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A regularly scheduled meeting of the Carson City Regional Transportation Commission was held on
Wednesday, June 12, 2002, at the Community Center Sierra Room, 851 East William Street, Carson City,
Nevada, beginning at 5:30 p.m.

PRESENT: Chairperson Jon Plank, Vice Chairperson Steve Reynolds, and Commissioners Shelly
Aldean, Bob Kennedy, and Richard S. Staub

STAFFPRESENT: Development Services Director Andrew Burnham, Street Operations Manager John
Flansberg, Deputy District Attorney Jason Woodbury, RTC Engineer Harvey Brotzman,
and Recording Secretary Katherine McLaughlin
(R.T.C. 6/12/02 Tape 1-0001)

A. ROLL CALL AND DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM - Chairperson Plank convened
the meeting at 5:30 p.m. Roll call wastaken. The entire Commission was present, constituting a quorum.

B. APPROVAL OF MINUTES (1-0008) - None.
C. AGENDA MODIFICATIONS (1-0010) - None.
D. PUBLIC COMMENTS (1-0011) - None.

E. DISCLOSURES (1-0020) - None.

F. PUBLIC HEARINGS

F-1. DISCUSSIONANDACTIONONA SELECTIONOFANALTERNATIVETOIMPROVE
TRAFFIC FLOW IN THE ROOP STREET/STEWART STREET CORRIDORSASLISTED ON
THE AGENDA (1-0023) - John Flansberg reviewed the Commission’s direction at the last meeting. Ken
Dorr described the purpose of the presentation made at the last meeting by John Long and himself. He
expanded on the Commission’ s direction at that meeting. An explanation of the eight alternatives including
the development of Alternatives 1-B and 1-C was provided. Staff and Mr. Dorr had met with the School
District and attended two separate School Board meetings. The School Board' s consensusisto work with the
Commission/City, however, the roadway will create a significant impact on the Corbett School and its
programs. TheBoardindicated it will expect Carson City to pay for theimpactsaswell asfor theright-of-way.
Discussion with State Public Works officials has indicated that the State is hiring a consultant to update its
Capitol complex master plan. The master plan isto be completed by November. The master plan includes
aneeds assessment, building layouts, and traffic assessments. At thistimethey believe that construction will
commencein thearea of King and Second Streets and travel south. The areasouth of the Department of Motor
Vehiclesthat the City needs may not have an established timelinefor construction. The State does not at this
time see a need or benefit for a southern connection.  If the City wants the State to participate, the City will
haveto obtain approvals from the Board of Examiners, the Governor’ s office, and the Legidature. StateLands
Director Pam Wilcox indicated that they must sell the land as they cannot giveit away even though it isto be
used as for a public transportation project. NDOT is required to purchase right-of-way from State Lands;
therefore, the City must follow the same requirement. Widening of Fifth Street may be required for their
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projects when they are built out. Hethen explained that the property valueswhich had been provided had been
toolow astheAssessor’ staxablevalues had included “ overly” depreciated structurevaluesand did not include
any relocation costs which may or may not be required. He felt that the revised figures were more redlistic
although somewhat conservative. Comparables had been used to develop the new fair market values. NDOT
had hel ped devel op the rel ocation costs which are mandated by Federal law. Thecriteriaused to develop the
relocation costs were limned. Thereis a 15 percent contingency provided in the estimates that should cover
theworst case scenarios. He a so pointed out that determining the right-of-way costsis problematic dueto the
lack of an established design. NDOT’ s program uses a range to estimate the acquisition costs. Criteriaused
in the development of the revised cost analysis was described. It wasfelt that the range for the acquisition of
additional right-of-way would be between $1,200,000 and $1,900,000. He also explained that if thereis a
willing seller, therelocation costsareremoved. Staff recommended AlternativeNo. 2, afull widening of Roop
Street, and suggested that it be constructed in two phases with one being from Washington Street to Winnie
with aconstruction date of 2003 and the second phase being from Washington to Fifth Street with construction
occurring in 2006.

Douglas Coats pointed out that no benefits had been provided in the report. He was specifically concerned
about the cost of Alternate No. 2, which was $3.68 million.

Mr. Flansberg explained his work with Mr. Long to develop the benefits for Alternatives 1B and 1C. He
described the Commission’ sstandardsfor streetsand intersections. Hefelt that Alternatives1B and 1C would
have afternoon periodsin 2005 at eight and seven intersections, respectively, at low servicelevels. Alternatives
1 and 2 will only have five intersections experiencing low service levels. The other aternatives have
significantly moreintersectionsat low servicelevels. Theformulaused to establish the priority was described.
The Curry Street alternative scored a42. The Stewart and Curry Street alternative scored a43. Roop Street’s
scoreis 40 to 41. Stewart going north did not fare as well in the formula due to the high acquisition costs.
Staff may be recommending revising theformulato include traffic numbers, level of service, cost constraints,
etc. Thetwo alternatives that scored the best were No. 1, Stewart Street with one lane in both directions and
a center turn lane, and Alternative No. 2, Roop Street widening. Alternative No. 2's costs were reduced due
tothe City’ sownership of theright-of-way. 1t was$700,000 lessthan the other alternatives. Thereis$600,000
in curbs, gutters, and sidewalk improvements and the mill and overlay, which could be done as street
maintenance. It also provides the best traffic flow at the least cost.

Mr. Coats responded by explaining thelocation of hisresidencewhich allowshim to avoid theuse of this street
toget to hiswork place. Hefelt that the project would speed up the traffic on Roop, however, the bottleneck
on South Carson Street will remain. Mr. Flansberg explained NDOT’ s program to restri pe South Carson Street
to six lanes. This will increase the capacity on South Carson Street. The traffic model and analysis had
included this project. The level of service comparison had included the project as well as the conditions in
2005, in 2015 when the freeway is built, and in 2025 when the City is close to built out.

Theresa Watson questioned whether the cost analysis had included guaranteed safety for the businesses and
residences aong theroadway. The Commission must guarantee the safety and reducethe noiseif it makesthe
changes. Mr. Flansberg explained that the cost analysis had not included these costs. Mitigation measures
had been included in the costs for relocati on/replacement of fences and landscaping. Ms. Watson felt that this
did not guarantee their safety and pointed out that the vehicles will be within ten to 15 feet of the
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residences/businesses. She also questioned wheretheindividualswho livein the apartmentsareto park. Mr.
Flansberg explained the curb design, which is considered a vertical impediment to vehicles. Thisisthe same
standard asis used on other streets. Ms. Watson felt that the curb will not stop avehicle. The proposal will
put the vehicles inside their homes. Mr. Flansberg pointed out that the roadway will be signed for 25 miles
per hour. Ms. Watson responded that they are not traveling at 25 miles per hour now.

Marian Bush felt that staff and Capital Engineering had decided Roop should be widened. Two streets will
handle more traffic than one street. The project is only considering the area between Fifth and Winnie.
Consideration needsto be provided beyond those points. Mr. Flansberg explained that they had only presented
the numbers from the traffic analysis, geometrics, and the cost estimates. Staff makes the recommendations.
Healsoexplained for her thetraffic model and travel demand programswhich imitatethedestination and point
of origin studies to generate the traffic numbers for theroads. The model isupdated every two to three years
to show the existing conditions. The models have been consistent and were recently updated. Ms. Bush
reiterated her concern about thefact that all of the streetsin the Valley View Subdivision were 66 feet with the
driveways on theroad. Her housewill not conformtothat lot size dueto the“feet ontheside’. If they go down
Robinson, they will cut off everyone's driveway. Thiswill eliminate her entrance into her property. Thisis
not the best choice. Chairperson Plank explained that thisis one parcel which will haveto be addressed. Ms.
Bush felt that there are other parcels that will be similarly impacted.

Discussion between Commissioner Aldean and Mr. Flansberg indicated that he had provided Ms. Bush with
amap when thediscussions originally began. Therecorded subdivision map showstheright-of-way as 66 feet
on Robinson and Roop Streets. Ms. Bush lives on the southeast corner of that intersection. The street
improvements are normally constructed within that width. Thereis seven feet behind the sidewalk. The street
right-of-ways vary throughout the community between 50 feet and 80 feet in width. Commissioner Aldean
pointed out that it isastandard practiceto allow theabutting property ownersto useany portion of theright-of-
way which is not used for the street, curb, gutter and sidewalk. This provides afalse sense of security to the
property owner particularly when a formal agreement is not issued alowing this usage. Mr. Brotzman
explained that only landscaping is allowed to be placed in this area. Signs or structures must have an
encroachment permit. NDOT has the same requirements. He agreed that the mgjority of the property owners
do not know wherethe property lineis. Commissioner Aldean reiterated that thispolicy providesafase sense
of security to the abutting property owners. Ms. Bush indicated that the improvements had been put in when
the house was constructed. She a so described the area when Roop was constructed. The proposal to widen
Roop will put it in her house. Chairperson Plank explained that hisfront yard extends approximately 12 feet
into the street right-of-way and that he has planted landscaping init.

Mike Schellin explained his property location and support for two of the plans as the City needsto movetraffic
through the community. His concerns were safety and speeding issues. His building has been hit two times
dueto the current configuration of the Long and Roop intersection. Traffic accidentsat the corner of Long and
Roop were described toillustrate his belief that the roadway design created atraffic hazard particularly during
snowy conditions. He also pointed out that some street designs, such as John Street and Carson Meadows,
encouragedriverstogofaster. Hesuggested that sound wallsor “ hit” wallsbe constructed for improved safety.
Alternative No. 2 was felt to be shortsighted. Roop Street definitely needs help. The south end of Stewart
Street must be opened in order to provide relief for Carson Street. He preferred Alternative 1C.
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Irving Schleicher explained the location of his residence. He opposed any aternative which would extend
Stewart Street through his quiet neighborhood. It will change the character of his neighborhood. Theleast
impact, the least cost, and the least right-of-way requirement, etc., support the full Roop Street widening.

Shade Tree Council Chairperson Jean Bondiett explained that the plans had been submitted to the Council.
The Council prefers an aternative which does not require the removal of the trees, specifically those between
Washington and Fifth Street on Roop. As a private citizen, she encouraged the Commission to develop the
Curry/Stewart couplet.

Frank Page explained his involvement with the 1998 transportation master plan. It had not included abicycle
path on Roop Street. He urged the Commission to not place a bicycle path on Roop Street due to his personal
involvement with a bicyclist on it and his safety concerns for bicyclists. He also pointed out that widening
Roop Street will createa parking problem and that the residents should not back into Roop Street traffic when
leaving their driveways/residences. Problems encountered with his alley were described to illustrate the
parking issues which may be created. He urged the City to do something about his alley parking problems
specifically dueto his concern that additional traffic on Roop will increasethealley parking problem. Healso
requested that “No Parking” signs beinstalled in this aley between Musser and Telegraph and that the alley
bepaved. A signal at Musser and Roopiswarranted and could meet traffic standards particularly after the new
building under construction at Second and Roop is completed. (During his comments, Commissioner Staub
stepped from the room—6:26 p.m.—and returned—6:28 p.m. A quorum was present the entire time.) He aso
feltthat trafficis not adhering to the posted 25 miles per hour speed limit and could jump thecurb asillustrated
by his example of an accident at Roop and Robinson. The traffic enforcement problem should be addressed.
The City should provide relocation assistance for individuals who find the widening unbearable. The City
could resell the parcels. He displayed photographsillustrating his aley problem. He acknowledged the need
to address the City’s growing traffic problems, the personal concerns regarding the taking of property, and,
although he desired to see Stewart extended, understood the problems related to it.

Stuart Dunn explained his commute from Incline Village and his use of a bicycle to get around Carson City.
He urged the Commission to do a cost analysis of computerized signals. The traffic backup problems
encountered at signals werefelt to be dueto the lack of a computerized program asindicated at asignal which
is green but does not have any vehicles on them waiting to crossthe main street. Mr. Flansberg explained that
thereal problem on Roop Street is when the oneto two hour peak usage periods occurs. Roop Street’ ssignals
aredll operated by aloop detector. Mr. Dunn felt that loop detectors cause a change in the cycle that lasts for
30 minutes. Computerized programs automatically control the number of cars that are allowed through an
intersection. Neither the proposal nor Widening Carson Street will help unless something is done with the
Highway 50 traffic. Theproposal will only providerelief during nonpeak hours. Mr. Flansberg explained that
the signals use computerized programs which are tripped by either the loop detector or avideo camera. Mr.
Dunn continued to reiterate his suggestion that the signals be totally computerized due to his feeling that the
signals are not tied together, i.e., Winnie and Long at Carson, which causea* parking lot” to occur on Carson
Street for two to three hours. He did not fedl that the signals are computerized to the fullest extent possible
with the loop detectors and video camera operations. This program works on a specified traffic speed and
synchronizesall of thesignals. Chairperson Plank felt that the Commission understood his suggestion and that
it could be related to the alternative which is selected.
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Rita Waters questioned the reasons sound and safety is not being included in the program. The curb will not
stop avehicle. Shewanted awall. She questioned the reasonsthe residents must sacrificefor abike path. She
requested a recorded document showing where Ms. Bush and her rights-of-ways are. She felt that she would
lose property from both her front and back yards aswell asthe accesstothelot. Her adjacent neighbor would
also lose a portion of hig’her backyard. Thiswill hurt their property values. Treeswill be lost although Mr.
Flansberg had purportedly indicated that she would not |ose her large oak tree. She questioned the amount of
property which would betaken for relocation of the utilities and how much it will cost them. Shefelt that better
guidelines should be established. She recommended the Stewart Alternative or a combination of it. She did
not want to give up anything.

Theresa Waters supported Alternative 1C.

Mr. Coats explained that research indicates the front yard of hisrental property includes 12-1/2 feet of the 66-
foot right-of-way. Just because the City/Commission could take the land does not mean that it should.
Relocation of thesidewalk will leave him aten foot widefront yard. Thiswill makeit difficult for him to rent
his property. He urged the City/Commission to consider the impact widening the street will create on the
residents and the neighborhood. The estimated costs should include the price to make the property livesble.
The bicycle path should be eliminated. The City should clean up the shoulders so that people can ride their
bicycles on them. Photographs illustrating the area where he felt the sidewalk would be located were given
to staff.

Ada Stewart felt that the project would leave her with traffic eight feet from her front door. A sound barrier
or wall/fence will narrow the access to the front door even more. Thiswill make the property worthless asa
rental. She preferred option 1C. No one uses the bicycle paths. The traffic speed on Roop istoo fast for
bicyclists. She encouraged the bicyclists to use the sidewalks as pedestrians are not using them.

Mr. Page gave the photographs of his alley problem to staff. Chairperson Plank encouraged him to meet with
staff and Alan Biddle to discuss the problem. He also explained that the City arborist will help the City in
dealing with the property owners so that the landscaping and trees are damaged as little as possible. Mr.
Brotzman explained the City’ s vegetation policy and the arborist’ s rolein evaluating the landscaping and the
appraisal process.

Public comments were then closed. Discussion ensued between the Commission and staff on the costs and
benefits of Alternatives 1 and 2. Mr. Flansberg prioritized the Alternatives as having 1 asthe first choice and
Alternative 1C asthesecond choiceif alternative 2 cannot beundertaken. Mr. Brotzman explained theturnout
for the Monday evening workshop. Comments are to be received at the office until Friday.

Commissioner Aldean explained theitems she had considered in making aselection. She questioned whether
the economic impact had been analyzed. Before the meeting she supported creating new streets rather than
increasing capacity on existing streets. At thistime she supported Alternative 1Linitsorigina configuration.

Commissioner Staub explained his original concernswith the project and reasonsfor seeking alternatives. He
understood the costs and explained his belief that theimpacts and quality of life issues should beincludedin
the evaluation. He had attended the workshop in order to look at the cost estimates for the projects. He
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supported punching Stewart Street through and providing relief for both Roop and Carson Street. He
empathized with the residents on Roop Street as hewould not want traffic within eight feet of hishome. He
was certain that there is no acceptable barrier that can halt a vehicle from hitting a structure if it is going
between 25 and 40 milesan hour. Widening Roop Street isnot the best way to handlethe problem even though
it may be the most cost effective method. Asthe Church isinterested in selling its property, thetimeis right
to extend Stewart Street. The opportunity should be seized to doit. The destruction of the property values had
not been considered. It could makethe cost to widen Roop Street more than estimated as potential legal costs
had not beenincluded. Property ownerswho residein theresidencesaong Roop Street arelike other residents
and do not wish to give up their property. He had not been convinced that Roop Street should bewidened. He
acknowledged the problem at the Corbett School with extending Stewart Street but felt that it is possible to
overcomeit as the City will own the Church property and could relocate the modularsto it. This will leave
approximately three residences on Moody who may be impacted. These residences may dl berentals. The
small cost difference between the Roop Street widening and the extension of Stewart does not warrant
consideration. He was certain that the impacts and estimated costs of widening Roop were understated.
Extending Stewart will providefull utilization of both Stewart and Roop Streets. Stewart isconsidered atruck
route but it is not easy for the truckers to negotiate the corner at Williams and Stewart nor at Carson and
Williams. Connection of Stewart and Roop could provide thetruck route. He would not support Roop Street.
His priorities were Alternative No. 1 and 1C.

Commissioner Reynolds expressed his respect for Commissioners Aldean and Staub. The City needs better
north/south traffic conduits. The public hasrepeatedly stated that something needsto be done about thetraffic
problems. The consultants have stated that the traffic benefits of Alternatives 1 and 2 outstrip other benefits.
He was concerned about the amount of time it would take to complete acquisition of the property needed to
extend Stewart Street. The consultant hasindicated that the Stewart model showsthat it will not relieve much
of the Roop traffic. His experience has shown that any street changes impact private property owners but it
also benefits the community. He questioned whether Alternative 2 provides relief for the community sooner
with longer term benefits within the available funding including mitigation for traffic on Roop Street. There
is asafety problem on Roop Street now. Speeding cars can and do go over the curbs. There are more carson
Roop today than it is capable of carrying. Mitigation costs will be high regardless of the route selected. The
estimated $590,000 for street improvements and maintenanceis needed today. Today, there are no sidewalks
and curbs in some of theareas. He questioned the time required for Alternative 1, and its subalternatives, as
compared with Alternative 2. His discussions with people outside the meetings indicated support for
Alternative2 andless support for extending Stewart Street. He questioned whether theimpact would besimply
going from the frying pan to the fire if the project is moved from Roop to Stewart?

Mr. Flansberg explained that the two projects have similar time frames as the delay in making a decision
regarding Roop Street had already pushed it tothefall or thefollowing spring. Both projectswill have unique
challenges. Roop Street will have mitigation issues. Alternative 1 will impact larger property owners and
remove on-street parking. He then explained the traffic modeling which showed that North Roop Street
between Winnie and Beverly currently handles between 14,000 and 20,000 carsaday. The Stewart extension
will remove between 6,000 and 7,000 vehicles north of Beverly/cemetery on Roop. It will reduce traffic south
of Beverly/cemetery on Roop Street by 5,000 vehicles. There will also be a decrease of approximately 1,000
vehicles south of Highway 50. This areahas even lesstraffic than north Roop Street.  The heavy Roop Street
usage is found between Highway 50 and Long Street. Thisisalso thelocation of the City’ s highest accident
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rate. Thisisthe reason staff began looking at the area. There has been a20 percent increasein traffic in this
area during the last three years.

Chairperson Plank pointed out the bottleneck that is going to be created when Carson Street is restriped to six
lanesand thenis reduced to two lanes at South Stewart Street. A similar problemwill occur when Stewart and
Roop merge at Dan. Mr. Flansberg agreed that there will be a problem at Winnie and Roop even if it is
signalized. Thisintersection currently meets warrants for a signal. The freeway will relieve this congestion.
Chairperson Plank encouraged the Commission to take action today.

Discussion between Commissioner Kennedy and Mr. Flansberg explained that the time frame difference
between widening Roop and extending Stewart would be thetime required to do the appraisals and obtain the
Stewart/Moody Street property. It may take 120 days to obtain the appraisals due to a backlog in the
appraisers’ work. The City will also need to acquire three feet of right-of-way from Lee to Park Street along
thewest sideof Roop Street. It will be difficult to build next spring or summer. Commissioner Kennedy felt
that it would take more than six months to complete the negotiations with the School District. Alternatives
1 or 1C could take more timeto accomplish. Mr. Flansberg explained that the consultant had indicated that,
if nothing is doneat thistime, thetraffic volumewill return to the current status once the freeway is completed
in 2015. Roop Street isan internal commute route. The freeway relieves Carson Street’ s congestion. Traffic
from Roop will moveto it after the freeway is completed.

Commissioner Aldean felt that it isadifficult decision. She understood the need to alleviate congestion and
to do so expeditiously. She also supports private property rights. She empathized with the property owners.
The City will have to endure congestion until the freeway is completed. Shefelt that people are creative and
will find alternative travel routes. She supported Alternative A or some form of Alternative A.

Commissioner Staub reiterated his commitment to movetraffic. Hedid not support paving over thefront yards
of theresidents regardless of whether the City owned it or not. The opportunity to extend Stewart Street should
not be overlooked. The Church isfor sale and the School District iswilling to work with the City. The excess
property at the Church could be used to mitigate the School District issues. The widening of Roop Street will
adversely impact each and every property owner alongit. This versus the potential impact to three property
owners along the Stewart extension. The property rights must be considered. The estimates are close enough
to warrant consideration of the extension of an under utilized four lane street. The opportunity to do Roop
Street will still be there for future development which could provide the property owners timeto mitigate any
potential impacts. His personal evaluation of the impact that the freeway will have on his residence was
described to illustrate how this mitigation could occur. He reiterated his belief that the extension of Stewart
Street would more effectively utilize afour-lane road and the opportunity to do so at thistime.

Commissioner Reynoldsexplained that everything the Commi ssion doesimpactsprivateparties. Participation
by individuals who will be significantly impacted on Roop Street had occurred for the last several meetings.
He questioned the balance between the 14,000 drivers on Roop Street and the eight residences along Roop
Street versus the three property owners who will beimpacted with the extension. He acknowledged the value
to extending Stewart as the Church property isfor sale. He personally did not believe that the freeway would
be completed in the next 30 years. Another dternative isto do nothing. He urged the residents along Roop
Street to begin to consider its future. It isnot aquiet residentia areatoday. It will become acommercial or
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businessareain thefuture. Hefelt certain that the Commission will be forced to reconsider it againif nothing
is done due to the need for a southeast route.

Mr. Brotzman pointed out that some of the residences which will have to be removed for the Stewart Street
extension contain asbestos which will lengthen the removal process.

Commissioner Aldean pointed out that partial takings also require more work due to their complexity.
Discussion withMr. Flansbergindicated that themodel showed that the connection of Stewart Street and Curry
will become a higher priority if the extension is constructed. Discussion with Mr. Flansberg also explained
the commuter model showing reasonstheRoop project should be phased from Winnieto Highway 50included
the gridlock that will occur in 2005. The southern portion has some problems at two intersections.
Development Services Director Andrew Burnham explained the need to relocate the utilities in the southern
portion and the time and cost to do this which also justifies doing it in the second phase. Mr. Flansberg
pointed out that Roop Street traverses the City commencing as Silver Sage at Snyder/Clear Creek Road and
goesto Arrowhead and Emerson on the north. At some point intimeit will need to be widened to handle the
traffic as a main north-south connector. Saliman and Lompa were aso cited as other streets which may at
some time need to be extended. At thistime Graves Lane isthe only connector going north-south.

Commissioner Staub moved that the Commission adopt Alternative 1 or avariation of 1 asapriority for the
Stewart-Roop corridor. Commissioner Aldean seconded the motion. Ms. Bush stated that if the Commission
widens Roop in either aternative, it would make her property worthless. She questioned who would want a
freeway at their front door. Either proposal will ruin her property. Additional comments were solicited but
nonewere given. The motion was voted and failed on a 2-3 vote with Commissioners Kennedy and Reynolds
and Chairperson Plank voting Naye.

Commissioner Kennedy moved that the Commission gowith Alternative No. 2 in two stages as recommended
by staff. Clarification indicated that the project will be staged as proposed. The motion died for alack of a
second. Commissioner Reynoldsindicated he would not second the motion as he was not satisfied with either
Alternative 1 or 2. Without hisvoteneither project could moveforward. Ashehad heard commentsindicating
that thetraffic relief will not be substantial enough to force adecision thisevening. The project could not be
constructed this year. It will not waste money to wait one more month before making a decision. There are
good points for both projects. When he came to the meeting, he had been in complete support of Alternative
2. Valid points had been raised regarding Alternative 1. Clarification indicated that additional information
was not needed for that meeting as a substantial amount had already been presented. He“strongly” supported
Alternative 2, however, wanted more time to digest the information that had been presented this evening.
Commissioner Staub explained that he respected Commissioner Kennedy’s opinion. Itisadifficult decision.
Hehad originally supported any alternativethat would have moved traffic. Timeisof theessence. The Church
isfor sale and could be sold to another congregation as there are other potential buyers besides the City who
areinterested in the property. He asked that staff contact the Church and determine a firm price and to talk
with the School District ontheissues. Itisan optionthat isworth consideration. Thepreliminary discussions
should begin. Chairperson Plank also asked that staff confer with counsel regarding the time frame for
obtaining the real estate. Discussion with staff indicated that full blown appraisas are required for
acquisitions. Discussion expressed the hope that a decision would be made in July. Commissioner Aldean
explained acomment made by a Chamber of Commerce member regarding theneed to “make adecision, any
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decision”. Thisisthe attitude of many individuals who are watching the issue. Both proposals have merit.
Itisthevaluationsand their impacts. Chairperson Plank briefly explained theissueswhich had to bedealt with
regarding the extending Graves Lane which had included a threat of a lawsuit. No formal action was taken
and the item was deferred to the next regular meeting.

RECESS: A recess was declared at 7:45 p.m. The entire Commission was present when Chairperson Plank
reconvened the meeting at 7:55 p.m., constituting a quorum.

F-2. DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM PRIORITY FUNDING MODEL (1-2456) - Mr. Burnham reviewed the spread sheets on
funding aternatives. Bonding will not be requested next year. 1t may be requested the second year. Thiswill
save a significant amount in interest costs. He then highlighted the Transportation Improvement Program
(TIP). Mr. Flansberg explained that signal swere costing more than had been previously spent dueto thevideo
cameras, adifferent lighting technology, and the fire/lemergency receivers. Discussion also pointed out that
there is little competition in this field although there are two firms in Nevada doing this work. Discussion
indicated the Boys and Girls Club funding for the Lompa L ane extension had not been included in thefigures.
The Club’s addition will reduce theimpact to RTC. The amount will be determined in the future. Challenger
Way'’s design had been submitted to staff. Mr. Brotzman indicated that the contractor had commenced work
on this project. Mr. Burnham explained the reasons for its delay. He also indicated that the TIP would be
modified as priorities are established. Oncethe City becomesan MPO, it will be necessary to revisethe spread
sheet format to separate the NDOT funds. Action could not be taken on the item until the previous item has
been resolved. Clarification indicated that the delay in taking action regarding the funding mechanism will
not impact any of the projects currently underway. Bonds will not be sold for two years. If Alternative 1 is
selected, staff will recommend the sale of a higher number of bonds in the second year than required for
Alternative2. The bond amount will be determined when the TIPisestablished during the second year. Public
comments were solicited but none given. No action was taken on thisitem.

F-3. DISCUSSION ONLY REGARDING THE METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZA-
TIONURBANIZED AREA ASDEFINED BY THE 2000 CENSUSDATA (1-2845) - Mr. Flansberg used
acopy of the census map to explain the census tracts and the area included in the Carson City census figures.
This area included portions of Douglas and Lyon Counties. Future transit plans must include these aress.
These areas will no longer be digible for rural transit funds. They will be asked to contribute 50/50 for
operations and 80/20 for capital items for servicesin their Counties. This requirement only impacts federal
funds spent onitemswithintheMPO area. Thisrequirement may makeit more difficult to devel op programs
than originally conceived with just the Carson City areain the MPO.

Mr. Burnham pointed out the effect the inclusion will have on the proposal for the RTC to be the MPO as
recommended last September to the Board of Supervisors and Governor as the RTC does not represent the
entire area. Staff will meet with Douglas and Lyon Counties to determine how to proceed with the MPO
representation. It may be that the RTC will be expanded to include representatives from Douglas and Lyon
Counties. Chairperson Plank introduced Lief Anderson, NDOT’ s ex-officio member. Discussion indicated
that hewill still beinvolved withthe MPO. Additional information regarding the M PO and itscommitteewill
be provided in the future. The biggest change at this time was felt to be the move from rural funds to urban
funds. Previous grants were in the range of $50,000 ayear. Asan MPO the City will have access to grants
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in the $400,000 a year range.

Commissioner Reynoldsexplained theoriginal proposal toexpand PTAC and haveit bean advisory committee
tothe M PO instead of to the Board of Supervisors. Mr. Burnham agreed that a broader representation may be
required. It could serve asthe technical advisory committee and address pedestrian, bicycle and multi-modal
transportation items as well asitstransit duties.

Discussion aso indicated that the expansion of the consensus area beyond Carson City had resulted in an
increase in the City’ s certified population figures from 45,000 to 58,000 even though they had left out some
areas of Carson City, e.g., Timberline, Lakeview, Pinion Hills, etc. Staff is recommending that the area be
expanded to include all of Carson City except for Lake Tahoe, which hasitsown MPO. Thecensus areais
based on contiguous blocks containing populations of at least 500 people per square mile. The areacan only
be modified every ten years and only then with agreat deal of difficulty. It may be the prelude to changing the
southern county border. Public comments were solicited but none given. No forma action was taken or
required.

F-4. STATUSREPORTSINCLUDING NORTH CARSON STREET AND COL L EGE PARK-
WAY LEFT TURN; MILLS PARK AND HIGHWAY 50 PARKING EXPANSION; STEWART
STREET EXTENSION FROM CARSON STREET TO CURRY STREET; AND CARSON CITY
FREEWAY (1-3095) - College Parkway had been paved. Albertson’shad opened on schedule. Thesignals
arefinished. Asthe same contractor had done the paving for Albertson’ simprovements, acontinuous surface
had resulted. TheMillsPark parking expansion designisamost finished. Theproject should gotobid on July
18. The cost estimate had been revised on Friday. A meeting regarding the funding will be held with Parks
and Recreation Director Steve Kastens in the near future. Forest Service Supervisor Robert Vaught had
opposed the project. A copy of hisletter wasincluded in the packet. Both thelocal ranger and Mr. Flansberg
felt that an agreement had been reached regarding the Stewart Street extension. Itisalower priority item. Staff
will continue to work on it. Discussion indicated that the staff/Commission may need to pursue a political
remedy due to the impact on Curry Street as well as the economic impacts of future development along the
Carson Street corridor. The State’ s support for the extension was granted contingent upon receipt of approval
from the Forest Service. Staff was not willing to accept Mr. Vaught's denial and will continue working
through other channels as expeditioudy as possible, specificaly in view of the mitigation efforts already
implemented to obtain the property. A mediaarticle on the freeway was cited. The FEMA conditional letter
of map revision provided the conditions under which some of the freeway site designs/submit additional
information for the letter of map revision will be done. It also alows staff to finalize the freeway design and
move forward with it. NDOT may be making an offer to the Lompa's for their property later this month.

G. INTERNAL COMMUNICATIONSAND ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS (NON-ACTION)

INCLUDING FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS (1-3352) - Mr. Flansberg explained the street improvements
proposed on West Koontz Lane at Carson Street as part of NDOT’ s restri ping/widening of Carson Street and
theCity’ smill and overlay of Koontz. Chairperson Plank indicated that the Stewart/Roop item will beagenized
for the next meeting. Mr. Flansberg suggested that the agenda include removal of parking on South
Roop/Silver Sage between Fairview and Clearview. This suggestion is based on the recommendation that
Roop/Silver Sage provideabicyclelanewhich wasremoved from Carson Street by NDOT’ srestriping project.
Discussion indicated that RTC can make a recommendation regarding this matter to the Board. Chairperson
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Plank explained his aversion to curbside parking on major streets due to the dangers it poses and the
obstruction of capacity created by the parking. Theremoval of curbside parking on East Fifth Street wascited
an example. Commissioner Staub asked that notification be provided. Mr. Burnham agreed that the region
needed to benotified. Commissioner Staub commended staff on the improvements and use of Curry between
Koontz and Clearview. Peoplewho usethe route are approaching him and complimenting the City on cutting
the road through. He asked that this project be watched and kept in good shape as there are alot of people
using thisroutedaily. Mr. Brotzman indicated that the traffic volumeis 2500 vehicles per day. Mr. Burnham
indicated that this figure is growing daily. This is an area high on the list of projects for economic
development. Commissioner Staub and Chairperson Plank indicated their personal use of the street. Mr.
Flansberg indicated that two of the agenized items discussed earlier will be reagenized for the next meeting.
Chairperson Planked thanked Mr. Dorr and his daughter Susan for their presentation and Mr. Anderson for
his presence. No formal action was required or taken.

H. ADJOURNMENT (1-3551) - Commissioner Kennedy moved to adjourn. Commissioner Staub
seconded the motion. Motion carried 5-0. Chairperson Plank adjourned the meeting at 8:40 p.m.

A taperecording of these proceedingsisonfileinthe Clerk-Recorder’ s office. Thistapeisavailablefor review
and inspection during normal business hours.

The Minutes of the June 12, 2002, Carson City Regiona Transportation Commission meeting

ARE SO APPROVED ON__July 10 , 2002.

/s
Jon Plank, Chairperson




