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 CALL TO ORDER AND DETERMINATION OF QUORUM  

 Chair Mr. Lawrence called the meeting to order at 9:45 am. 
 
 Members present: Ms. Gustafson, Ms. Hill, Mr. Lawrence, Ms. Williamson, and Mr. Yeates.  
 

Members absent: Ms. Faustinos and Ms. Novasel 

 
I.            APPROVAL OF AGENDA  

 Ms. Regan stated no changes to the agenda. 
  
 Mr. Lawrence deemed the agenda approved as posted. 
 
II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

Mr. Yeates moved to adopt the minutes from the September 22, 2021 EITPO Committee 
meeting. 
 
Ayes: Ms. Gustafson, Ms. Hill, Mr. Lawrence, Ms. Williamson, and Mr. Yeates. 
 
Nays: None. 
 
Motion carried. 

 
III.   Transportation Funding Initiative briefing and staff direction (action) 

 
Agenda Item 3 Transportation Funding Briefing 
Ms. Regan, TRPA introduced this item by providing some context and background, 
before turning over to the RGS Consultants for the main presentation. Rewinding back to 
April 2021 when the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was adopted which was a big 
decision including elements yet to be considered for the Mobility Mitigation Fee. An 
element that is being talked about in this committee is a new funding source to invest in 
transportation. There was agreement to pursue the goal of finding $20 million annually 
in new revenue to implement this visionary RTP. Before that, for years TRPA Staff has 
been working with partners at the Tahoe Transportation District (TTD) in TRPA’s role as 
the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) to bring stakeholders together around a 
solution or set of solutions that we can move forward in this transportation goal. The 
two States have taken a lot of leadership in this area over the last several years. A Bi-
State consultation on transportation was formed and co-chaired by the Secretary of 
Natural Resources Wade Crowfoot in California and his counterpart in Nevada, the 

https://www.trpa.gov/wp-content/uploads/EITPO-Committee-Agenda-Item-No.-3-Transportation-Funding-Update.pdf
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Director of Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (DCNR) Brad Crowell. 
TRPA had a Working Group meeting with those individuals and a group of stakeholders 
on November 30, 2021. At that meeting the group vetted the Briefing Book, included in 
the Packet, which laid out a suite of options and potential revenue sources including pros 
and cons and policy choices embedded in those opportunities. RGS has done the heavy 
lifting to pull together a series of data points, many of which were prepared through 
work done by the TTD. Ms. Regan thanks especially Carl Hasty and the TTD board for the 
partnership undertaken in the last year to get to this point. The heavy work continues 
over the next couple of months. TRPA has commitments to come together and drive 
alignment around a set of solutions. At the November 30th meeting of the bi-state group, 
they looked at three working caucuses. Your committee work will be part of that as well 
as work by the TTD Board. Those committees or caucuses were looking at how we can 
advance some of these revenue options. 
 
One caucus is local tax opportunities with local governments. Member Gustafson kindly 
agreed to work with her counterparts on the TTD board and the private TMA 
representatives representing the private sector to talk through opportunities there. 
There was a caucus that looked at State and Federal new revenue opportunities. We 
have a once in a generation infrastructure law that recently passed and there are other 
opportunities at the Federal and State levels that we can pursue. Secretary Crowfoot and 
Director Crowell decided to lead that group and they have been looking in the interim. 
The third group which you’ll be hearing from today TTD, Carl Hasty, and TRPA Staff 
agreed to champion and move forward ideas for innovative regional solutions. Things 
like zonal or cordon pricing, parking management. Those are what we’ll be discussing 
with you today. Bob Spencer and Josh Metz at RGS have been doing incredible work. Bob 
will walk the committee through the presentation and then we’re happy to take 
questions to keep the ball rolling as we get closer to alignment on a set of solutions to 
benefit the Basin for generations to come.  
 
Bob Spencer of RGS presents. He starts by summarizing the Briefing Book. He reminds 
the committee that RGS is available for one-on-one conversations if anyone would like 
more background about how they’ve arrived at these conclusions and proposals. For a 
high-level review picking up where Ms. Regan ended her introduction, TRPA adopted a 
$2.4 billion RTP which has about a $400 million piece that needs to come from newly 
identified revenues - about $20 million per year over 20 years. There are some policy 
drivers right now that are really lighting a fire for TTD and TRPA to come together on a 
funding plan to fill that gap. We have Senate Concurrent Resolution 8 which specifically 
asks the bistate working group to come back with requests to the Nevada State 
Legislature for funding request for how to address that [gap in funding]. Of course, that 
could very well be married to a request to the California State Legislature. A response is 
required in the first quarter of next year so that is the shortest fuse to look at ideas for 
how to pull together this $20 million per year funding gap. The third policy driver (RTP 
being number 1 and the Senate Concurrent Resolution being number 2) is the VMT 
Threshold that TRPA is on deck to meet over time. To demonstrate progress in meeting 
that threshold to the California Attorney General (Cal AG), TRPA agreed to demonstrate 
that it has the funding in place to do that [meet the VMT Threshold] by around the 2024 
timeframe. Within the next couple of years, we need to have at least a program for how 
that revenue will be in place.  
Today, as Ms. Regan teed up, Mr. Spencer will talk about one part of that [what the bi-
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state consultation working group has been discussing] and that’s a zonal recreation 
parking concept. This would be part of a regional funding plan, but it will start in a 
focused way along several corridors. After the presentation, Mr. Spencer will end on 
some areas where the staff would really appreciate direction from the committee. 
Talking about what this program going to look like, what are the design parameters, how 
does it have to function? It has to be ubiquitous; it has to have a common brand, it will 
have to pull together multiple partners to give those looking to access Tahoe’s beautiful 
recreation areas a common platform through which to access mobility options. It has to 
be scalable – we want to be able to work from parking up to transit options and then 
scale it geographically and apply it to other areas around the Basin. It has to be easy to 
use with a wayfinding and information platform that’s easy to access and follow. Either 
use of license plate readers or some kind of payment app. The user needs to pay. By that 
we mean if you’re stopping in one of these recreation corridors, which implies you’re 
parking, and initially that may include parking on unregulated state highway shoulders, 
you’re paying. if you’re stopping in advance of one of the recreation corridors for 
example at a park and ride, then you’re not paying. If you’re driving through the corridor, 
you’re not paying. So, this is a user pay concept where we would integrate, ideally, 
dynamic pricing where the pricing could go up as congestion increases to try to 
incentivize behavior to look at transit or other mobility options. This is building on work 
already being done along Hwy 28.  
 
What are we trying to solve? We’re trying to improve safety, there are tremendous 
safety problems along these corridors during heightened congestion periods. We’re 
trying to enhance recreation access and option; we’re trying to make it easier for people 
to get to these beautiful spots by providing alternatives mode options. And we’re trying 
to address a range of negative visitor impacts including overcrowding, VMT, 
Environmental impacts, etc. That’s what the program is focused on solving. We’re 
proposing to start on the Hwy 28 corridor on the Northeast shore and the Hwy 89 
corridor on the Southwest shore. This work is building on a tremendous amount of very 
good corridor planning that has been going on for the last several years that TTD and 
TRPA have been doing. There was, if you will, a Master corridor plan that looked at the 
entire Basin (Slide 12). We have also developed some focused plans that look more 
precisely what needs to be done in each corridor. Initially the areas outlined in yellow 
[on slide 12] would represent the initial zones. These zones are all publicly owned to 
keep the plan simpler to begin with so we’re not dealing with private property owners or 
access for private property. This is purely a program designed for access to recreation. 
The parking fee would only be applied if the car is parked within the yellow lines; not if 
someone drives through or parks outside and takes public transit in.  
 
Focusing in on the Emerald Bay area to tee up one of the decisions or area of guidance 
staff is looking for from the Committee today. Payment can start at a fairly low rate and 
[17:41] simply fund operation maintenance on existing parking lots. As you look at the 
fee rate and the consequent funding plan that you can support with those revenues, you 
can do more, have greater impacts, and generate greater benefits. At higher fee rates 
you can move from transit on an hourly basis to transit on a 30-minute basis, you can 
add additional parking facilities, you can bring in trail connections, and even move to 
larger capital expenditures like a mobility hub. There’s a connection between how much 
is charged and what can be done with the funds in terms of benefits for recreation 
access. 
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The same questions will apply when focusing on the Hwy 28 corridor: what rate do we 
apply for parking in the corridor in exchange for what level of services, improvements, 
enhancements, and additional mobility options that can be provided. Staff is looking for 
guidance from the committee in four main areas:  
 
1) Collection enforcement – There is the automated collection approach such as 

automated license plate readers e.g., transponders in the Bay Area with invoices 
received by mail. There is also the more traditional on-site collection with a 
Parkmobile app downloaded to your smartphone or even meters in off street 
parking areas. Of course, this needs to be coupled with manual enforcement. The 
question is what kind of look and feel does the committee want for the user.  

2) Corridor Fee Rate and Funding Plan – What level of rate should be charged in 
exchange for what level of benefits and how robust the funding plan will be? 

3) Equity – How can we look at adjusting the fee for income? There are ways to adjust 
the fee through enrollment ahead of time. What should be done for the local and 
surrounding communities? Is there a rationale for them to have discounts or not?  

4) Administration – Should existing authorities be used or should something new be 
created to administer this program?  

 
Mr. Spencer ends his presentation and turns it back to the committee for discussion. 
 
Committee Comments & Questions 

 
Mr. Yeates appreciates Staff’s work to narrow down from the conversations in the Bi- 
State meeting on November 30th. Mr. Yeates states the Bi-State group has requested 
that TRPA come back with how to fund the proposal in terms what could the States or 
the Feds could contribute which he views as more of a capital thing. He’s concerned that 
if the issue is broken down into these items and respond to what staff is seeking from 
the committee now, what has already been approved with the VMT update and the 
connection to the RTP, that he’s concerned there wouldn’t be any opportunity for new 
revenue that would be implementing the RTP. The consequences of not meeting VMT is 
concerning. Doing a pilot program, he believes is appropriate because it’s important to 
show that if these changes are made, the public would actually use whatever is put 
together. But if all it is is the same system, then he’s concerned that 1) the public may 
not use it or 2) that it won’t satisfy a challenge, especially from the California Attorney 
General, that we haven’t met our goal here of reducing VMT by changes and 
implementing our Regional Plan. 
 
Mr. Spencer states that this would be new revenue and that it’s estimated in the Briefing 
Book that roughly $92 million a year could be generated with this type of parking fee 
concept in these two corridors. 
 
Mr. Yeates states that that’s good but in order to set that up there’s need for capital, and 
he can’t imagine that either TTD or TRPA has the revenue to put the parking process 
together.  
 
Mr. Spencer states that Mr. Yeates is concerned about the up-front costs and Mr. Yeates 
confirms.  
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Mr. Yeates states that fundamentally that when the season comes there needs to be 
shuttles in place and reliable parking with parking passes not even including the Equity 
issues that need to be worked out. Mr. Yeates asks where is that capital going to come 
from?  
 
Mr. Spencer responds that yes, there needs to be a phasing and funding plan, including 
appropriate debt financing to put this into place. One tool there could be through an 
automated license plate reader, if that’s approved, with reliable vehicle counts do a 
“PPP” Public Private Partnership. One could actually get upfront funding through the 
private markets that is paid back through those revenues. That would be a tool at TRPA’s 
disposal including frontloading with grants. Mr. Spencer states that Mr. Yeates’ point is 
very well taken and has been discussed. Before any kind of fee goes into place, there 
needs to be a service available at the same time for people to benefit from to see what 
they’re paying for. Mr. Spencer states that that’s something that can be managed and 
phased over time with a regional funding in place to take care of those capital 
expenditures. 
 
Mr. Yeates states that he agrees the [capital expenditures] idea needs to at least be in 
place if not fully fleshed out when we submit something to the Committee. Somehow 
this up-front funding must have been in place for the East Shore trail when TTD put in 
the parking meters into the existing lot. Emerald Bay strikes Mr. Yeates as a different 
challenge because traffic may be stopped, and the public will only be allowed into 
certain areas on a shuttle system which will require some. 
 
Mr. Spencer clarifies that traffic will not be stopped at Emerald Bay and, in fact, it is 
desirable to have people continue to park there because the parking fees will generate 
the revenue.  
 
Mr. Yeates states that if people are going to continue driving and parking legally and 
illegally up at the top then the issue is how do you incentivize people to be convinced 
that the better way is to park down below and get out of their car with their things, get 
on a shuttle, and go have a great time? That is the overall goal of the corridor plan in 
addition to increased bike trail and foot traffic. If we just operated at peak time with the 
shuttle system, Mr. Yeates is not confident about the data collection. SR28, he sees a bit 
differently than Emerald Bay which he believes will be a big deal because of all the 
negotiations with land owners – Federal and State – and trying to work out the two 
parking areas at either end. Pilots are the way to go but we need to really think about 
what the capital costs are as well as the other ways we can do this and how we can be 
confident about collecting the information needed to show that the public would in fact 
take advantage of a better system to justify requesting additional funding to complete 
the process.  
 
Mr. Lawrence agrees with a lot of Mr. Yeates’ comments. The challenge of the whole 
exercise has been “the chicken and the egg”. You don’t want to start charging people 
until there’s a system in place that they can see and use but you can’t get those systems 
in place until you start generating revenue. Mr. Lawrence understands that these two 
[Hwy 89 and SR28] were selected as pilot program locations in order to get some 
momentum going and there’s the State/Federal nexus of both corridors. Mr. Lawrence 
understands from conversations both with Director Crowell and Secretary Crowfoot, 
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they’re on tasks to start identifying some State and Federal funding sources . As was 
pointed out those typically involve more infrastructure capital outlays but hopefully the 
timing’s right with the different infrastructure packages so, while we couldn’t get a 
parking lot in place in every area of the Basin right away, we could maybe start work in 
these two corridors. From a Nevada perspective, Mr. Lawrence is on board with getting 
some satellite lots outside of the Basin and bringing people up but until, again on the 
Nevada side, we get SR28 totally built out having a satellite lot doesn’t make a ton of 
sense until we have someplace to take them [people who have parked outside of the 
Basin]. Mr. Lawrence believes looking at these two locations for the pilot programs were 
two “pretty large bites of the apple” in order to gain momentum as possible funding 
sources. It doesn’t answer the ideal golden ring of one funding source to fund 
everything, but it does go a long way.  
 
Ms. Regan states that these solutions don’t work independently or they’re not mutually 
exclusive. To ground the group looking at those three groups that were identified to 
work on new revenue, the State and Federal group is looking at new monies largely 
flowing through these new pieces of legislation to the States that could benefit and serve 
as capital catalyst money to get these other things going. For example, the State and 
Federal caucus that Secretary Crowfoot and Director Crowell are leading, are looking at 
new formula funding, for example, several years ago we were able to realize a larger 
formula in Federal law for Federal monies coming into the Basin. California does not 
recognize that formula. They are still looking at the small year-round population, vs. the 
200,000+ we were recognized for in Federal law for the Basin. That change alone, which 
is a very heavy lift, could generate up for $3 million potentially of additional revenue that 
could support these other solutions. Ms. Regan points out that Member Gustafson most 
likely wants to jump in at some of the local government discussions around future tax 
revenues whether it be sales tax or TOT or new revenues that could support this as well. 
What we’re taking here is that traditional EIP approach; looking at how can the Federal, 
State, local, and private sources come together to roll up to this $20 million per year 
annual target because we are on the hook to achieve this through the State of California 
Attorney General’s office, through the VMT Threshold. What we’re hoping today is to get 
the Committee’s feedback on this one component which is very innovative. This would 
not only raise new revenue and we identified it in the top three revenue generator 
potentials for the Basin – this zonal pricing concept – and drastically change public 
outreach by having new shuttles to have people not sitting in traffic but getting them to 
and into these recreational amenities. Staff wants to get the “basic head nod” from the 
Committee to pursue this direction with TTD and all of the stakeholders to move into a 
pilot dimension that could move this further down the road.  
 
Mr. Lawrence states that what he’s hearing is that staff is looking to see if there’s 
consensus or perhaps where there’s not consensus on moving forward with these 
proposed pilot programs. Ms. Hill, Ms. Gustafson, and Ms. Williamson are all queued up 
for questions and Mr. Lawrence states that if Committee members have specific 
questions on any of the four areas proposed at the end of Mr. Spencer’s presentation 
that we hold on that for a bit until we get a consensus more generally on moving 
forward.  
 
Ms. Hill states that she thinks this [proposal] has potential and she’s excited especially 
using SR28 as a pilot project she thinks there could be an impact and excitement [from 
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the public] if it’s done right. She’s in support and on board to solve the concerns of 
implementation. 
 
Ms. Gustafson has some general questions. Of the $9-10 million generated revenue, how 
does that compare to the costs and what do we anticipate in working with the State 
Parks and USFS on any fee? If people are paying fees for those sites already and then 
they’re also [paying parking fees], how will that work? In local government or all 
government we look at unintended consequences, so spillover parking for people trying 
to avoid the fee and parking just outside [the paid lots] is important to consider, what is 
the feedback on that? Lastly, a comment, a number a years ago Ms. Gustafson reported 
to TTD that one of the principals of Sperry Capital lives in Olympic Valley and he’s very 
familiar with the up-front finance, the infrastructure based on a guaranteed stream of 
revenue and Ms. Gustafson would love to have him come talk to a working group on how 
that could happen. He’s just one of the potential providers but he certainly has a lot of 
experience with toll roads and cordon pricing throughout the US – Arizona, Colorado, 
and California. He has up-front financed projects in those States and is very experienced. 
Ms. Gustafson is happy to share is contact with staff and others to help ensure TRPA can 
get the infrastructure in place. We need to arrange parking; to pick people up in shuttles 
they must park somewhere outside of these corridors so making sure we have adequate 
funds to lease or manage those parking facilities.  
 
Mr. Lawrence also wanted to talk about spillover parking. Incline Village, NV has 
experienced a lot of that from the East Shore trail. State Parks is a good one to bring up. 
When we get into the collection system, there may or may not be challenged to have the 
State Park employees at Sand Harbor collecting the additional fee and then breaking it 
out. Mr. Lawrence knows from experience in the NV Legislature that they don’t like to 
give up General fund dollars and right now Sand Harbor brings in a fair amount General 
Fund dollars. That would have to be made whole somehow as part of the process. Mr. 
Lawrence isn’t able to speak to the process of California State Parks although he’d 
imagine it’s a similar situation.  
 
Ms. Williamson is generally supportive of the pilot idea particularly if other Committee 
members with more experience are as well. She does want to share that she will be 
looking for if we do go forward with the Pilot, from the perspective of Public Utilities, 
when pilots are designed it’s important to carefully design the data analytics on the 
backend. She’s looking for how the data will come in and that we know what to do with 
the data and knowing that pivoting can happen based on the data. Anytime something 
new is rolled out in the Basin, people tend to “freak out” a bit so knowing that this will 
be done working with the public and that the public knows that we are looking for 
certain data, gathering it, and that we’re able to pivot if and when need be. Examples of 
data to collect are, is the summer crowd the same as the winter crowd? Does that mean 
more locals [during those times] or fewer? A license plate reader may be helpful there. 
The spillover parking issue, the day use factor vs. how many people are staying in the 
Basin. Ms. Williamson emphasizes that it’s important to know what data we’re looking 
for in this pilot and that we’re able to take that in real time so that we know where to go 
with the feedback we receive. 
 
Ms. Hill points out that Washoe County is undergoing an RFQ for a parking and traffic 
study in Incline Village and she believes the timing of this corridor pilot project should be 
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coordinated to address the spillover parking. RTC has been undergoing the pilot project 
with shuttles up from Reno to Incline Village through the busy summer season. Those 
shuttles were free and with various drop off locations. All three of these things working 
together are exciting and Ms. Hill is available to help coordinate. Washoe County is also 
looking at these issues in planning for Incline Village and Crystal Bay.  
 
Mr. Lawrence states that this coordination will be very helpful and the information Ms. 
Hill obtains from these other studies and projects will be informative to this project. Mr. 
Lawrence mentions that the Tahoe Fund, largely because of the spillover parking in 
Incline Village, as dipped their toes in the water and has had some conversations not 
necessarily on transportation funding but on recognizing that parking is going to be part 
of the picture and that spillover parking is a problem. They’re looking to have some kind 
of models looking at branded regional parking enforcement program could look at in 
order to assist some local communities. Mr. Lawrence states that he is hearing there is 
general consensus on continuing to explore these two pilot project ideas.  
 
Mr. Lawrence continues that there were four more specific areas that staff were looking 
for guidance from the Committee. [Slide title Initial Guidance]. 
 
Ms. Regan points out that the timing to move forward in exploring these pilots couldn’t 
be better with the benefit of the SR28 corridor work to date and the Hwy 89 Corridor 
plan is full of data and analyzing exactly the kinds of questions we need to answer such 
as where remote parking could be, timing of shuttles, potential ridership, etc. Ms. Regan 
points out that we’re not only looking at revenue, we’re also looking at behavior change. 
That is one of the most difficult things to change to get people out of their cares. Ideally, 
we’re targeting the VMT reduction as policy objective at the same time where we can 
enhance revenue. Over time, if we’re successful, we may lose revenue because fewer 
people will be in their cars and more people will be on shuttles. If we can get over that 
hump and change that behavior, we’re talking about millions and millions of cars in these 
two corridors which is not a sustainable or safe environment. There are a lot of details to 
work out but we have the benefit of these corridor plans, we have preliminary MOUs 
[Memorandums of Understanding] with law enforcement, State Parks, and the Forest 
Service. We have the right folks at the table who are willing to move forward and find 
solutions that can work. Ms. Regan is pleased to have the Tahoe Fund study brought up 
by Mr. Lawrence. TRPA has some good information of all the parking issues around the 
lake, looking at the very limited law enforcement opportunities for staffing to enforce. 
However we move these pilot programs forward, that’s a key segment of our 
stakeholder base; working with law enforcement in both States. 

 
1) Collection/Enforcement 
 

Mr. Lawrence states that there are a lot of challenges at State Parks collecting fees with 
backups, fee splitting (AIS had this challenge), and the LTBMU [Lake Tahoe Basin 
Management Unit] doesn’t have the bandwidth. They were actually looking at the State 
Park folks to issue tickets up and down SR89 even in front of Forest Service land. Mr. 
Lawrence says, given these known issues, his gut feeling is going with an automated 
system.  
 
Mr. Yeates agrees Mr. Lawrence in starting with some sort of automated collection 
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because of the staffing/support for on-site collection. He also notes the queuing factor 
thinking of the lines to get into Yosemite or Yellowstone as examples. Automated at the 
parking area similar to the East Shore how TTD has set it up. It’s a hassle at times if the 
machine’s not working appropriately but that seems like the best spot because people 
can get a ticket and move on. 
 
Ms. Gustafson echoes Mr. Yeates’ opinions and also speaks to Ms. Williamson’s previous 
point on data collection in order to expand or contract the system as needed.  
 
Mr. Lawrence states there’s consensus on doing an automated system. Certainly those 
details would have to be worked out on what that looks like. Mr. Lawrence wonders if 
there’s an opportunity to combine an automated license plate reader to help combat 
spillover parking. 
 
Mr. Spencer clarifies that an automated license plate reader would be at either end of 
the corridor where members of the public have opportunities to pull off and park prior 
to going through the reader and possibly being subject to the fee. Staff would work out 
those details and focus particularly on the spillover parking issue. 

 
2) Corridor Fee Rate and Funding Plan 

 
Mr. Lawrence remembers that the presentation had talked about a sliding scale and at 
one end of the scale would be the minimum paying for the maintenance and as the fee 
rate rises the funding moves more up into operations and more robust transit times as 
well as building up infrastructure. 
 
Ms. Hill thinks that we do need to find capital from various other sources but getting 
good public transportation together is how you shift public behaviors. That is also her 
comment on the equity issues is providing low-cost or free public transit options as a 
companion piece. How can we partner with localities on the public transportation or 
even offer incentives. 
 
Ms. Novasel agrees generally with the pilot program and automated collection. She 
agrees with Ms. Hill on offering free or reduced public transit fares in support of equity. 
Ms. Novasel does have concerns with parking and how that may impact the communities 
where the parking is set up. Of course, in the big pictures, we need to get both States to 
buy into a regional fare program. 
 
Mr. Lawrence states that we’re looking at a parking fee to raise additional new revenue. 
At a minimum, the fee needs to not only capture capital for O&M (operation & 
maintenance), but it needs to be robust enough to build out a transit system that’s going 
to be frequent enough for people to want to use. Mr. Lawrence doesn’t know how that 
would affect the price of using the transit but it [the parking fee] has to be that high. 
There are Constitutional prohibitions in Nevada from using fees on roadways for 
anything other than O&M. This is an opportunity to get that additional revenue beyond 
O&M in order to build out the infrastructure and put the transit in place and pay for it.  
 
Mr. Yeates states, based on the presentation at the Bi-State meeting on the 30th, in 
California if we’re charging a fee for parking but we apply it to some other use the 
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challenge can be made that it’s a tax which requires a 2/3 vote. Whereas, if it’s a fee 
that’s a different matter. If it’s part of this overall pilot that we’re trying to do, the 
parking fee is supporting the shuttle system and everything we’re doing here, then Mr. 
Yeates agrees with Mr. Lawrence that the fee has to support the shuttles and the public 
needs to know that this is so much better than getting in line at Camp Richardson and 
waiting to drive to the top of Emerald Bay the way it happens now on busy summer 
weekends. Mr. Yeates doesn’t know if a shuttle every 30 minutes is frequent enough; 
people may want to be able to go up every 15 minutes to go back and forth. To me, this 
is the devil in the details. Number two is a challenge for us to come up with something 
that we think will drive that behavioral change which we can do by calling it a fee and 
not get stuck with calling it a tax which is an issue in both states with the prohibition in 
Nevada and the 2/3 vote requirement in California. 
 
Mr. Spencer states that they are engaging with Legal counsel on these issues to the 
extent that we go for a more robust program where those driving into the corridors and 
parking are paying a fee to fund transit that’s going to serve those that choose to not 
[park in the corridor]. We may be in the realm of a tax on the California side and that 
may need a 2/3 vote. Ideally Basin residents would see the advantage of the program 
and approve it. That is a question, the line between a parking fee and a transit tax, if you 
will, is still being worked on. On the Nevada side, they are pursuing some guidance from 
the Attorney General’s office on this question of would this be considered a toll and 
therefore limited in its use.  
 
Mr. Lawrence states that certainly a lot more work needs to be done on the legal 
parameters. From a Nevada Legislature perspective, when the options are put in front of 
them for types of revenue generation, they’re going to be asking the legal questions 
about statutory changes or how it fits in the Constitution. We do need to do a deeper 
dive including, as Mr. Spencer, how parking on the right of way would be charged.  
 
Ms. Williamson states that the legal questions for her are going to dictate a lot of what 
can be done here. This is another one of those key pieces that would be helpful to have 
actual feedback from people who are using the transit system, who interacted with it in 
anyway, perhaps through a survey on the shuttle itself but someway to ask where 
someone is coming from, how long are they in the Basin, was this helpful, if you’re 
parking is the fee exorbitant, do you understand what the fee revenue is paying for, etc. 
An interaction with people so that the fee feels connected to the behavior changes we’re 
trying to make and so that we’re hearing from people – is this helpful, is this fee 
something you’re willing to pay to come up here, is the convenience worth it, is the 
environmental aspect worth it? If people are willing to pay more because they know that 
it’s helpful to the Lake that would be good to know. Or if it [the fee] is somehow 
impeding access to the Lake that would also be good to know. 
 
Mr. Lawrence assumes that survey work could be built into the service once it’s up and 
running and perhaps TTD has experience with that already through their work on the 
East Shore shuttle when it was operating. They may also have feedback from the public 
from when the parking meters were first turned on. Regarding the parking meters there 
were positive local reports that the public was understanding. From a resource 
management perspective it’s an ongoing process of adaptive management.  
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Mr. Hoenigman asks if the National Parks systems have been looked at for example in 
Muir Woods near San Francisco, there’s a parking reservation system because it keeps 
people from heading out and circling for parking because you’ve paid ahead for a time 
slot. It seems to work well and could easily be used across multiple sites. This might be 
an efficient way to charge for parking in these locations. 
 
Mr. Spencer responds that there are various passes of this type and they’re looking at 
taking this a step further for a greater degree of revenue generation in return for a 
higher level of direct transit service into the recreation corridors.  
 
Mr. Lawrence states that particularly regarding the reservation system, [Nevada] State 
Parks are working on getting such a system in place throughout Nevada for overnight 
camping and building into the day use reservations for Sand Harbor and down at Valley 
of Fire in Southern Nevada. Mr. Lawrence agrees with Mr. Hoenigman that there is a 
system in place but there are changes that need to be made with many interlocking 
pieces to make it fully functional.  
 
Ms. Gustafson agrees with Mr. Lawrence and Mr. Hoenigman on the reservation 
suggestions. She believes the Tahoe Fund’s parking effort is focused on that. We want 
people to leave their car before they even try to drive to the lots because we have such 
limited capacity. 
 
Mr. Lawrence states that the consensus on the fee rate and funding plan is that it needs 
to fund a more robust transit system, not simply cover O&M. How the initial capital is 
built out remains to be seen but we need to fund a transit system that people will want 
to use. 

 
3) Equitable 

 
Ms. Hill reiterates her comments on the need for an affordable public transit system. 
 
Mr. Yeates states that dealing with Emerald Bay there are campgrounds and state parks 
along that corridor and the need to balance the parking fee with the fees people are 
already potentially paying to come to State Parks. People staying overnight need the 
ability to go through our system and then park at the campsite. To get local support for 
what we’re doing, they need some kind of pass which is a challenge to the Hwy 89 
corridor plan; how do we work this out with local traffic vs. pulling off people who want 
to have a day use experience at Emerald [Bay]. Certainly at the start of this because it’s 
not a full-blown transit system around the Basin, that these pilot programs wouldn’t 
charge locals. 
 
Mr. Spencer asks for Mr. Yeates to clarify that if someone lives in the Basin chooses to 
visit Emerald Bay by parking within this corridor you’re wondering if they would receive a 
discount. 
 
Mr. Yeates confirms, locals should receive a discount. His initial reaction is not to charge 
the locals for their use of the area. 
 
Ms. Williamson asks Mr. Yeates if by “locals” he means any homeowner, including 
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second homeowners? Mr. Yeates states residents or maybe voters? Mr. Yeates states 
he’s trying to not “tick off” full-time residents. Similarly trying to do a sales tax or 
increase TOT that becomes a problem locally. We’ve gotten similar feedback in regard to 
the Mobility Mitigation fee.  
 
Ms. Gustafson states that one of her thoughts on regional revenue when we were 
exploring a Basin entry fee was having an annual pass that could be purchased ahead of 
time that could be discounted or free for full-time residents of the Basin. Ms. Gustafson 
agrees that we do want to be careful of not layering fees on top of each other. If we 
want measures to pass that the 2/3 requires, we need to have a benefit for locals. Ms. 
Gustafson doesn’t know if fees need to be fully waived for locals because other public 
sites may be impacted once this is implemented in Emerald Bay. 
 
Mr. Lawrence states that TRPA and all the partners have mostly successfully navigated 
that fee layering with the EIP funding which also gets complicated that there are Federal 
dollars that go to the State and the locals, etc. Mr. Lawrence states that his comment is 
from a political antenna, based on conservations with Douglas County in particular, 
politically getting the local legislative representatives on board will be critical so there 
may need to be plans in place in case we can’t get to the 2/3 vote. 
 
Mr. Spencer notes that the 2/3 vote would be in-Basin residents only.  
 
Mr. Lawrence isn’t 100% convinced based on the open Legal questions especially if we 
end up needing a legislative change.  

 
4) Overall Administration of Program 

 
Ms. Regan underscored what Ms. Williamson pointed out in terms of data collection with 
a focus on the mindset shift and changing public behavior. TRPA will be working on 
robust data collection in coordination with various partners because a change of this 
magnitude cannot be done in a vacuum which would all be built into the pilot. In 
addition, we are likely looking at legislative changes at the State levels, we may have 
local elections triggered, there are many things to be considered but if we can continue 
moving this train forward that gives us the momentum to start digging into the details. 
TRPA is not a taxing authority so when we start talking about these things, the 
community instantly latches on to “tax schemes”. We need to be thoughtful about how 
we engage folks and work alongside our Sustainable Recreation and Tourism initiative 
that we’re kicking off. There will be intersections with stakeholder work in that because a 
lot of solutions around Sustainable Recreation relate to transportation infrastructure. 
Ms. Regan assures the Committee that TRPA will be connecting the dots not only in this 
work but in other work that is planned for next year. 

 
Mr. Lawrence states that there a lot of different opinions on how to raise the revenue 
but there is consensus on the need to do something as quickly as possible. Operating 
from that mindset, Mr. Lawrence states that whatever method is the most expeditious 
and the most effective. If there’s existing authorities that we can tap into, thinking 
largely TTD.  
 
Ms. Gustafson, Ms. Williamson, and Ms. Hill agrees on the need to be expeditious which 
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most likely rules out creating a new authority. 
 
Public Comments & Questions 
 
None. 
 
Committee Comments & Questions 
 
None. 

 
IV. COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS 
  
 None. 
 
V.  PUBLIC INTEREST COMMENTS 
 
 None. 
  
VI. ADJOURNMENT 

 Mr. Yeates moved to adjourn. 
 
 Chair Mr. Lawrence adjourned the meeting at 11:10 a.m.  

  
                                                          Respectfully Submitted, 

 

 
Katherine Hangeland 

Paralegal 
 

 
 
The above meeting was recorded in its entirety. Anyone wishing to listen to the recording of the above-
mentioned meeting may find it at https://www.trpa.gov/meeting-materials/. In addition, written 
documents submitted at the meeting are available for review. If you require assistance locating this 
information, please contact the TRPA at (775) 588-4547 or virtualmeetinghelp@trpa.gov.  
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