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Sierra Reflections
Appeal of Final Map Submission

Presented by

Lewis Roca Rothgerber Christie LLP
on behalf of World Properties, Inc. (Applicant)

OCTOBER 25, 2022 – WASHOE COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
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BACKGROUND ON PROJECT

Residential Development near Pleasant Valley

 Project site: ±760 acres of undeveloped land.

 Previous zoning was for a resort 
hotel/tourist commercial but to avoid 
possible annexation the property was 
“down-zoned” to residential. 

 Tentative Map approved in April 2006.

 Proposed subdivision of 791 single family 
homes and 147 townhomes.

 Project will consist of multiple stages of 
development.

 Project delayed over course of years due to 
numerous issues, including of Washoe County 
construction on sewer line “Reach 3”. 
(Developer would be responsible for next 
“Reach 4”)
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PROPERTY ORIGINALLY “DOWNZONED” TO LESS INTENSE RESIDENTIAL 
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SANITARY SEWER INTERCEPTOR 
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PUBLIC OUTREACH/COMMUNITY SUPPORT 
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT EXTENDED TIME TO FILE FINAL MAPS

• To ensure necessary and required 
infrastructure would be in place to serve 
the project, a series of Development 
Agreements were adopted to extend the 
time to file final maps, among other 
things.

• Most recent approved Development 
Agreement was adopted pursuant to 
Ordinance 1649 by the Board of County 
Commissioners (BCC).

• Recently, BCC declined to allow further 
extension of Development Agreement.

• No extension needed  Final deadline 
to submit or file the first final map with 
the County was June 14, 2022.
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SUBMISSION TIMELINE

December 
2021 & 

February 2022

• Applicant meets with Community Development staff to commence final map 
process. 

• Staff represents necessary sewer line reaches are nearing start of 
construction so project can move forward.

• Applicant works with staff to design final maps compliant with Health District 
regulations.

Winter/Spring 
2022

February 2022

• Applicant presents conceptual final map to County staff – an initial 
final map of 1-acre lots that could initially operate with septic until 
connections to public sewer are made available. Staff indicates 
septic could not be permitted without separate parcel map process. 

• Staff indicates it was well underway with planning and engineering 
for project, having conducted major water studies, design of Reach 
3, and more.
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SUBMISSION TIMELINE

Spring 
2022

• Applicant revises first final map based on staff comments.
• Applicant seeks another extension of the Development Agreement based on 

information from staff on delays to Reach 3 and prior proposal rendered 
unworkable without new parcel map

April 
2022

May 
2022       

• On May 25, 2022, Applicant files first final maps meeting all 
requirements identified by staff.

• On May 31, 2022, County staff denies the first final map 
submission. Staff states that filing was untimely, does not contain 5 
lots, and opines there are other (unspecified) issues.
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STAFF REJECTION OF FINAL MAPS WAS IMPROPER; SHOULD BE REVERSED

• On May 31, 2022, staff rejected the first final map submission, citing 
“timing” and “substantive” issues.

• With respect to timing, in spite of clear statutory and development 
agreement language and Ordinance adopting the operative 
Development Agreement, and the Development Agreement itself, staff 
stated that the June 14, 2022 date agreed upon by the County and 
Applicant was actually the deadline to record rather than to submit.

• On substance, staff stated that even though the submitted first final 
maps contained more than enough mapped parcels, the parcels could 
not be considered “lots”.

• Staff also indicated there were infrastructure requirements not met –
without indicating what specific requirements were allegedly not met.

• Respectfully, staff is incorrect on each issue and reversal is proper; 
however, we also strongly believe there is reasonable compromise 
that will be discussed at the end of the presentation.  
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FIRST FINAL MAP WAS TIMELY SUBMITTED

State law generally provides 
timeframes upon which final maps 
must be presented to the 
municipality.

Development Agreements may be 
used to extend the time in which to 
present the map. 

Requirement to “present” the final 
map indicates an applicant must 
“submit” the final maps before any 
deadline.

Plain meaning should be given to 
words in statute. McKay v. Ed. of 
Sup'rs of Carson City, l 02 Nev. 
644,10 648, 730 P.2d 438,441 (1986).
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FIRST FINAL MAP WAS TIMELY SUBMITTED

Ordinance adopting operative 
Development Agreement states plain 
the deadline of June 14, 2022 is for 
filing, not for recording, the first final 
maps.

Title of Ordinance 1649 states “[t]his 
agreement extends the deadline for 
filing the next in a series of final 
maps from June 14, 2020 to June 14, 
2022.

Recital E explains BCC intent to 
extend deadline for filing a final map 
to June 14, 2022.
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FIRST FINAL MAP WAS TIMELY SUBMITTED

Development Agreement uses 
language indicating the June 14, 2022 
deadline is related to filing.

Cites NRS 278.360(1) – state law 
setting a deadline to present final 
maps and uses language stating the 
Final Map has to be submitted before 
the deadline.

One provision conflicts with the rest of 
the Development Agreement, the 
Ordinance, and State Law:  
 Section 2.1.9 states recordation 

must occur by deadline.
Not the intent of the 

Development Agreement.
Only term not consistent with 

the remainder of agreement.



©2021 Lewis Roca Rothgerber Christie LLP   Strictly Confidential    lewisroca.com

WHAT HAPPENS WHEN A CONTRACT IS AMBIGUOUS? 
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FIRST FINAL MAP CONTAINS MORE THAN FIVE LOTS

Development Agreement requires the first final 
map to “include a minimum of five lots.” Sec. 
2.1.9.

State law defines a “lot” as "a distinct part or 
parcel of land which has been divided to 
transfer ownership or to build. The term does 
not include a parcel of land used or intended 
solely for use as a location for a water well.” 
NRS 278.0165.

Washoe County Code (“WCC”) defines a lot as 
“a distinct part or parcel of land divided with the 
intent to transfer ownership or for building 
purposes, which abuts upon a permanent 
means of access and is assigned a single 
parcel number by the Washoe County 
Assessor's Office.” WCC 110.902.14.

Therefore, the following are the only 
requirements for a parcel to be considered a “lot” 
are:

 Intent to transfer ownership: under both 
state law and WCC, a lot requires the 
parcel be intended to transfer ownership or 
be built upon.

 Abuts permanent access: WCC requires 
a lot to abut a permanent means of access.

 APN assigned: WCC also requires the 
assignment of an Assessor’s Parcel 
Number (“APN”)

 All requirements are met here.
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FIRST FINAL MAP CONTAINS MORE THAN FIVE LOTS
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FIRST FINAL MAP CONTAINS MORE THAN FIVE LOTS

The Applicant has proposed in its first final map 1 superpad
intended for further subdivision, 6 common open space lots, 
2 utility lots, and 1 road parcel.

Staff’s position has been that 9 of parcels proposed do not 
qualify as “lots” because the parcels are designated for 
“common open space”, “utility parcels” and “road parcel”.

The 6 common open space lots alone meets this 
requirement. 

All 6 parcels are offered to Washoe County, and therefore a 
transfer of ownership is contemplated. 

Each lot has access at the west end of St James Parkway.

Each common area follows the protected critical stream 
area along the future public trail system, as seen on pages 
3 through 6 of the submitted first final map.

Each lot will be assigned an APN.
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OTHER SUPPOSED DEFICIENCIES ARE NOT IDENTIFIED BY STAFF 

 In staff’s letter rejecting the first final map submission, staff states 
it “performed a preliminary review of the submittal” and then 
immediately admits that “this review should not be construed as a 
complete and final review.” 

 Staff goes on to state that “there are infrastructure requirements… 
and requirements within the tentative map conditions… that are 
not identified with plans.” 

 Staff did not indicate which, if any, requirements were not met, 
rendering it impossible for the Applicant to understand staff 
concerns.

 The Applicant submits that all requirements were intended to be 
met, and to the extent that any requirements were not met, the 
Applicant should have been permitted a chance to amend its 
timely submission to comply with any staff recommendations.
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SUMMARY

First final map was timely “presented” and “submitted” in accordance with State Law, the 
Development Agreement, and the Ordinance adopting the Development Agreement.

All substantive requirements for a first final map were met to provide five lots in accordance with 
the Development Agreement.

Staff’s statement that there are substantive issues without explaining what those substantive 
issues are, makes it impossible for the Applicant to revise.

To the extent any deficiencies existed in the first final maps, the Applicant should be permitted to 
revise its submission, given that the first final map was timely submitted.
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PROPOSED COMPROMISE 
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PROPOSED COMPROMISE
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OCTOBER 2022 FISCAL ANALYSIS (UPDATED) 

Add Condition #99 –

 $500 per unit fie assessment 
fee paid at time of certificate 
of occupancy  

 This will result in additional 
$469,000 for new fire station 
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REQUEST FOR STAFF MEETING AND/OR REVIEW OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Continue to reach out to staff requesting meetings, settlement conference and/or review of our proposal 
to satisfy 5 residential lots and/or staff’s request for additional information 

Staff looking to BCC for direction prior to reviewing our additional materials
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REQUESTED BCC ACTION 

 Public Outreach – June 14, 2022 deadline to “file” approved unanimously by CAB 

 Provide five (5) “residential” lots per staff request 

 Provide additional specific information or documentation requested staff 

 Agree to 120 days for staff review given current workload 

 Agree to new Conditions of Approval #97 (extend sanitary sewer infrastructure), #98 (construct reclaimed water line) and 
#99 ($500 per unit fire assessment fee). 

 Dismiss current litigation 
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REQUESTED BCC ACTION 

 We respectfully ask that you to allow staff to accept first final map that was 
filed/submitted/presented prior to the deadline, with the additional condition that NO FURTHER 
EXTENSIONS WILL BE REQUESTED OR APPROVED GOING FORWARD

 This will result in a “preferable fair and reasonable contract interpretation” versus “harsh 
and unreasonable contract interpretation”. 

 We commit to working with Washoe County staff and Truckee Meadows Fire District and 
continued community engagement as the project moves forward. 
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QUESTIONS? 
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