6.

Gardnerville Town Board

AGENDA ACTION SHEET

For Possible Action: Discussion and direction to town manager concerning
Douglas County Master Plan, including various proposed changes and additions
to elements relevant to the Town of Gardnerville currently being considered by
the county; with public comment prior to board action.

Recommended Motion: Based on board discussion.

Funds Available: L Yes ¥ N/A

Department: Administration

Prepared by: Tom Dallaire
Meeting Date: January 2, 2018 Time Requested: 20 minutes
Agenda: | Consent ¥ Administrative

Background Information: In last month’s packet, town staff provided the town board with
the elements of the Master Plan that would be applicable to the town. Staff has asked that
board members provide some feedback prior to the board meeting so we can highlight the
issues of the plan. This version has my review of the Master Plan and | hope there are other
comments or concerns that we can bring up with county staff and recommend changes. This
is the opportunity to provide direction to staff to request modification to the Master Plan.

This version of the Master Plan is the latest provided by the County Staff.

7. Other Agency Review of Action: | Douglas County ¥ N/A
8. Board Action:

L Approved L Approved with Modifications

" Denied L Continued

Agenda Item #8






























While the number of renter households has been increasing since 2010, the multi-family housing stock
has remained almost unchanged since 2010. The 6,044 renter households in Douglas County must rely
on duplexes, triplexes, and single-family attached and detached dwellings (including manufactured
homes) since there are only 1,497 multi-family dwelling units in Douglas County (See Table 1).
Moreover, between 2010 and 2016, only 1 duplex has been permitted and only 55 multi-family units have
been constructed {including 30 units for Parkway Vista Senior Apartments in Gardnerville), which has not
kept up with the demand for these types of housing units.

Table 5

Household Tenure in Douglas County, 2010 Census and 2015 ACS
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2010 | 23671 | 19,638 83.0% 1405 | 71.8% | 5533 28.2%
2014 | 23677 | 19765 | 83.6% . 14,050 | 711% | 5715 289%
2015 23,710 [ 19,779 83.4% | 13735 | 694% | 6044 306%
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EVICTIONS AND FORECLOGURES

in Nevada, landlords can evict tenants based on the Five-Day Late Payment regutation (NRS 40.2512) or
the 30-day “No Cause” regulation. As shown in Table 8, the East Fork Justice Court served 861 renters
with eviction notices during 2015 and 2016. Of this total, only 6 notices were successfully contested by
the tenants.

Table 8
Evictions in East Fork Township, 2015 and 2015
Year Evictions Served
2015 473
2016 388
Total 861

There were 62 homes in the foreciosure process in Douglas County as of November 2017 (Zilow). The
homes are located in all areas of the County. By comparison, there were 58 home foreclosures in
Carson City, 38 foreclosures in Churchill County, and 98 foreclosures in Lyon County.

VACATION HOME RENTALS

Douglas Gounty adopted a Vacation Home Rental (VHR) Ordinance in 2005 (Chapler 5.40). The
ordinance only applies to properties located in the Tahoe Township (See Map 1). As of October 2018,
there are 407 registered VHRs in the Tahoe Township. Although VHRSs are prohibited in the Carson
Valley (East Fork Township), review of VHR web sites indicates there are several VHR's operating in the
Carson Valley. Douglas County is now considering amendments fo the existing ordinance which may
include stricter requlations as well as expansion of the VHR ordinance to the East Fork Township. Maps
2-4 depict the location of VHRs in the north, central, and southern portions of the Tahoe Basin in Douglas
County.










































The lack of affordable housing in Douglas County makes it difficult to recruit new public and private sector
employees. As aresull, the lack of affordable housing impacts economic development strategies. During
stakeholder interviews, a repeated comment was the difficulty of recruiting new emplayees due fo the lack
of affordable housing in Douglas County.

The survey at the September 2016 Critical Issues Conference Douglas Business Group also reinforced
this problem. When the participants were asked if there was sufficient hausing stock to serve their
employees, the response was 87 percent “No” and 13 percent “Yes” (based on 76 responses). When
asked what the County could do to help, the responses were:

1) More single family residential (8 responses, or 11 percent)

2) More Multifamily (apartments and condos) (17 responses, or 24 percent)
3) Create live/work environments (2 responses, or 3 percent)

4) Ali of the above (43 responses, or 61 percent)

The lack of affordable housing also means that many employees in Douglas County need fo commute to
Douglas County for work, thereby adding to traffic congestion an County, state, and federal roads.

IMPROVING COUNTY DENSITY BONUS AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING AGREEMENT
ORDINANCE

Douglas County adopted the Density Bonus and Affordable Housing Agreement Ordinance in 1996
(Chapter 20.440). Prior to 2001, the ordinance allowed affordable housing developers to request a
density bonus of up to 25 percent where either: a) up to 20 percent of the units are affordable to
househelds earning between 51 and 80 percent of the County’s median income {(currently $39,350 ta
$56,150; or b) at least 15 percent of the units are affordable to households earning up to 50.9 percent of
the median income (currently under $39,350). In 2001, the County amended the density bonus ordinance
to also allow a density banus if at least 20 percent of the units are owner-occupied single-family
residences for households with incomes up to 110 percent of median income. The density bonus
ordinance requires developers to record a deed restriction maintaining affordability for 30 years for rental
housing or 15 years for for-sale housing.

The only development cantaining affordable owner-occupied housing is Arbor Gardens. The 160 unit
development includes 78 deed restricted units, most of which were purchased between 2003 and 2006,
The Affordable Housing Agreement for Arbor Gardens requires the developer to restrict the sale of these
homes to households with incomes at 110 percent or less of the County median income. The Fiscal Year
2016 Median Income in Douglas County for a family of four was $69,400. Applying the 110 percent
income qualification would mean that a family of four could have a household income as high as $76,340.

The 15-year deed restrictions for the affordabie units at Arbor Gardens will begin to expire in 2018.
Although-Douglas County Community Development communicates with realtors who represent potential
buyers of deed restricted units {to ensure the potential buyer meets the income resirictions), it has been
noted that some of the deed restricted units have either been rented or else sold to buyers who are not
income qualified. In 2012, the Community Development Department identified at least 17 deed restricted
units that were sold without approval of the buyer by the County. In other words, these sales may have
violated the deed restrictions and provided a windfall to the previous owner.

The Density Bonus Pragram was last used in 2007 for the Summit Crest Apartments on Mica Drive in
Indians Hills GID.

HOUSING ELEMENT 141  SECOND DRAFT



The County could increase the supply of affordable housing by requiring developers of large subdivisions
to provide 20 or 15 percent of the units as affordable housing. Arbor Gardens provides a good example
of how this can work. There are several recommended changes to the County's Density Bonus
Ordinance:

1) Remove the 2001 Amendment which raised the income limit to 110 percent of median income for the
deed restricted units in the Arbor Gardens subdivision.

2) Remave the reference to special needs populations in the current ordinance. None of the affordable
housing agreements target special needs populations.

3) Remove the “adverse impact” language in the current ordinance. This is a broad term that raises
possible fair housing concerns.

4} Make the Density Bonus Agreement mandatory for all residential developments (owner and renter-
occupied units} with more than 50 dwelling units. For example, a proposed subdivision with 160 units
would be given a density bonus in return for the provision of affordable housing units.

INCREASING HOUSING DIVERSITY IN DOUGLAS COUNTY

The housing stock In Douglas County continues to contain more than 70 percent single-family detached
units. To encourage more housing diversity as well as more affordable owner and renter-occupied
residential development, the County could pursue the following options:

1} Remove the requirement that multi-family residential development obtain Multi-Family Residential
land use designation for MFR (Multi-Family Residential) zoning and permit MFR zoning as a
permitted zoning district within the Commercial land use category.

2) Lower the percentage of commercial usage required in MUC zoning districts.

VISITABILITY FOR NEW SINGLE FAMILY DETACHED AND ATTACHED HOMES,

The only dwelling units which are required to be accessible under the American with Disabilities Act
(ADA) are multi-family developments with more than 4 units. Otherwise, single-family and single-family
attached dwellings are not required to be accessible to persons with physical disabilities. To create
housing that is more sustainable for current and future residents, Douglas County could reguire all new
single family detached and attached dwellings to meet visitability standards. This would include one at-
grade entrance, wider hallways an the first floor, and one accessible bathroom on the first floor of the
dwelling. Requiring visitability standards now will avoid the need for homeowners to install ramps and
accessibility modifications in their homes, which are often expensive. Visitability presents an opportunity
for residents to age in place.

NEHA VOUCHERS IN DOUGLAS COUNTY

At the current time, NRHA provides vouchers to 290 households in Douglas County. The vouchers are
used throughout the County and are not currently used in any of the subsidized affordable housing
developments. Many landlords and apartment complexes do not accept Housing Choice Vouchers,
however, which can mean that the supply of housing available for voucher holders is restricted. The
County may want to explore incentives for landlords fo accept vouchers.










































































































































































































































































































