reviewed the components of this policy, which include mandatory or voluntary participation, commercial linkage, identifying needs, minimum contribution, incentives/offsets, and fees. 
Member Goodwin requested to know if the members were comfortable with this.

Member Hester stated that he is not uncomfortable.  He suggested backing up to pursue with objectives for the Regional Plan.
Member Goodwin stated that in the north the legal opinion is that they have authority to do inclusionary housing.
Member Powell expressed concern that the general statement is not much different than the 2002 plan general statement.  She suggested waiting before adding a general statement.
Mr.  Ziegler requested to know if the committee completed the list of what needed to happen such as legislation or confirmation of the statuatory authority.  Member Goodwin replied that at this point it is political. 

Mr. Ziegler next requested to know if HUD’s offer of technical assistance is contingent upon receipt of notice confirming the political commitment.  Member Goodwin replied no.  Member Goodwin explained that the technical assistance is being phased.  Member Goodwin explained that phase one will be an ICF workshop/joint meeting.  Phase 2 will include more staff education, facilitation of public meetings, and public education.
Adrian Freund requested a brief update on commercial linkage.  Member Goodwin explained commercial linkage.

Mr. Ziegler requested clarification of the term ICF.  Member Goodwin replied that the acronym ICF refers to Internet Consultant Firm.

David Anderson requested to know if it was intentional that local jurisdictions include affordable housing.  Member Goodwin explained that there is a need for inclusionary housing in the consolidated plan.
Member Powell stated that there has always been a need for regional planning, due to the close borders.
Mr. Ziegler requested to know the individuals involved in the proposal discussion.  Member Goodwin replied a planning staff from all jurisdictions.  Mr. Ziegler stated that he was under the impression that others were involved also.  There was some discussion regarding the individuals involved.

Member Freund stated that one other aspect is the ACRII.

Ms. Schafer summarized the feedback from the group that the process should take place to see where the process leads.
Mr. Ziegler stated that this should be written up on a status report.
Ms. Shafer requested to know Mr. Ziegler’s concerns.  Mr. Ziegler voiced his perception that the selected group’s focus is on inclusionary policies.  Mr. Ziegler stated that they may not be the only strategies to use.  He suggested that evaluation of the needs and how those needs are picked up in the proposal should be completed.  Member Goodwin clarified that the selected group is only working on inclusionary housing.
Ms. Schafer requested to know if the members would like provide a summary at the next session specifically on the needs and if they are included in the plan.

Member Hester requested to know if the committee would like policies for the Regional Master Plan.
Mr. Ziegler stated that he is comfortable with the status report.  He does not want to release the affordable/obtainable housing issue as it is a very important part of the update.
Member Goodwin stated that one of the biggest problems with the plan was that the Consortium does not have any controls over the policies and jurisdictions.  She stated that affordable and obtainable housing has reached a crisis point and policy decisions make decisions on a case-by- case basis.
Ms. Schafer stated that it would be helpful for members to compare the list of needs and address them.
Member Powell stated that that makes sense, and requested to know what rule is required by State law in the housing plan to avoid duplication efforts.

Member Goodwin stated that she would support more policy in the Regional Housing Plan, but encourage affordable housing.
Ms. Schafer requested to know if the other members were comfortable with these suggestions.

Member Freund stated that each jurisdiction has more opportunity to input.
Mr. Ziegler asked if this should be agendized next time in order to discuss it further or leave it off the agenda next time to allow more time.

Member Reufer suggested that this issue be given more time.
Member Powell suggested once the political direction is given, the TAC should discuss it.
Member Goodwin suggested that a small group could identify a need for another policy and provide a status update.

Ms. Schafer summarized the member’s statements by stating that the TAC should allow the process to take its course and then discuss the comparison.  She requested to know if the members agreed with this statement.
Member Freund requested to know the anticipated time frame for the workshop before the Council.  Member Goodwin replied as soon as possible.  A brief discussion followed.

Mr. Ziegler reported that District Health Officer Anderson requested help with a forum to discuss affordable house issues.  He stated that he sat on the forum and also answered a questionnaire.  He concluded from those two incidents that it is important to view affordable housing in the whole context of the community.  He stated that nothing will happen if the mind set is for “other people.”  He questioned if the plan builds whole communities and sets standards for everyone.  Member Powell stated that elected officials are making it personal.

Ms. Schafer suggested waiting and requested to know if the members were comfortable with that.

Mr. Ziegler stated that his agency received a grant and he and his staff will continue to research these issues.  He commented that a sense of policy direction would be desirable in order to share it with ULI in September.  He suggested using an advisory panel to help.
Member Reuter requested to know, given the time frame, if there is a possibility that this issue be brought to the electives in a special session.  Ms. Schafer replied that a special session is an option.
Member Hester suggested that this is a general issue more than an update.  He stated he would prefer not to skip the issues or items due to hurrying or deadlines.

Member Freund suggested that the elections may affect the support.

Jim Nadeau, attendee, requested to know the ultimate results of the studies.  Member Goodwin clarified that the policy would include affordable housing.  She explained that everyone has a task force, although there is a low amount of coordination.

Mr. Ziegler thanked all for their work and expressed that he hoped they did not take any comments today as criticism.

At this point in the meeting (approximately 9:42 a.m.), Member Goodwin left the meeting.
Agenda item 4A was discussed next.  

Mr. Ziegler gave a chronological review of Issue number 5 in Module 1.  One important clarification of this issue is accumulative impact.  He explained that it is difficult to determine the impact.  He reviewed literature handed out in another meeting, which includes frequency distributions, studies, etc.  He reported that the Reno Planning Commission reviews small Master Plan amendments.
Member Reufer explained that accumulative impact is an issue for her as well.  She stated that it is difficult to complete an analysis as different projects occur.  She stated that it is important to accumulate the data of these projects as they are brought in.
Ms. Schafer requested  input on the scope of Issue #5.  The following items were mentioned:  local government responsible for impact analysis; lack of facility plans in place; incorporate requirements in the Master Plans to address accumulative impact; and, do not set them up for failure.
Member Powell stated that there are other policies in the plan that further addresses accumulative impacts.  She cited an example.
Ms. Schafer requested other issues when dealing with accumulative impact.  The following items were mentioned:  accumulative traffic affects; ground water, including domestic wells, water supplies, systems; impacts on flood planes; measuring accumulative impacts, parks; schools; etc.
A brief discussion followed regarding measuring accumulative impacts.  Examples were cited.

Member Freund explained that his agency is being asked to provide more details from the Master Plan without thresholds.  He questioned the overall system capacity and at what absorption rate the trigger level occurs.  
Ms. Schafer requested Mr. Ziegler’s thoughts on the role of the Regional Planning Commission.  Mr. Ziegler replied that it may be more than the local Master Plan, including the Regional Transportation Plan and the Regional Water Management Plan that are critical.  He stated that the accumulative air quality impacts for 20 years in the future of the Regional Transportation Plan are known.
Member Reufer explained that the studies of the flood level of Swan Lake are invalid as they are out-dated.
A brief discussion followed regarding the need for full facility plans and concurrency.
Member Mike Boster suggested that the underlying plans, such as school, should have concurrency at a local level.

Member Hester concurred with Member Boster.  He explained that the developer reacts to the plan versus the plan reacting to the developer.  He agreed with Mr. Ziegler’s comment on the resource issue.  He suggested the need to managing development with the facilities.
At this point in the meeting, Member Reinhardt left the meeting.  At 10:45 a.m., Ms. Schafer announced that a short break in the meeting would occur.  The meeting was re-called to order at l0:55 a.m.

Ms. Schafer summarized the list of the accumulative impacts on flooding, traffic, air quality, aquifers, and schools.

Member Powell questioned the list and stated that it is jumping past the discussion of what accumulative impact means.

Ms. Schafer stated that the scope of the impacts do define accumulative impact.  She continued with the list:  types of plans and projects, local master plans, regional and local facility plans, resource plans (air quality, water supply), and active effects.

Mr. Ziegler commented that the scope involves different types of elements and issues.

Member Powell stated that this is no longer a form and pattern issue since the wording has been changed but more of a public service or implementation issue.  Member Powell questioned if this discussion belongs in Module #3.
Member Hester stated that there might be two paradoxes in the Regional Plan.  He explained each paradox as regulatory or visionary paradigms. 
Mr. Ziegler questioned that the drafted policies within the Regional Plan may have been done in haste.  
Ms. Schafer asked if this issue should be moved to module #3 or #4 according to Member Powell’s recommendation.  Mr. Ziegler expressed concern since the TAC has discussed half of the issue already that it would be better to continue.  

Member Powell stated that the facility plans need to be strengthened.
Member Deborah Goodwin explained that RTC has an easier time of identifying the impact of each project.  She stated that transit is more difficult to determine but overall the needs are being met.

Member Boster stated that the WCSD is concerned with demographics.  
Mr. Ziegler stated that one need is to advise the Regional Planning Commission in terms of how they are supposed to consider accumulative impact.  If the plan is a vision-driven plan, it is important to consider each agency’s plan and if they have taken care of the needs of the people.
Member Freund stated that there should be visionary guidance for agencies and semi-autonomous agencies. 
Member Anderson stated that the natural environment has to be principle in the vision.  Member Anderson questioned the man-made vision as well.
Member Hester stated that the vision includes boundaries, service area, pattern (centers, corridors, and open spaces), and quality of life.  Member Hester stated that plans should be completed by each agency.  
Member Reufer commented that as a service provider the need for the ability to measure accumulative growth is important in order to structure the facility plans to coordinate the master plan.  Development needs to adjust to the master plan.

Ms. Schafer requested to know if the TAC desired to continue discussing this issue at the next meeting.  The following items were mentioned:  a) let the discussion percolate; b) revisit the concept of regulatory versus vision; and c) guidelines for regional planning.

At this point in the meeting, Member Fruend left the meeting.

5.   REQUESTS FOR FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

Ms. Schafer stated that Module 1, Issue #7 will be discussed at the next meeting.

6.  WRITTEN CORRESPONDENCE

There was no written correspondence presented.

7.  ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at ll:30 a.m.

Respectfully submitted,
​​______________________________

David S. Ziegler, Director

Truckee Meadows Regional Planning Agency

APPROVED BY THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE IN SESSION ON

______________________, 2006.
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