

AGENDA ITEM 3

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION (RTC)

REGIONAL ROAD IMPACT FEE (RRIF)
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Meeting Minutes
Thursday, August 27, 2020
Members Present:
Amy Cummings, Regional Transportation Commission

Brian Stewart, Regional Transportation Commission

Jim Rundle, City of Sparks 
John Krmpotic, Private Sector
Jon Ericson, City of Sparks 
Mike Mischel, City of Reno 
Mitchell Fink, Washoe County 

Randy Walter, Private Sector

Members Absent:
David Blaco, Sparks Planning Commission

Dwayne Smit, Washoe County

Ed Hawkins, Reno Planning Commission

Kraig Knudsen, Private Sector

Kurt Dietrich, City of Reno Public Works

Larry Chesney, Washoe County Planning Commission
Ted Erkan, Private Sector
Guests
Carl Savely
Claudia Hanson

Jeremy Smith
RTC Staff:

Adam Spear




Bill Thomas

Blaine Petersen



Dale Keller

Dan Doenges




Hannah Yue

Jelena Williams



Lee Anne Olivas



Stephanie Haddock



Xuan Wang


The meeting was called to order at 8:38am.  Roll call was taken to ensure there was a quorum.
Item 1: Approval of Agenda

The agenda was approved unanimously.  
Item 2: Public Comment
None
Item 3: Approval of the July 23, 2020 Meeting Minutes
The July 23, 2020 Meeting Minutes were approved unanimously.
Item 4: 7th Edition RRIF General Administrative Manual Overview Discussion Items
At the RRIF TAC meeting on July 23, 2020, the TAC directed RTC staff to tackle the list of potential changes and provide recommendations for possible action.  Staff reviewed the various issues and prepared recommendations for Item 1, Item 6, Item 7, and Item 8.  Based on the review, Dale Keller stated RTC staff recommends the following:

1. Redefine Service Areas / Benefit Districts – No Change.  RRIF fees are intended as a regional program to address the new trips on the regional road network. Redefining the Service Areas to inside/outside McCarran Boulevard would distribute the cost of the capacity improvements within the Service Area over a smaller number of new developments.  This could result in a single project causing a higher impact fee or no impact fee if no capacity projects are programmed within a smaller Service Area.  With the two current service areas and separate fees calculated per service area, the current structure’s approach balances the needs of capacity improvements.   

6. Impact Fee Rates – No Change.  Impact fee rates shall be assessed with the land use type in the fee scheduled adopted in the GAM at the time of impact fee payment.  Fees are to measure the impact of a development on the RRIF Capital Improvements included in the CIP.  Four (4) specific land uses were considered for change:

i. Warehousing - No Change.  Trips due to warehousing are incorporated into the Traffic Demand Model (TDM) and Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) calculations.  Impact fees pay for capacity improvements and cannot be used for maintenance of existing roadways.

ii. Residential Housing – No Change.  Impacts fees are based on average trip generation and trip lengths.  Arbitrarily adjusting the factors used in calculating the fees for one use over another, could unfairly shift the burden of funding capacity improvements.

iii. Student Housing – No Change.  Student housing has been added to the 10th Edition ITE Trip Generation Manual.  Further analysis is needed and could be considered at a future edition.  

iv. Walkable Communities – No Change.  Impact Fees support the Regional and local Master Plans, through the densities and land use approval by local government.  

Note:  Affordable Housing impact fees are under agency review and still open for possible action. 

7. RRIF Payments with Credit Cards – No Change.  Per Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS), impact fee revenues cannot be used to reimburse the local agency for said fees.

8. RRIF Revenue – No Change.  Restrictions on where funds were spent would limit available RRIF funding per project within the Service Area and could delay needed improvements or cause supplemental funds to be used to complete.  

Randy Walter concurred with the recommendations and noted NRS language needs to be revised in the future to allow for credit card payments.  Jon Ericson agreed, especially with the current COVID restrictions in place.  
Committee members concurred with RTC staff’s recommendations for no changes to Items 1, 6, 7, and 8.  RTC staff will continue to review the potential changes raised during the 6th Edition and provide recommendations at the next meeting.

A motion to acknowledge receipt of potential changes raised during the approval of the 6th Edition RRIF Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)/General Administrative Manual (GAM) was approved unanimously.  
Item 5: Public Comment

None
Item 6: Member Items

· The next RRIF TAC meeting is scheduled for September 24, 2020 at 8:30am via teleconference.
· The committee requested a TMRPA Update.  A presentation will be provided at the September meeting.  It will include discussion on 2020 TAZ data, the build out model, and support for RTP forecasting.  
· There was discussion about the build out model and the local jurisdictions coming to an agreement on suitability factors.  Jeremy Smith stated suitability is not an initial factor because it is based on what has been approved, but it does come in when determining timing factors.  Jeremy Smith will create a task force to get stakeholder involvement.  It will local jurisdiction and private sector representatives.  John Krmpotic and Randy Walter volunteered to participate on the task force.
Item 7: Adjournment
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 8:57am.
Respectfully Submitted,
Lee Anne Olivas
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