DRAFT MEETING MINUTES FROM FEBRUARY 7, 2024

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

5.2 Staff Report (For Possible Action - Recommendation to City Council): Case No.
TXT24-00001 (Title 18 — Affordable Housing Initiatives) — A request has been made to
amend Reno Municipal Code Title 18, ““Annexation and Land Development,” specifically in
Chapter 18.03 “Use Regulations” Section 18.03.206 “Table of Allowed Uses,” Section
18.03.302 “Residential Uses,” Chapter 18.04 “Development Standards, Section 18.04.905
“Additional Standards for Multi-Family District,” Section 18.04.1503 “Incentives for
Affordable Housing,” and Section 18.04.1504” Density Bonus Incentives for Small Unit Sizes,”
in order to expand which zoning districts duplex, triplex and fourplex units are allowed, expand
which zoning districts live/work, multi-family and single-family attached uses are allowed,
amend use standards for residential uses, amend triggers for entitlements for residential uses
with less than 100 units, relocate the standards for density bonuses in multi-family districts to a
different section of the zoning code, add exemptions from entitlement review for affordable
housing projects, add expedited building permit processes for affordable housing projects,
modify the density bonuses for affordable housing projects, and to increase the density bonuses
for small unit sizes; together with matters which pertain to or are necessarily connected
therewith. [Ward City-Wide]

Angela Fuss, Assistant Director of Development Services, gave a presentation of the staff report.
The presentation included information on the proposed changes to Title 18 specific to housing
initiatives including revisions to density bonus calculations.

Disclosures: reviewed staff report and letters received, attended stakeholder meeting, spoke
with a stakeholder

Public Comment:

Correspondence received was forwarded to the Planning Commission and entered into the
record.

Donna Keats (via zoom) expressed concerns regarding the proposed changes. She asked the
Planning Commission to consider the wisdom of some of the proposed changes, particularly
the ones that cut out the very low income people as a specific bonus group and make it into
bigger categories.
Questions:
Ms. Fuss explained for Commissioner Velto why there are no bonuses included for setback and
building height changes. One of the challenges in this process with our stakeholders is how to
preserve the integrity of existing neighborhoods. We are trying to find a balance to make
things more affordable without a drastic negative impact on an existing neighborhood.



Commissioner Velto and Ms. Fuss discussed potential options to allow for one additional story, if
affordability requirements are met.

Ms. Fuss answered questions from Commissioner Villanueva and explained the 60% AMI
requirement and entitlement triggers.

Ms. Fuss explained for Commissioner Velto why the conditional use permit requirement was
included for duplex, triplex and fourplex units.

Ms. Fuss answered questions from Commissioner Rohrmeier regarding parking requirements
for affordable housing. There are regulations in the zoning code that allow for reduced parking
with affordable housing. We are extremely flexible with affordable housing projects and we
administratively have flexibility built into code that allows them to reduce parking to something
that matches their needs.

Ms. Fuss explained for Commissioner Rohrmeier that reviewing neighborhood plans to look for ways
to make affordable housing possible and support infill is on their list of things to do this year. She
also discussed ways they are looking into encouraging ownership options for affordable housing.
With regard to the letter from the school district, Ms. Fuss explained that Public Facility zoning was
never intended for multifamily and there would be unintended consequences if that were allowed,
such as allowing multifamily in industrial or open space areas. Public Facility zoning is intended for
uses such as fire stations, police stations, court houses, libraries, etc.

Ms. Fuss answered questions from Commissioner Villanueva regarding some of the proposed
changes and explained zoning district setback requirements.

Ms. Fuss answered questions from Commissioner Velto regarding reducing the setback
requirement for affordable housing. She explained that flexibility with building height would be
more needed by developers than reducing setback requirements.

Ms. Fuss confirmed for Chair Drakulich that eliminating single-family zoning was not discussed
as something the City wants to initiate.

(Recess at 8:19 p.m. Meeting resumed at 8:27 p.m.)
Discussion:

Commissioner Velto stated this is a good opportunity to make a difference in the zoning code
and increase affordable housing. He expressed support for two amendments to the code in
addition to what is proposed by staff. The first would be to add an entitlement for height
deviation by-right for two additional stories if the project meets the affordable housing
requirement. The second would be to allow by-right duplexes, triplexes and fourplexes in SF3,



SF5, SF8 and SF11 zoning districts. He expressed concern with the proposed language that
requires a conditional use permit.

Chair Drakulich stated he likes Commissioner Velto’s suggestion but thinks the part about SF3,
SF5, SF8 and SF11 may deserve a little more public awareness and discussion. He asked staff
where this goes next and how the public will know about it.

Ms. Fuss explained this is a recommendation to City Council so the next step would be a first
reading and then a second reading at City Council. The goal here is to get something that Council
will support, which means the community has to support it.

Commissioner Velto stated he would rather ask for too much from Council and have them make
changes than ask for too little and have Council still make changes.

Chair Drakulich stated he is willing to support the proposed additions as long as it is going to
Council and has public discussion.

Commissioner Villanueva expressed support for the amendments as presented by staff. Staff
spent a lot of time on this and held three stakeholder meetings. She expressed concern that the
additional changes suggested could be too much too soon and could potentially cause issues
with some of the aesthetic nature that comes with living in the City of Reno.

Commissioner Rohrmeier expressed support for Commissioner Velto’s suggested amendments.
She would even support going much farther. It is time to recognize that the City of Reno is a
desirable city. People are moving here and the housing supply is too few and too expensive.
We need to do everything we can to address this issue. She would entertain allowing MF45
zoning, zero parking requirements for affordable housing, and no requirements for major or
minor deviations for setbacks for affordable housing projects. There are a lot of little things in
code that could achieve quite a lot that density bonuses strive for but can’t actually implement.

Commissioner Becerra expressed support for his fellow commissioner’s comments and for the
suggested additional changes. He supports the idea of putting something forward to City
Council that could make drastic changes sooner. If Council feels more reserved about it, they
can scale it back.

Commissioner Armstrong stated that what staff has proposed is very much in alignment with
what he has heard and understands about development. The proposed changes will make it a lot
easier for these projects to pencil and make them more attractive so we see more of them. He
also expressed support for the additional changes suggested by Commissioner Velto. He would
rather provide City Council with something as robust as they can within reason and they can
make those changes with the public process and input during their two readings.



Commissioner Munoz stated this is something he can see having a huge impact in Ward 4 and
having less of an impact in south Reno and Verdi, so he is hesitant to add anything extra. He
stated that he has always pushed development away from housing up in that area right now
because the amenities and infrastructure is not suitable and sustainable for this yet. Anything
that makes affordable housing come in a lot quicker is not a good option for the North Valleys
right now. What staff has proposed is what fits right now. The additional changes suggested
by Commissioner Velto would be good for most of the city but not for Ward 4. He would
support the original changes as presented by staff but not the additional changes discussed.

Commissioner Velto explained that he hopes by encouraging these changes and making it more
affordable to develop, developers might be more interested in developing in the inner core of
Reno. He also expressed support for Commissioner Rohrmeier’s comments and wants to push
the needle as far as possible, if it is palatable with the Planning Commission. He asked
Commissioner Rohrmeier to further explain some of the things she mentioned.

Commissioner Rohrmeier stated she understands we have a spectrum of ideas and opinions here
based on our own experiences and she respects that as part of the process. Some of the specific
items we are trying to address really target just few areas in the urban core and that is Wells
Avenue Neighborhood and West University Neighborhood. Because they have such strict
neighborhood and character plans they restrict the ability to build. Even with an incredible
density bonus second and third stories have to be pushed back so they have added setbacks which
makes the amount of building footprint on those stories very small. Another thing to consider is
parking. Itis not realistic for every developer to be able to afford subterranean parking garages
so parking becomes a surface nightmare and eats up a lot of land. Two additional amendments
to consider are to maximize the air space and maximize the ground space by getting rid of
parking requirements increasing the ability to build out a lot. By getting rid of parking
requirements and minor and major deviations around stepbacks in those multifamily
developments you are allowing for code to be varied without having to go through the variance
process.

Commissioner Velto asked for feedback from the rest of the commission on a proposed
amendment to remove minor and major deviation setback requirements on affordable
housing developments and to remove parking requirements on affordable housing projects.

Commissioner Beccera expressed support for the suggested amendment. To address
Commissioner Munoz’s concerns he suggested including in the amendment that it runs as a
pilot for six months to a year and only within a certain corridor to gauge how things go before
opening the floodgates.

Commissioner Villanueva stated she generally agrees with Commissioners Velto and
Rohrmeier and supports their suggestions. Her concern is doing too much too quickly. She
expressed support for Commissioner Beccera’s suggestion to limit it to a certain area.



Commissioner Munoz stated that if it is a possibility to limit it to a specific corridor or area for
a test to see how it goes after six months or a year, he would be in support of that.

Ms. Fuss explained that nothing will be built in six months or even a year. It will probably be three
to four years before we see something built with these new standards. She would not recommend
including language related to a trial period in the amendments.

Commissioner Velto explained his concern with Commissioner Becerra’s suggestion to apply
the additional amendments in only a certain area initially. There is already a finite amount of land
in Reno and we are too late to do a test case. If we draw geographic boundaries that excludes
land that can be developed, we are handicapping our ability to maximize the benefits of
providing for affordable housing.

After further discussion on the pros and cons of limiting the additional amendments to apply only
to certain areas, Chair Drakulich stated he would like to entertain a motion including all of the
additional amendments discussed first. If that does not pass, he would entertain a motion
including just the two additional amendments suggested by Commissioner Velto. If that also
does not pass, he would entertain a motion to approve the original amendments as presented by
staff.

Discussion on the motion:

Chair Drakulich stated he will support this because it will go to City Council with public
discussion.

Commissioner Becerrastated he will likely be in support of the motion and asked if staff will present
to City Council the various options we discussed.

Ms. Fuss confirmed they will and stated the Planning Commission meeting minutes will also be
included for City Council to review.

Mes. Fuss confirmed for Commissioner Velto that staff can highlight for Council the concerns discussed
by Commissioners Munoz and Becerra.

It was moved by Alex Velto, seconded by Harris Armstrong, to recommend that
City Council approve the text amendment by ordinance, including the revisions to
density bonus calculations as proposed by staff, with four additional amendments.
First, an amendment to add an entitlement for a height deviation by-right allowing
a project to build two additional stories to a building if the project complies with the
affordability requirements. Second, an amendment to allow by-right duplexes, triplexes,
and fourplexes in SF3, SF5, SF8 and SF11. Third, an amendment to remove minor and
major deviation setback requirements on affordable housing developments.



Fourth, an amendment to remove parking requirements for affordable housing projects.
Motion Pass.

RESULT: Approved [5 TO 2] MOVER: Alex Velto, Commissioner
SECONDER: Harris Armstrong, Vice Chair
AYES: Drakulich, Armstrong, Becerra, Rohrmeier, Velto
NAYS: Arthur Munoz, Silvia Villanueva
ABSENT: ABSTAIN:
RECUSED:





