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REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION (RTC) 

REGIONAL ROAD IMPACT FEE (RRIF) 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

 

Meeting Minutes 

Thursday, February 27, 2014 

 

Members Present: 

Amy Cummings, Regional Transportation Commission 

Art Sperber, City of Sparks Planning Commission 

Bill Gall, City of Reno Community Development 

Clara Lawson, Washoe County Public Works  

Jeff Hale, Regional Transportation Commission  

John Martini, City of Sparks Public Works 

Kraig Knudsen, Private Sector 

Paul Kelly, Washoe County Development Review 

Randy Walter, Private Sector  

Steve Bunnell, City of Reno Public Works  

Ted Erkan, Private Sector 

 

Members Absent: 

Doug Coffman, City of Reno Planning Commission  

Jim Rundle, City of Sparks Community Development 

Roger Edwards, Washoe County Planning Commission  

 

RTC Staff: 

Judy Althoff     Julie Masterpool    

Marchon Miller    Shawn Pearson (Woodburn & Wedge) 

Tom Taelour     Xuan Wang    
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Guests: 

Jeremy Smith     Michael Dillon 

Siena Reid 

 

The meeting was called to order at 2:09pm.   

 

Item 1: Approval of Agenda 

The agenda was approved unanimously.  

 

Item 2: Public Comment 

There was no response to the call for public comment. 

 

Item 3: Approval of the August 22, 2013 Meeting Minutes 

The August 22, 2013 Meeting Minutes were approved unanimously.   

 

Item 4: Travel Demand Model Update 

Christi Willison of Parsons Brinckerhoff was introduced by Jeff Hale to give a PowerPoint 

presentation (see Attachment A) on the RTC Travel Demand Model including the methods used in 

calibration and how the model can be used in development of the RRIF Program.   

 

Christi began the presentation by giving an overview of the Travel Demand Model that was 

prepared for RTC to be used in development of the RRIF Program.  The presentation highlighted 

the changes and differences from the previous model, showed calibration and validation results and 

how the model is being applied.   Christi explained the previous model looked at average trip rate 

per household.  The new model builds up those trips per household by looking at specific attributes 

of individuals within the household.  One of the attributes observed was individual vehicle 

ownership.  Another difference is the Destination Choice Model which provides better resolution 

and is more sensitive to variables versus the Distribution Model.  Another improvement of the new 

RTC Model is its use of the consensus socio-economic forecast developed by TMRPA using local 

household survey data obtained in the Reno study area, and validating against the 2010 observed 

volumes.  The 2005 Household Survey data was used in the calibration of the model.  
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Jeff Hale asked how big of an effort it is to update the model with the new survey information.  

Christy replied it is a significant effort, but having the mathematical models in place simplifies the 

process.   

 

Julie Masterpool showed a PowerPoint presentation (see Attachment B) on Using the RTC Regional 

Travel Model for the RRIF Program.  She said the new model is now being used to calculate trip 

lengths on regional roadways in the North and South Service Areas, excluding trips on the freeway.   

The presentation included a fee comparison between the existing impact fee program and the results 

from the new model calculations.  It was explained how the average trip length has changed, 

becoming more accurate with the aid of the new model.  This is mainly due to changes in growth 

predictions.  The older models were based on higher population and employment projections, in 

addition to anticipating new development growth spread throughout the region.  The newer 

TransCad model, using TMRPA’s population and employment model, places new growth using 

suitability factors by parcel.  This has resulted in a higher concentration of population and 

employment towards the urban centers.  More compact development will result in lower average 

trip lengths.   

 

Randy Walter commented that the changes to trip length and VMT in this cycle are fairly 

significant compared to the last 15 – 18 years the program has been in existence and there was very 

little change.  Julie replied that in previous versions, growth was anticipated further away from the 

center areas and with larger population and employment estimates, which would result in longer trip 

lengths. Christi added that the methodology for calculating trip length distance has been improved 

from the previous calculation in the CIP.   The original methodology only included work trips.  The 

new methodology includes all trips; this new calculation has contributed to a significant decrease in 

trip lengths.   

 

Julie stated that with the RRIF Program, we can use the new model to look at the 2025 build 

scenario for additional roadway needs.  The 2025 model contains the current projects in the RTP 

and can run a level of service analysis for 2025, which will aid in identifying any new capacity 

projects needed in the next 10 years.  Julie provided a handout titled Unidentified Congestion 

Projects (see Attachments C & D), which contained a list of projects to address possible areas of 
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congestion shown in the 2025 model.  Julie requested the group provide their comments on whether 

these roads should be considered for improvements.   The group discussed the list and questioned 

the need for the following: Double R Boulevard (Double Diamond to Maestro), S. Virginia Street 

(Center to Liberty), and Mt. Rose Hwy. (Timberlake to Joy Lake Road).  Julie stated these roads 

will get a closer review. 

 

Sienna Reid asked if Mt. Rose Hwy. was under NDOT jurisdiction.  Julie explained that impact fee 

money can be spent on all regional roads regardless of jurisdiction ownership.  In addition, impact 

fees can also be spent on ramps, but not freeways.  Julie mentioned that adding additional funds for 

capacity improvements at intersections and freeway ramps has also been proposed to the RRIF 

Administrators. The previous impact fee calculations included lump sum line items for intersection 

improvements. 

 

It was commented that the Los Altos Pkwy should be removed from the list until upgrades are made 

to Vista Boulevard at Baring Boulevard.  The Vista Boulevard at I-80 and Sparks Boulevard at I-80 

interchanges are a big deal and will be supported by the RRIF Administrators under the lump sum 

line items mentioned. 

 

Julie added that once the list of new projects had been vetted and cost estimates established, a new 

impact fee rate could be calculated.  She anticipated preliminary information would be presented at 

the next meeting in March.  She also requested the group submit additional comments or ideas on 

the list via email to her. 

 

Under Public Comment, RTC Staff was commended for their transparency with the process and 

explanations. 

 

Item 5: RRIF General Administrative Manual Review 

The group discussed the best process to review the draft RRIF GAM.  Ted Erkan stated he had 

concerns on the concept of the developer offset agreements; specifically he did not agree with 

impact fee waivers expiring or that they be subject to inflation.  He suggests that a waiver should be 

a simple document that is recorded against title of the property and provides dual notice that the 
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project is exempt from regional road impact fees.  He feels if you built something, you should get 

credit forever. John Martini expressed concern on how to address future changes in land use if 

offsets are not measured in dollars. 

 

The creation of a good discipline and practice taking into consideration what is really needed for the 

community before building was discussed.  This would include making tough decisions that may 

mean some areas will have to live with congestion so as to not fund projects that are beyond the 

agency’s capability of paying for them in the future. The importance of understanding the 

responsibility of not building beyond 10 years was also expressed.  

 

Another concern mentioned was the reimbursement for excess offset eligible costs. Ted added that 

real currency instead of credit certificates should be paid for land or improvements needed; this 

would create a discipline that would restrain from building roads before they are needed and avoid 

having excess infrastructure that’s not paid for.  Randy Walters questioned limiting reimbursements 

to 20% of the fees collected as proposed by TischlerBise.  Tom Taelour identified that all 

reimbursements would be handled through the RTC Program of Projects (POP). 

 

A motion was made and passed instructing RTC Staff to go back and re-address the following: 

project specific offsets (waivers) would not expire, combining offsets (waivers) and reimbursement 

into a single system, and how the agreement will address any future changes to properties that 

obtain waivers.  RTC Staff will review the requested information as noted in the motion and notify 

the members by email to review the red lined RRIF GAM document.  The committee will review 

the GAM at an extended RRIF TAC meeting in March.   

 

Item 6: RRIF Credit Expiration Dates 

Jeff introduced Shawn Pearson, attorney with Woodburn and Wedge, acting RTC counsel.  Shawn 

discussed the four potential options for extending the expiration date of RRIF Credits.  It has been 

determined that RRIF Credits under the existing system can be extended. The first option involves 

universally extending the expiration dates for all RRIF existing credits by five years.  The second 

option involves a credit exchange.  For a limited time only, credit holders would have the ability to 

exchange (i.e., 2 for 1) existing RRIF credits for new RRIF credits with a longer expiration date.  
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Only credit holders who respond to RTC’s notification of the exchange would be eligible for the 

program.  The third option would offer credit holders for a limited time only the ability to convert 

existing credits from a VMT based credit to dollar based value with a longer expiration date.  The 

fourth option would be to do nothing at this time; essentially defer the credit extension until the new 

RRIF Program is in place.  At that time, you could evaluate the process and decide whether to adopt 

an extension.  Adjusting the credit expiration will require a GAM amendment.  Taking action on 

this now would be of great benefit because we can piggyback on the existing GAM amendment 

process that’s already underway. 

 

The committee discussed the various potential options presented.  Shawn stated there are potential 

benefits to making a voluntary system where credit holders request to exchange existing credits for 

longer credits.  Those who don’t opt in will have credits that will expire under the old system, 

which will shrink the pool of outstanding credits, including any old credit books that may be lost.  

 

John Martini made a motion to accept Option 4 and the motion was seconded.  The group discussed 

the motion and did not support it as it was presented.  John amended his motion to be based on 

Option 4 with whatever mechanism required to extend credits expiration dates forever and be 

included in this current GAM revision.  The motion was seconded and was not accepted as 

presented.  John withdrew his motion and submitted a new motion.  He would like for RTC Legal 

Staff to write the section to be included in the GAM to extend credits for review by the committee 

and extend them forever.  The motion was seconded.  The motion was voted against. 

 

Clara proposed a motion that the committee discuss the credit extension option as part of the excess 

offset and reimbursement revisions during the GAM review process they are now involved with.  

The group did not support the motion as it was presented.  Clara rephrased her motion to propose a 

credit extension be included in the current GAM review now taking place.  The motion was 

seconded, and voted against.   

 

The group agreed to table the decision on the RRIF Credit Expiration Dates until the next meeting 

to give RTC Counsel the opportunity to approach the local jurisdictions’ legal counsel and provide 
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an opinion on the legality of any credit extension program and the mechanism used to implement 

such a program.   

 

Item 7: RTC-5 Bonded Projects 

Julie distributed a handout summarizing the bond funds spent on a project by project basis.  The 

summary provided detail on expenditures for the first three bonds ($250 million).  Some funds were 

spent on projects identified in the RTC-5 information.  The funds for projects that were delayed due 

to sewer and/or utility work were shifted to other pavement preservation projects.  The next bond 

for $165 million will be used to complete Plumb Lane, SE McCarran Widening, and SouthEast 

Connector. 

 

Item 8: Public Comment 

There was no response to the call for public comment. 

 

Item 9: Member Items 

 The next RRIF TAC meeting is scheduled for Thursday, March 27, 2014 at 1:00 pm in the 

RTC Engineering Conference Room located at 1105 Terminal Way, Suite 108. 

 Julie will focus on section 10 of the GAM and will send out the document in MS Word for 

the members review. 

 

Item 10:  Adjournment 

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 4:20pm. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Yeni Russo 
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