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SUMMARY

Discussion and possible direction to staff regarding next steps in Master Plan

Amendment Case Number MPA12-001 (Village at the Peak) in response to a

determination by the Truckee Meadows Regional Planning Commission (RPC) that the

proposed amendment does not conform to the comprehensive Regional Plan. Planning

and Development staff is seeking direction from the Board on whether or not to file an

objection with the RPC and ask for a reconsideration which must be filed by March 16,

2015 under NRS 278.0282 (5), and whether or not to further appeal to the Regional

Planning Governing Board if the RPC affirms its determination of non-conformance

upon reconsideration.

Washoe County Strategic Objective supported by this item: Safe, secure and healthy

communities.

PREVIOUS ACTION

Truckee Meadows Regional Plannine Commission (RPC): At its meeting of January 28,

2015, the Truckee Meadows Regional Planning Commission held a public hearing to

discuss the conformance of the proposed Master Plan Amendment with the Truckee

Meadows Regional Plan. The RPC determined that the Master Plan Amendment does not

conform with the comprehensive Regional Plan by a vote of 8-1.
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Board of County Commissioners (Board): At its regular meeting of October 14,2014,

the Board of County Commissioners considered the Washoe County Planning

Commission's report regarding the adoption of Master Plan Amendment Case No.

MPA12-001 and approved the master plan amendment by a vote of 4 to 1.

Planning Commission (PC): At its meeting of September 16, 2014, the Washoe County
ptrr"irg C"mmission held a public hearing to review and take action on the amended

application for Master Plan Amendment Case No. MPAl2-001. The PC voted to deny the

request by a vote of 6-0, one member was absent.

Board of County Commissioners (Board): At its regular meeting of February 25,2014,

tfr. go*d of County Commissioners decided not to ask the Regional Planning

Commission to reconsider its decision, and asked staff to work with the applicant in the

preparation of an amended application for Village at the Peak.

Truckee Meadows Reeional Planning Commission (RPC): At its meeting of January 22,

20t4Jh. T*.kee Meadows Regional Planning Commission held a public hearing to

discuss the conformance of the proposed master plan amendment with the Truckee

Meadows Regional Plan. The RPC determined that the master plan amendment does not

conform with the comprehensive Regional Plan by a vote of 7'2.

Board of County Commissioners (Board): At its regular meeting of September 24,2013,

ttre goara of County Commissioners considered the Planning Commission's report

regarding the adoption of Master Plan Amendment Case No. MPAI2-001 and approved

the master plan amendment by a vote of 4 to 1.

planning Commission (PC): .A,t its meeting of August 6, 2013, the Washoe County

pl"*t"g C.rrr"tst"" held a public hearing to discuss the adoption and rePo.{ back to the

Washoe County Commission concerning Master Plan Amendment Case No. MPA12-

001. The PC took action to send a report to the Board of County Commissioners.

Board of County Commissioners (Poard): At its regular meeting of May 28,2013, the

rsconsideredanappealbythedeveloper,andoverturned
the planning Commission, adopted the requested master plan amendments and sent the

approval back to the planning commission for a report as required by law.

planning Commission (PC): At its meeting on December 4,2012, the Washoe County

@apub1ichearingtoconsiderMasterPlanAmendmentCase
No. MpAl2-OOL The amendment required a super-maj ority (213) vote by the Planning

Commission to approve. However, the amendment did not pass due to a split vote of

three members in furor and tfuee members opposed to the motion to deny the Master

plan Amendment. The PC took no action on the Master Plan Amendment at their

meeting. The Developer appealed to the Board of County Commissioners.

BACKGROUND
O, J* 15, the Truckee Meadows Regional Planning Commission determined

that the Master plan Amendment for Village at the Peak was not in conformance with the

Truckee Meadows Regional Plan. In making their decision of nonconformance, eight
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Regional Planning Commissioners did not find the Master Plan Amendment to be in
conformance with the Truckee Meadows Regional Plan and that the proposed policy

changes do not meet the requirements of Policy 1.3.2 of the Regional Plan in regards to

transit and affordability appropriate for attached housing in the Washoe County's portion

of the Truckee Meadows Service Area.

As the applicant for the Regional Plan Confonnance Review Process, Washoe County is

the only entity that can submit an objection to Regional Planning for reconsideration of a

finding of conformance for the Master Plan Amendment. The Action Letter from

Regional Planning was received by Washoe County on January 29,2015 which begins

the 45 days to file an objection with the Regional Planning Commission. If Washoe

County chooses to file an objection, the request will need to be submitted by March 16,

20t5.

F'ISCAL IMPACT

There is no fiscal impact associated with this staff report.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board of County Commissioners discuss and provide

direction to staff regarding next steps in Master Plan Amendment Case Number MPA12-

001 (Village at the Peak) to include whether or not to file an objection with the Regional

Planning Commission (RPC) and ask for a reconsideration; and, whether or not to further

appeal to the Regional Planning Governing Board if the RPC affirms its determination of
non-conformance upon reconsideration.

POSSIBLE MOTION

Shoutd the Board agree with staff s recommendation, a possible motion would be:

o'Move to provide the following direction to staff regarding
Amendment Case Number MPA12-001 (Village at the Peak):

Attachment(s):

next steps in Master Plan

Regional Planning Commission Action Letter dated January 29,2015
Regional Planning Commission Staff Report dated January 21,2015

Sugarloaf Peak, LLC., Attn: Jim House

KLS Planning & Design, Attn: John Krmpotic
Lewis & Roca, LLP., Attn: Garrett Gordon



REGIONAL PLANNING
COMMISSION

January 29,2015

Kimberly H. Robinson
Executive Director of Regional Planning, and

Clerk of the Regional Planning Commission
1105 Terminal Way, Suite 316

Reno, Nevada 89502

Dear Ms. Robinson:

On January 28, 2015, the Regional Planning Commission (RPC) held a public hearing and

determined that the following matter does not conform with the comprehensive Regional Plan by

a vote of8-1:

Regional Plan Conformance Review - Washoe County Master Plan amendment, Vltage at the Peak

(CR14-011) - a masterplan amendment changing the Spanish Springs Area Plan (i) to include

the creation of a new character management area on a 39.83-acre parcel to be named the Village

Residential Character Management Area (VRCMA) and re-desigrate that 39,83-acre parcel from

a mix of Industrial (I), Commercial (C), and Open Space (OS) to Suburban Residential (SR);

(ii) to amend the Character Management Plan map to identifo the new VRCMA (iii) to change

the Character Statement in the Spanish Springs Area Plan to identifu the new VRCMA and to

allow for multi-family uses within the VRCMA up to nine dwelling units per acre; (iv) to amend

Policies SS.l.l, SS.l.2, SS.l.3(d), SS.l.5, SS.4.1,SS.15.1, SS.l6.l, SS.17.5, SS.17.5.1;(v) to add

new policies SS.1.4A (a) thru (h);to amend Table C-l to add High Density Suburban (HDS) to

the allowable use table; and (vi) to adopt a new appendix (Appendix E - "Village Residential

Community Management Area (VRCMA) Design Guidelines"). The amendment site is located

north of Calle De La Plata, several hundred feet to the Northeast of the intersection of Fyramid

Highway and Calle De La Plata.

This letter has been filed with the Clerk of the Regional Planning Commission on this date and

constitutes notice of final action of the RPC unless the local governing body that submitted

the proposed plan disagrees with the reasons given by the Regional Planning Commission

for making a determination of nonconformance and files an objection with the Regional

Planning Commission within 45 days after the issuance of the determination pursuant to

NRS 278.0282.

1105 Terminal Way, Suite 316, Reno, NV 89502

77 51321-8385; Fax 7751321-8386

www,tmrpa,org

Art Sperber

DJ Whittemore

Jason Woosley

Vacant

t>

MEMBtrRS

Doug Voelz, Chair

Kevln Weiske, Vice.Chair

James Barnes

Roger Edwards

Tom Lean

Received by C

Kimberly H. Robinson, Executive Dlrcctor

Maired: | .1 ..r'
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Please do not hesitate to contact me at775132l-8392 if you have any questions on flris matter.

Sincerely,
Afiilu'@

Sienna Reid
Senior Planner

cc: File CRl4-01I

Fred Tirmier, City of Reno Debra Goodwir5 RIC

Armando Omelas, City of Sparks Beverly Beaty'Benadom, City of Reno

Bill Whitney, Washoe County Trevor Lloyd, Washoe County
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January 2l,20ls

TO: Regional Planning Commission

FROM: Sienna Reid, Senior Planner

SIIBJECIT: PUBLIC ffiARING - Regional Plan Conformance Reyiew - Washoe
County lV[aster PIan amendmen! Village at the Peak (CR14-011) (AGBNDA
rTEM 6.G)

PROPOSED AI\{ENDMENT

This proposed amendment to tho Spanish Springs Area Plan, which is an element ofthe Washoe

Comty Master Plan, has been submitted to the Regional Planning Commission (RPC) for a

determination of conformance with the Truckee Meadows Regional Plau.

Thc proposed amendment requosts ohanging thc Spanish Springs Area PIan to:
l. Include thc creation of a new charactsr management ar€a on a 39.83-acre parcel to be

named the Village Residential Character Management Area (VRCMA) and re-designate

that 39.83-acre parcel from a mix of Indushial ([), Commeroial (C), and Open Space

(OS) to Suburban Residential (SR);

2. Amend the Character Management Plan map to identifl the new VRCMA;
3. Change the Charaoter Statement in *re Spanish Springs Area Plan to identif, the new

VRCIvIA and to allowfor multi-family uses within the VRCMA up to nine dwellingunits
per acre;

4. Amend Policies SS.l.l, SS.1.2, SS.1.3(d), SS.l.5, SS.4.1,SS.15.1, 3S.16.1, SS.17.5,

ss.17.5.1;

5. Add new policies SS.1.4A (a) ttru (h); to amend Tablo C-I to add High Density

Suburban (IDS) to the allowable usetable; and

6. Adopt a ncw appendix (Appendix E - "Village Residential Community Managcment

Area (\RCMA) Design Guidelines").

1105 Tcrmiaal Wan Suitc 316, Rcro, N\f 89502
775-321-81185; Fax 775321-8386

htp:/ gww.hryaorg

STAXT'REP,ORT
RPC mcctlng - January 28, 2015
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As submitted, the proposed amendment to the Spanish Springs fuea Plan can be found as

Attachment l. Changes to the plan aro shown in red text.

Collectively, the components of tho proposed amendment workto creato the Village Residential

Character Management fuea (VCRMA) within the Spanish Springs Area Plan that would allow

for a variety of residential uses including attached or detached single familn multi-family or

group home on a parcel approximately 39.83 acres in sizg as shown on the attaohed maps (sec

Attachme,lrts 2 aadS). Furthor, the proposed VRCI\dA Design Guidelines would require specific

desrgr standards if development on the subject parcel exceeds five dwelling units per acre

including, but not limited to, limiting densrty to ama.ximum of nine dwclling units per acre for a

multi-family usc not to exceed 360 units, five foot sidewatks, streetscape requirements on Calle

de Ia PIat4 and transportation improvemeuts including a bus pad easement and a tansit plan that

provides regular and continuing general or special tansportation to multi-family facility
residents that is financed by the applicant and approved by thc Washoe County Director of
Community Seryices.

BACKGROIJ}TI)

The Washoe County Planning Commission considered the proposed amendment on Septcmber

16,2014 and denied the request on a 6{ vote with one Commissioner absenl On Octobor 14,

2014 the BCC reversed the decision of the Washoe County Planning Commission and approved

the proposed amendment.

The request for conformance review was receivod on October 20,20L4. On November 13, 2014

the request was deemed incomplete as the minutes from the Ootober 14,2014 BCC hearing on

the matter werc not available. Affer receiving the minutes, the request for conformance review

was deemed complete on Decembcr 14,2014,

REQUIREMEI.{TS FOR COMORIT,IANCE

Policy 4.1-3 of the Regional PIan identifies six factors that the RPC must considcr when

evaluating the conformance of an amendment to a master plan, facilities plan, or similar plan,

withthe2012 Truokee Meadows Regional Plan:

PoIcv 4.1.3
A proposed master plan, facilitics plur, cooperativc plaq or similar plan conforns witb the Regional PIan if it is

not in conflict with thc Regional Plan and it promotes tho goals a.nd policies of the Reglonal Plan (see NRS

278.0252). Thc RPC shall consider at least the following faqtors when evaluating whqther a mastcr plan,

ftcilitics plan, coopcrativc plan, or similar plal promotcs the goals urd policics ofthe Rcgionat Plan:

1) C.onsistoncy of thc proposed plan wi& tho regional fonn and pattcrn, (as dofined by the combination of
Ccntqs, Transit-Oricnted Dcvolopmcnt (TOD) Conidors, residcntial arcas, operr sPaoc, grccnways,

and natural ftafurcs), and with regional prcjections of population and cmploymcnt growth

2) Compatibility of the proposed plan with goals and policics rcgarding dcvelopmcnt constaints
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3) Compatibility of tho proposed ptan with goals and policios regarding infill devclopmcog housing; and

jobVhousing bdance

4) Compatibility of tre proposcd plan with cxisting and planncd public scrvice arcas, polici6, and

prioritics; availability, timing and phasing ofiniastucturc; and fiscal analysis ofservioe provision

5) Companibility of thc proposed plan with cxisting miliury installations, including their locatioq
purposc and statcd mission

O Cumulative and indirect sffccts ofthe proposcd plan

EVALUATION

Regional Planning staff has evaluaGd the Regional Plan goals and polioies related to the six

factors listed in Policy 4.1.3 and the following analysis is organized by these factors. The

Conformanco Review Evaluation Form (sce Attachment 4) further details the polioics of tho

2012 Truokee Meadows Regional Plan that are applicable to the proposed amcndment and

whother or nottlte proposed amendment conforms to these policies.

Policy 41.3. (I) Consistency of the proposed plan with regional form and pattern

As proposed the amendmcnt would changc the rosidential development potential on the parcel

proposed to be included in thc Village Residential Character Management Area (\IRCIvIA) such

that single-family, multi-family or group homc uses could occur in fire future. Currently, the

Spanish Springs Area Plan does not allow for residential uses to exceed thre€ 3 dwelling units

per acre (du/ac)!.

The parcel for which the VRCIvIA is proposcd is located in the unincoqporated TMSA and thus

the proposcd amendment must comply with Regional Plan Policy 1.3.2, which limits both skgle
family detached housing as well as attached housing types in the unincorporated TMSA. For

reference, Policy 1.3.2 is provided below and Goals 1.1 and 12 can be found as Attachment 5.

Policy-lJ.2
To conforsr with the Rcgional Plan, the Washoc County master plan must support and reinforce Goals 1.1 and

1.2 and relatcd policics ofthe Rcgional Plan and providc housing and location options within the rcgion.

Datachcd single-family risidential dcvelopment wi0rin thc unincorporated TMSA may oocur at uP to five units

pcr acrc to support compstibility with adjacent communitics, hansit usago and trip-reduotion goals, and to

suppoft cmploymctrt ccnteru and jobs-housing balancc.

In tocations whero afhchcd housing typos arc appropriale to srpport affordability and hansit goals, tho Washoc

County mastcr plan shall dcsigrarc such arcas and dctcrmine dcnsities on a case-by-casc basis, subject to

regional conformance rcvicw.

I Both thc Charactcr Shlcmcnt and tho rogulatory zones allowed in the Suburban Charactcr Maoagcment Arta limit
rcsidontial dcnsities to 3 dry'ac. The only anomaly is the lligh Density Suburbao (HDS) regulatory zonq which
allows for up to nino dwctling units per acro. However, tho SSAP resdce fiis zonc to arcas already dcsignarcd

HDS as of August 17,2004 and no lsnds within the Spanish Springs Area PIan are designated currently zoned

TIDS.
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The following disoussion of the proposed arnendment and Regional Plan Policy 1.3.2 is

orgmizeA by detached and attached housing Epes, as ttre policy sets forth different provisions

for each.

DdachedHowlng
Policy 1.3.2 limits detached single-family residential development in the unincorporated TMSA

to five (5) dweiling units per aore (du/ac) to support compatibility with adjacent communities,

tansit usago and tip-reduction goals, and to support employment centers and jobs-housing

balance. In regards to dotached single-family residential uses, thc new Villagc Residential

Character Management Area (VRCMA) allows for thc low density suburban (LDS) regulatory

zone, which allows for 1 du/ag and the medium density suburban (MDS) regulatoryzone, which

allows for 3 du/ac. Theso residential densitics are below the five (5) du/ac detached singlo-

family density provision ofPolicy 1.3.2 ofthe Regional Plan-

Additionally, for residential densities above the 3 du/ac that would rcquirc thc High Dcnsity

Suburban GIDS) regulatory zone, the 'Village Rcsidential Community Management Area

(\RClfA) Design Guidellnes" proposcd to be included as an appcndix to the Spanish Springs

Arca Plan (SSAP) states that the mocimum density for a singte family usc in thc VCRIvIA is 5

du/ac. This density does not exceed 5 du/ao and thus tho proposed amendment is consistent with

the detached single-family density provision of Policy 1.3.2 of the Regional Plan.

Attachedfrowing
Policy 1.3.2 also limits auached housing types in the unincorporated TMSA. In areas that

support affordability and transit goali, this policy allows the Washoe County Master Plan to

designate aroas where atiached housing is appropriate and determine densities on a case-by-oase

basis, subject to regional conformance review. Therefore, conformance with the Regional Plan

must be ovaluated against thesepriteria.

To oonform with the policy, two thresholds must be met: the location for attached housing must

be dcsignatod with densities determined, and the location for attached housing must support

affordability and transit goals.

As proposed, the amendment limits the location for attached housing to the Village Residential

Character Managemcnt Area (\IRCIvIA) that is proposed for the parcel shown in Attachment 2

and spccifies that the highest density that a multi-family uso can achieve is 9 du/ac. These

provisions meet the portion of Policy 1,3,2 thut requires the location for attached housing must

be designated with densities dctermined.
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The next threshold that must be mst is for the locatioo of attached housing to support

affordability and tansit goals. Each affordability and transit are discussed separately below.

AffordabiliB
In regards to affordability, the Ragional Plan aims to inoease affordable housing opportunities

for porsons earning less than 80% AMI and to also increase worldorco opportunities for persons

earning between 80 and l20Yo of AMI (Goal 1.4). To implcment this goal, the Regional Plan

requires local government master plans to inolude strategies that identiS needs for affordable

and worldorco housing, remove barriers to its provision and increase the stock of new affordable

and workforce housing.

For reference, affordable housing is dofined as housing that is affordable for a family with a total
gross income equal to or less than 80 percent of ttrc median gross inoome for the county.

Worldorce housing is defined as housing that is affordable for a family with a total gross income

greatcr than 80 percent and equal to or less than 120 pcrcrnt of the median gross inoomo for the

county. Using the 2013 Amcrican Community Survey estimate for families in Washoe County,

80% of the median fa,mily income is $51,645 and l20o/o of the median family income is

$77A672.

Conceming the location of affordable and worldorcc housing, Washoe County's adopted

llousing Element indicates that affordable and worldorce housing should be promoted in
secondary TOD corridors @olicy 3.4), affordable housing should be promoted near services,

transportation routes, schools, jobs, and child care by establishing mixed-use districts and higher

density areas @olicy 3.5), and that the County should promote mixed-use residentiaVcommercial

devolopment in medium and higlr density areas especially in the Sun Valley rcgion and where

secondary TODs are located (Policy 3.Q. The VRCMA that would allow for attaohed housing is

not ourrently located in a secondary TOD conidor, a mixod-use distriot, or in a medium or high
densrty area in the Sun Valley planning area.

Acknowledging that the proposed \IRCI{A is outside of the areas identified by Washoe County

as targets for affordable and workforce housing, a broader discussion of affordabitity in Spanish

Springs is warranted. A Spanish Springs Multi-Family Housing Analysis (see Attaohment Q that

includes an analysis of housing affordability was prepared by the UNR Center for Regional

Studies and submitted with the request for conformance review.

2 Thc 2013 Ancrican Community Survoy (ACS) S-ycar estimatc for median family income in Washoe County is

$64,556.
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The Spanish Springs Multi-Family Housing Analysis prepared by IJNR on behalf of the

applicant that submitted tho proposed master plan amendmcnt to Washoe County ovaluates

housing affordability of new and existing home salcs in the Spanish Springs Valley, which per

thc analysis includes Multiple Listing Service (MLS) zones located in both unincorporated

Spanish Springs and in the City of Sparks north of Disc Drive. Using the mcdian home price for

Spanish Springs in Q4 2013, which was $248,500, and average hourly wage data from the

Ncvada Deparfrnent of Employmen! Training and Rehabilitation (DETR), the UNR analysis

finds that options to buy afhrdablc housing in Spanish Springs are limited for certain job

catcgories. Morc spooifically, for single-person households holding jobs in the Food Services and

Other Serviccs categories, there were no homes within an afhrdablc prico range as of December

2013 for purohase. For employees in the Retail category there were two listings considered

a"ffordable for purchase and for employeos in the Transportation & Warehousing catcgory there

were 18 listings considercd affordable. Generally, one can conolude from the UNR analpis that

there are few homes for sale that individuals working in the Food Services, Other Services, and

Retail job catcgories can afford without spending greater than 30 percent of their income on

housing costs-

Acoording to thc UNR Analpis, options to purchase affordable housing in the broader Spanish

Springs Valley are limitcd for individuals in tho job categories discussed above. However, the

UNR anatysis does not o:rplore either the availability or affordability of homes or apartments for

rent in Spanish Springs. Table 3 of the UNR Analysis does indicate that the Spanish Springs area

has a fairly low amount of multi-family unin compared to othor areas in the region. Spccificalln

the Spanish Springs area has 975 multi-family rmits, wtrich compriso 5.1% of the total dwclling

units in the area. While the Spanish Springs area shows one of thc lower amounts of multi-family

units in the region, there are a.variety of planncd devclopments that will add to the stook of
multi-family housing in the futurc. Multifamily units planned in the Spanish Springs area are

illustrated in Tabte [.

3 Rcmaining multi-family units for the planned unit dwelopments listed in Tablc I arc summarized using TMRPA's

approvcd futuro unit data

Teble l: Multt-Family Untts ia Planned Unit Developments Located in Spanish
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When the wage data used by UNR is projcctcd out on a yearly basis for the job cacgories

evaluate4 it is clear that individuals and households cmploycd in the job catcgories analyzed by
UNR would need affordable and worKorce housing producb if they were to locatc in Spanish

Springs. Using the median family income limits for atfordable and worldorce housing, Table 2
bclow shows the yearly wage fortwo earners in the same industry per household and the type of
housing ttrat oould bs afforded.

It is important to acknowledge that multi-family unie and affordable and workforce housing are

not synonymous. Multi-family units (either for rent or sale) oould be priced above what is

attainable for families earning Iess than 80% AMI needing affordablc housing and also above

what is attainable for families eaming bctween 80 and 120% ofAMI needing worlcforce housing.

Neither the proposed amendment or any materials submittcd with the request for conformance

review indioatcs that multi-family units that would be allowed in the \IRCIvIA would be priced

to provide affordable and worldorce housing opportunities.

However, it is likely that attached housing in the Spanish Springs area would be more affordable

to r€nt or purchase than a traditional detached single-family home. From a multi-family housing

availability perspective, the 3A62 multi-family units planned for Spanish Springs will provide

additional multi-family housing opportunities for individuals and households seeking a housing

product alternative to a detached single-family home.

' Averagc ycarly wagc is calculated by multiplying the avcragc monthly vage in Tablc 5 of thc Spaoish Springs
Multi-Family Analysis by 12.

' Affodablc horsing is dcfincd as housing that is affordable for a family with a total gros incomc equal to or tess

than 80 pcrccnt of tho mcdian goss incomc for the county. Using thc 2013 ACS five yoar ostimate ftr familics in

- Washoc County, 80% ofthe mcdian frmily income is $51,645.
o Worldorcc hotsing is dcfined as housing that is affordable for a family with a total gross incomc graater than 80

pcrccnt and egual to or less thatr 120 percent of thc median gross income for the county. Using tho 2013 ACS fivc
ycar cstimatc for families in Washoe County, 120%of the mcdian family inmmc is $77,467.

Trble2: Mulfi-Famity Units Bemalning ln Plenned Unit Developmcn8 Located in Spsnish

UNRJob Category

YearlyWage Assuming
Two Earnens per

Householdinsame
industry

Housing
I!rye Based

on Yearly
Wage

Trarsportation& Warehouslng
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To summarize tho location of the VRClvfA in relation to affordabitity:

o Thc Washoo County Housing Elemcnt direots the location of affordable and workforce

housing to areas other than Spanish Springs including secondary TOD conidors, mixed-

use discicts, and medium or high density areas in the Sun Valley planning area-

o Tho UNR Center for Regional Studies affordability analysis indicates that the Spanish

Springs area (including parts of Sparks norltr of Disc Drive and the unincorporated

Spanish Springs) has a fairly low amount of multi-family units compared to other areas in

tho region.

o Currently, thore arc approximxely 3,462 multi-family units planned for in the Spanish

Springs axea tha( have not yet been constructed in the planned unit developmcnts

identified inTable 1.

o Attached housing would likely cost loss to rcnt or purchase than purchasing a detached

singlc-family home.

o Neither tho proposed amendment or any materials submitted with the request for
conformance review indicates that multi-family units allowed in the VRCIvIA would be

priced to provide affordable and worldorco housing opportunities.

Transit

In regards to transit, the Regional PIan @olicy 3.6.1) directs local govemment and affected

entitiqs to plan for public services in the following priority order:

1. Downtown Centers

2. Regional Centers and Emerging Employment Centers

3. PrimaryTOD Conidors

4. Secondary TOD corridors

5. Infill opporfi.rnity areas defined in local government master plans, and

6. AII other areas within the Truckee Meadows Services fuca

The Regional Transportation Commission @TC) is an affocted entity responsible for providing

public transportation in the region and adopted the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) in

April 2013. This plan was then found to be in conformance with $e 2012 Truckee Meadows

Regional Plan. Per the 2035 RTP, fixed-route transit scrvice is not planned to serve the VRCMA.
More broadly,the2035 RTP does not identifl tho provision of fixed-routc transit service to the

Spanish Springs Valley within the 2035 planrring horizon.

During tho devetopmcnt of thc 2035 RTP the community did describe a vision for eansit that

includos orpanded hsnsit servicel however, this transit vision oannot be supported with trc
available revenues idcntifisd in the RTP. Specifically, Chapter I I of the RTP details that

revenues to support expansions are not available and transit service levels today are similar to
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those offered in the I990's. While thc community would like to see orpanded transit service, the
kansit service operating today servcs the region's downtown centcrs, primary TOD conidors as

well as the region's centers and sccondary TOD conidors, excepting tho Western Gateway
Regional Center for which no transit service is planned. Thus the RTP is wetl aligned with the
priority areas of the Regional Plan for tansit seryice.

The proposed \RCMA is located in the lowest public scrvice priority category pcr Regional Plan

Policy 3.6.1. One reason the Regional PIan prioritizes public services, in this case transit, to
Downtown Cc'ntcrs, Regional Centers, Emerging Employment Centers and TOD Corridors
above all other areas in the TMSA is because these areas havo a higher population and

employment numbers that could potentially ride fransit. The more people utilizing a route, the

more cost-efflcctive the service becomes.

During the updarc of the RTP, RTC examined the cost to provide expanded publio transit
service. Some of the potontial service routes looked to serve Spanish Springs. For the Spanish

Springs route illustated in Attachmcnt 7, RTC estimated an annual operating cost of $361,000.
However, as noted above, the RTC does not have revenues available to provide new fransit
service to Spanish SprinS.

Because no public transit service is planned for Spanish Springs, the proposed 'Yillage
Residential Community Management Area (VRCIvIA) Design Guidelines" indicates that a transit
plan will be developed that provides applicant funanced regular and continuing general or speoial
transportation to the residents of the multi-family facility fiom the date of the last cortificate of
occupancy until a community bus service is provided. If attached housing is constructed in the
proposed VRCI\,[A, the project developer would be responsible for providing 'rcgular and

continuing general or special transportation to the residents of the multi-family facility' for
twenty years or more.

Furlhermorc, as described in the amendmenf the Washoe County Director of Community
Services is solely responsible for administratively approving the tansit plan to serve attached

housing in the VRCtvtA. Based on the language of the proposed amendmen! it is unclear if
transit could also bo romoved by the Washoe County Director of Community Sorvices. lf the

RPC approves this amendmont based on a private tansit plan as outlined and the Washoe

County Director of Community Servioes oan identiff that the plan is no longer needed, the

amendment is fundamentally changed and would no longer conform to Polioy L3.2.

Additionally, therc are other ways in which the long-term viabil.ity of providing private tronsit
service to the VRCIvIA could be impacted. Various economic forces such as a change of
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ownership changc, business closure, or bankruptcy could result in the loss of transit selaice,

thereby rendering the VRCI\4A out of conformane,e with the Regional Plan.

To summarizc the location of thc \lRClvIA in relation to transit:

o The VRCIVIA is located in the lowest priority area for tho provision of publio serviccs,

including tarsit service.

o The RTC does not have revenues available to cxpand tansit service to the VRCIvIA or

any location in the Spanish Springs valley based on the adopted 2035 Regional

Transportation PIan.

o If attached housing is conskuctod in the \IRCMA, the project developer will be

responsible for providing privatc transit service for twenty years or more.

o The long-term viability of privatc transit service to the VRCI{A could be impacted by a

variety of factors such as potential rcmoval by the Washoe County Director of
Community Scrvices, change of owncrship, businoss closure, or banlruptcy. Any ofthese

aotions could result in the loss of transit service, th*eby rendering the VRCMA out of
conformance with the Regional Plan.

Policy 4.1.3. (2) Compatibilify of the proposed plan with goals and policies regarding

devolopm ent constraints

The parcet for which the VRCIvIA is proposed is not considered development conshained per the

Rcgional Plan. However, the southem portion of the amendment site is located in the 100-year

floodptain. Washoe County's Conservation Element resticts devetopment in floodplains that

would consfrict or otherwise result in higher floodwater levels or peak flows, or impact

floodplain functions and specific measures to mitigatc thc impact of any future development in

relation to flooding would be ad&essed during the development review process at the time that

there is a specific development proposal for the smendment site.

A regional utility corridor containing a 120kV tansmission is located south of the amendment

site. For lines of 120 kV, tho National Eleotic Safety Code $.{ESC) specifics an easement of
approximately 15 fcet and the Regional Plan rcquires an additional setback of l0 feet from the

easement" As the transmission line is approximately ?0 feet away from the southem boundary of

thc amendment site, there are no conflicts with Regional Plan policies regarding utility corridors.

Pollcy 1.1.3. (3) Compatibility of the proposed plan with goals and policies regarding infill

development, housing, and jobs/housing balance

Conceming infill, the Regional PIan generally seeks to minimize sprawl and gives priority to

infitl development within Centers, TOD Corridors and infill areas designated in local

government master plans. Neither lands within tho Subr:rban Character Management Area that
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would be impacted by the proposed policy changes associatcd with ttrc amondment nor the site

for which the master plan land uso designation change is proposed aro located in a Center, TOD
Corridor or infill area as dcfined in the Washoe County Master Plan.

The Regional Plan further aims to promote ttre availability of needed housing units at price

ranges and rent level to allow households flexibility around housing location, type and density.

However, higher densrty development is directcd towards centers, hansit conidors and

designated infill areas. Specifically, the Regional Plan requires local govemment mastcr plans

include srategies to increase affordable and worldorcc housing opporhrnities- Washoe County's

adopted Housing Element (Polioy 3.4) states that the County will promote affordable and

worldorce housing in secondary transit-oriented development (IOD) corridors; however, no

secondary TOD corridors have yet been adoptcd by the County.

In regards to jobs/housing balance in the unincorporated TMSA, Goal 1.3 of the Regional Plan

aims to promote a development pattern in the unincorporatcd TMSA that includes a range of
residential dcnsities appropriato to the location and typified by medium density, while allowing
neighborhood or local scrving rctail uses, employment opportunities designed to reduoo trips,
enhance housing affordability and promote jobs-housing balance. This goal does not idontifr a
specific jobs-housing ratio that is appropriate for the unincorporatcd TMSA; rather, it simply
promotes a jobs-housing balancc. Additionally, for rcsidential development in the

unincorporated TMSA, Goal 1.3 is implemented through Policy 1.3.2, which limits detached

single-family development to 5 dr.r/ac and attached housing to locations that support aflordability
and ransit goals.

Planning literature regarding jobs-housing balance finds the recommended target ratio that

implies balance is between 1.4 and 1.6.7 However, there is no accepted geographic scale to

evaluate the spatial match or mismatch ofjobs and housing. Giventhis, the two-mile radius fiom
the VRCMA used by the UNR Center for Regional Studies to estimate futue jobs is utilized to

discuss jobs-housing balanoe in relation to thc proposcd amendment. Generally, using the two-
mile radius provides a look at jobs-housing balance on a neighborhood 'scale. Within the two-

mile radius of the VRCMA, the jobs-housing ratio was 0.38, whioh is below what is considered

balanceds.

When potential future jobs are considered within a two-mile radius of the VRCMA, the Spanish

Springs Multi-Family Housing A.nalysis prepared by the UNR Center for Regional Shrdies finds

1_Wcian tany.2003. Jobs-Houtng Balancc. APA Plaoning Advisory Scrvicc Report 516.
t lhclobs.housing ntio was calculated using dwclling unit information bascd on tho Washoc County Asscssor's

parccl databasc and cmployment information obtaincd &om Infogroup in 2013 indicatos that Srcro arc 3,904
dwolling units ard 1,480 cmployecs within a two-milc radius of the VRC1,[A-
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7,700 jobs could exist on lands with commercial and industrial zoning, and that these potential
jobs creatc a need for multi-family units (sco Figure 4 and Table 1 in Attachment 6).

To better understand jobs-housing balance within the two-mile radius of the VRCN/[A, TMRPA
also analped futre jobs in this geosaphy. However, TMRPA utilized methods and

assumptions different from those used by UNR and found that approximately 4,002 jobs could

oxist on vacant commeroial and industrial lands. This amount of job gorvth is little over half
that estimated by UNR QJTAjobs). A complerc review of these methods and assumptions in

relation to thoso utilizcd by UNR are discussed in Attachmcnt 8. Importantly, neither analysis

estimating future jobs desctibes when these jobs could be realized, thus new jobs in the two-mile

radius could occur in the next five years or twenty years from now.

Taking anothcr look at jobs-housing balance within the two-mile radius of the 1/RC},{A, if no

new additionat dwelling units are oonskucted and 4,002 jobs are addedto the 1,480 existing jobs,

then the jobs-housing ratio would be 1.4. This jobs-housing ratio is considered balanced.

However, it should be norcd that vacant lands with a Suburban Residential master plan land usc

are located within the two-mile radius of the VRCIvIA and these vacant lands could support

additional residential dovelopment in the future.

Policy 4.I.3. (4) Compatibility of the proposed plau with existing and planned public

senlce area!,, policies, and priorities; availability, timing and phasing of infrastructure;
and liscal analysis of service provision

In rcgards to publio scrvioes and infrasEuctnre provision, the Regional Plan requires local

goverrunent master plans ensure that necessary public facilities and services to support new

development aro or will bc available and adequate at the time the impacts of development occur

based on adopted lovels of ssrvice (i.e., concunency). Specifically, Regional Plan Policy 3.5.3

outlines the conourrency process to be used by local governments for development applications

requesting inrcnsification and linla the development review process to the adoption of public

facilities plans. Based on the list of scheduled additions (sec Attachment 9) utilized in the

conformance review of the County's Master Plan (see TMRPA case number CR08-012),

concurency will be addressed in the County's updated Public Services and Facilities Element.

While this addition has not yet becn addressed in Washoe Count5r's Master Plarq information

contained in materials submifred with this conformance review request indicates that domestic

water service is anticipated to be provided by TMWA and sanitary sewer service would be

provided by Washoe County. Additionally, submitbd materials noto that both water and scwer

lines arc in proximity to the amondment sitc for which the \RCMA and Suburban Residential

land use is proposed.
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Policy 4.13. (5) Compatibiltty of the proposed plan with existing military installetions,
including their location, purpose and stated missiou

There are no cxisting military installations in the Spanish Springs planning area.

Policy 4.1.3. (O Cumulative and indirecteffects of the proposed plan
In relation to the goals and policies of the Regional Plan, Regional Planning staff has not

identified any cumulativc or indirect effects of thc proposed master plan amendment.

EVALUATION SI'MI\{ARY
In considering dre proposed amendmenf the RPC needs to consider the six factors listed in
Policy 4.1-3 and determine if the amendment promotes the goals and policies of the Regional

Plan. While the proposed amendmcnt must promote all goals and polioies of the Regional Plan,

conformancc with Policy 1.3.2 is espeoially relevant given the location of the \lRClvfA. The

following points regarding the location of the VRCIvIA in relation to affordability and tansit are

againprovided below:

To summarize the location of the VRCMA in relation to affordability:

o The Washoe County Housing Element directs the location of affordable and workforce

housing to areas other than Spanish Springs including secondary TOD corridons, mixed-

use diskicts, and medium or high density areas in the Sun Valley planning area.

r The UNR Center for Regional Studies affordabitity analysis indicates that the Spanish

Springs area (including parts of Sparks north of Diso Drivc and the unincorporated

Spanish Springs) has a fairly low amount of multi-family units compared to other arcas in

the region.

. Currently, there are approximately 3,462 multi-family units planned for in the Spanish

Springs area that have not yet been constucted in the planned unit developments

identified in Table 1.

o Attached housing would likely cost less to rent or purchase than purchasing a detached

single-family home.

o Neithcr the proposod amendment or any materials submitted with the request for

conformance review indicatos that multi-family units allowed in the \lRCNdA would be

pricod to provide affordablo and worKoroo housing opportunities.
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To summarize the losation ofthe VRCIvIA in relation to fransit:
. Thc VRCMA is locatrd in the lowest priority af,ea for the provision of public services,

including transit service.

o The RTC does not havc revenues available to expand tansit service to the VRCMA or

any location in the Spanish Springs valley based on tho adopted 2035 Regional

Transportation Plan.

. If attaohed housing is constucted in the \IRCMA, tlre projcct devclopu will be

responsible for providing privatc tansit servicc for twcnty ycars or more.

o The long-term viabilip of private hansit service to the VRCIvIA could be impactcd by a
variety of factors suoh as potential removal by the Washoe County Director of
Community Scrvices, chango of ownership, business olosure, or bankruptcy. Any of thcse

actions could result in the loss of tansit serice, thereby rendering the VRCN{A out of
conformance with the Regional Plan.

Considering these points, regional planning staff finds that the location of the VRClrdA that

would allow for attached housing per the proposed amendment does not support the affordability
and transit goals as set forth in the Regional Plan.

LEGAL REQI]IREMENTS

NRS 278.0282(7) requires ttrat any determination of conformance by the Regional Planning

Commission must be made by a vote of not less than two-thirds of the total membership of the

Commission. A voto of less than six members in favor of conformance constihrtes a denial.

Regional Planning Commission members voting against a motion of conformance should bo

prepared to speciff what parts of the proposal do not conform with the Regional Plan and why
(sec NRS 278.0282(l)).

RECOMMENDATION

Aftor reviewing the documentation that has been submitrcd by Washoe Countn Regional

Planning staffconcludcs ftat &e proposed Village at the Peak amendment to the Washoe County

master plan does not conform with thc goals and policies of the 2012 Regiona[ Plan.

It is therefore RECOMMENDED that the Regional Planning Commission make a determination

that the Village at the Peak amendment to the lVashoe County mast€r plan does not conform

with the goals and policies of ttrc 2012 Truckee Meadows Regional Plan, based on the following

findings:
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1. The Regional Planning Commission held a public hearing, considered the factors
listed in Policy 4.I.3 in its evaluation of the pmposed ame,ndmen! and finds that the
proposed amondment conflicts with and does not promote the goals and policies of
the Regional Plan; and,

2. Thc Washoe County master plan amendment is not consistcnt with conformance
policy 1.3.2 relating to densities within the unincorporafcd TMSA.

Proposed Motion
I move to find the Village at the Peak amendment to the Washoe County Master Plan does not
conform with the 20l2Truckeo Meadows Regional Plan, based on the findings listed in thc staff
report.

Please do uot hesitate to conact Kimberly H. Robinson or Sienna Reid at 7751321-8385 if you
have any questions or comments on this agenda item,

/sr

cc: Trevor Llqd, l{ashoe County Community Servtces Department

AttochmenS:

Allachmenl I: Proposed Clungcs to the Spanish Springs Areq plart

Atlachment 2: Regtonal Locatton Map
Attachment j : Neighborhood Map
Attachment 4: Conformance Review Evaluation Form
Audchrnent 5: 2012 ?ruckc Meadows Reglonal plan-Goals l.l & I-2
Attachment 6: Spotish Springs Mulli-Family tloustng Ana$sts prepared by the UNR Center for Regional Sadies
Attachopnt ?: lruual Operating Coslsfor Conceptual Netat Translt Scmice
AttachnentS: TldRPAAnalysis of ProjectedJobswlthtnaTwo.MiteFadius ofthe yRcMA

Attachment 9: Washoe Couttty Master Plan List of ScheduledAdditions as of Nowmber Il, 2012
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Washoe County Commission 
March 10, 2015 

Master Plan Amendment MPA12-001  

Village at the Peak 
Proposed Master Plan 
Amendment 
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 Whether or not to file an objection with the 
Regional Planning Commission and ask for a 
reconsideration; and 

 
 Whether or not to further appeal to the 

Regional Planning Governing Board if the RPC 
affirms its determination of non-
conformance. 

Direction from the County Commission 
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Regional Planning Commission 
  
 Regional Planning Commission (1/28/15) – Not in 

conformance with the Regional Plan 
 Proposed policy changes do not meet the 

requirements of Policy 1.3.2 of the Regional Plan 
 In regards to transit and affordability appropriate  for 

attached housing in the County’s  portion of the 
Truckee Meadows Service Area 
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Vicinity Map 
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  Proposed Master Plan Amendment 
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  Proposed Character Management Plan 
Amendment 
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Proposed Amendments 
 Amend the Character Statement 
 Amend the SS Area Plan Land Use Map 
 Amend the SS Character Management Area Map 
 Amend several policies of the SS Area Plan 
 Amend Table C-1 of the SS Area Plan 
 Amend the SS Area Plan; adopt new Appendix E 
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 The Character Statement will be amended to 

include a “new” character management area 
known as the Village Residential Character 
Management Area (VRCMA) and will include the 
following language: 
 
 

 
 

Amendment to Character Statement 
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 Within the boundary of the suburban core is the 

VRCMA. This is an area adjacent to a mix of uses 
including commercial, industrial and a specific plan, and 
near the HAWCO Business Park. This area will allow for 
higher density types of housing that may include single 
family and multifamily land uses with a maximum 
density of 9 dwelling units per acre. The intent of the 
VRCMA is to provide for a diversity of housing types and 
product to support the mixed use node in the immediate 
area that includes commercial, industrial, and 
employment uses in this focused area of the SSAP. 
 

 
 

Amendment to Character Statement 
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Proposed Policy Amendments 
 SS.1.1 The Spanish Springs Character Management Plan map (CMP) 

shall identify the Spanish Springs Suburban Character Management 
Area (SCMA), and the Spanish Springs Rural Character Management 
Area (RCMA), and the Village Residential Character Management 
Area (VRCMA). 

 
 SS1.2 The Policy Growth Level for the Spanish Springs Suburban 

Character Management Area combined with and the Village 
Residential Character Management Area is 1,500 new residential 
units of land use capacity in total for the two areas. 

 
 SS.1.3 The following Regulatory Zones are permitted within the 

Spanish Springs Suburban Character Management Area: High Density 
Suburban (HDS limited to the areas designated HDS prior to August 
17, 2004, with exception of the VRCMA which does allow HDS). 
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Proposed Policy Amendments – Cont. 
SS.1.5 The following Regulatory Zones are permitted within the Spanish Springs 
 Village Residential Character Management Area: 
 a. General Rural (GR – One unit per 40 acres). 
 b. Low Density Rural (LDR – One unit per 10 acres). 
 c. Public/Semi-Public Facilities (PSP). 
 d. Parks and Recreation (PR). 
 e. Open Space (OS). 
 f. Low Density Suburban (LDS)  
 g. Medium Density Suburban (MDS) 
 h. High Density Suburban (HDS) 
 
SS.4.1   With the exception of temporary infrastructure for construction projects, 

 Washoe County will require the underground placement of utility 
 distribution  infrastructure within the Suburban Character Management 
 Area and the Village  Residential Character Management Area. 
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Proposed Policy Amendments – Cont. 
SS.15.1 Whenever applicable, all development within the Spanish Springs Suburban 
 Character Management Area and the Village Residential Character Management 
 Area (VRCMA) will connect to a community water service. 
  
SS.16.1 Whenever applicable, all development within the Spanish Springs Suburban 
 Character Management Area and the Village Residential Character Management 
 Area (VRCMA) will connect to a community sewer service. 
  
SS.17.5 Except as modified by SS.17.5.1, for any amendment that proposes to expand the 
 Suburban Character Management Area or the Village Residential Character 
 Management Area into the Rural Character Management Area… 
 
SS.17.5.1 When the Truckee Meadows Regional Planning Governing Board has approved an 
 amendment to the Truckee Meadows Service Area (TMSA) regarding land that is 
 located partially or wholly in the Rural Character Management Area, and which 
 land is contiguous to the boundaries of the Suburban Character Management 
 Area or the Village Residential Character Management Area, that Suburban 
 Character Management Area or Village Residential Character Management 
 Area… 
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Proposed Policy Amendments – Cont. 
This image cannot currently be displayed.
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In support of MPA12-001 
 Increasing demand for more diverse housing options. 
 Will support the growing commercial and industrial opportunities in 

the area. 
 Multi-family opportunities would be limited to the subject property. 
 Proposed intensification does not exceed the policy growth level of 

1500 new residential units. 
 Potential traffic volumes will be reduced. 
 Compatibility and traffic issues will be mitigated. 
 Infrastructure is available or will be made available to accommodate 

the proposed use. 
 The amendment will support changed land uses that have occurred 

within the immediate vicinity that occurred within the past several 
years. 
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 Whether or not to file an objection with the 
Regional Planning Commission and ask for a 
reconsideration; and 
 Whether or not to further appeal to the 

Regional Planning Governing Board if the RPC 
affirms its determination of non-
conformance. 

Asking direction from the Board on: 
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  Village at the Peak 
 
 

Appeal Decision of Regional Planning 
Commission  

Re: 
 

Master Plan Amendment  
to the 

Washoe County  
Spanish Springs Area Plan  

 
 
         

 



Background  
 
◦ Amended and Resubmitted Village at the Peak MPA 

based on: 
 
 Neighborhood comments and concerns; 

 
 Comments and concerns from this Regional Planning 

Commission and Commissioners;   
 

 Numerous meetings with Washoe County and Regional 
Planning staffs to verify resubmittal complies with all 
applicable codes, goals and policies; and  

 
 Comments from all reviewing agencies (Fire Department, 

School District, TMRPA, City of Sparks, etc.) 

 
 

 
 

 



Result of Re-Submittal 
 

 Application satisfies ALL conditions from ALL 
reviewing agencies 
 

 Washoe County Staff recommended APPROVAL 
(previously recommended denial) 
 

 Washoe County Commission voted to APPROVE 
the MPA and re-submit to RPC 
 

 MPA satisfies ALL conformance factors in 
Regional Plan Policy 4.1.3 
 
 
 

 
 

 



RPC Comments and Actions 
 

 Spanish Springs Multi-Family Housing Analysis 
◦ Brian Bonnefant, UNR Center for Regional Studies 

◦ Eugenia Larmore, Ekay Economic Consultants, Inc.  

◦ Studied location, housing demand, job/housing balance, transit, 
affordability 

 
 Amended Application to Satisfy Policy 1.3.2 
◦ “In locations where attached housing types are appropriate to 

support affordability and transit goals, the Washoe County 
master plan shall designate such areas and determine densities 
on a case-by-case basis, subject to regional conformance 
review.” 



Policy 1.3.2 
 
“…determine densities on a case-by-case basis” 

 

 
 

 



Policy 1.3.2  
 “…support affordability goals…” 
◦ Subjective term “affordability” cited 3 times in RP with no definition 

◦ Regional Staff Report, “affordable” housing located in mixed use district.  

 

 
 

 



Policy 1.3.2 
 “…support AFFORDABILITY goals…” 

 
◦ $248,500 is median home price in Spanish Springs 
 
◦ $219,000 is median home price in Reno-Sparks 
 
◦ Only 2.8% of all multi-family units are located in Spanish 

Springs, although 12% of the Reno-Sparks population resides 
in Spanish Springs  
 

◦ Only 27% of Spanish Springs residents work in Spanish 
Springs, the remaining 73% commute to Spanish Springs 
 

◦ Regional Planning staff concludes, “it is likely that attached 
housing in Spanish Springs area would be MORE AFFORDABLE to 
rent or purchase than a traditional detached single-family home.” 
 



Policy 1.3.2 
 “…support TRANSIT goals…” 
◦ Public Transportation/ Transit Definition – “Transportation by a 

conveyance that provides regular and continuing general or special 
transportation to the public, but does not include school bus, charter, or 
intercity bus transportation or intercity passenger rail transportation.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Policy 1.3.2 
 “…support  TRANSIT goals…” 
 
◦ “Design Guidelines require transportation 

improvements including a bus pad easement and a 
TRANSIT PLAN that provides regular and continuing 
general or special transportation to multi-family facility 
for residents that is financed by the applicant and 
approved by the Washoe County Director of Community 
Development.”   
 

◦ This is a condition that must be satisfied and no 
different than “five foot sidewalks,” “streetscape 
requirements,” and “units cannot exceed 360.”  
 



Serious Flaws 
◦ Washoe County  

 
 UNR Study a result of weeks long exercise with engineer from 

the Desert Research Institute and used by TMWA and UNR 
research professors 

 
◦ TMRPA 

 
 Jobs-housing balance used in the staff report was calculated in 

King County, Washington (Seattle) with completely different 
housing (“tens of thousands of multi-family units”) and 
industry mix than 2 miles from Pyramid Hwy and Calle de la 
Plata  

 Staff report relies on out-of-state firm (Infogroup) with 
erroneous local estimates  

 

 
 



Serious Flaws 
 Vacancy rates are 4.4% in Spanish Springs and 0% for 

three census tracts adjacent to the project (TMRPA 
does not acknoweldge) 
 

 56% if all household earners have no or only one 
worker (TMRPA uses two-household earners) 
 

 An additional 7,700 jobs created within two miles of 
the analysis site upon buildout of the commercial and 
industrially zoned land and 8,100 jobs within northern 
Spanish Springs 

 
 Only 27% of Spanish Springs residents work in Spanish 

Springs, the remaining 73% commute to Spanish 
Springs (affordability) 
 
 

 
 
 



Violation of the Fair Housing Act 
 

 Governmental action has a “discriminatory effect” and 
has a “significantly adverse impact on minorities.” 
 

 Court found that zoning ordinance had “segregative 
effect” and “adverse impact on minorities” when 
limiting construction of multi-family housing. 
 

 In finding violation of the FHA, Court concluded 
actions had a discriminatory effect on minorities by 
maintaining dwelling unit limitations and in enacting a 
resolution banning apartments.  
 
 
 

 
 
 



Factual Information 
 

 No increase to 1,500 residential unit cap approved by 
Regional Planning Commission and Governing Board 
 

 UNR Study verifies affordability and transit data 
 
 Comments from all reviewing agencies (Fire 

Department, School District,  Public Works, TMRPA, 
City of Sparks, etc.) 
 

 100% municipal water from TMWA and Sewer 
Capacity according to Wood Rodgers Report 
 

 So why do Regional Plan policies prohibit multi-family?  
 
 
 
 

 
 

 














