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Date: September 3, 2020 

To: 

From: 

SRTC Board of Directors 

Mayor Ben Wick, Chair 

Subject: Meeting Notification and Transmittal of Meeting Agenda 

Meeting Date: September 10, 2020 

Time: 1:00 pm 

Location: Zoom Video Conference 

• The next SRTC Board meeting will be held on the Zoom video conferencing platform. 
The agenda and log-in information are on page 2.

• SRTC is committed to nondiscrimination in accordance with Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964, and Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987 (P.O. 100.259) and the
Americans with Disabilities Act. Reasonable accommodations can be requested by
contacting the SRTC office by telephone at (509) 343-6370 or by email at
contact.srtc@srtc.org at least 48 hours in advance.
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Board of Directors Meeting Agenda 

Date: Thursday, September 10, 2020 Time: 1:00 pm 

Location: Zoom Video Conference Meeting 

Log-in: 
Join Zoom Meeting 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/9394879626?pwd=ZFRmL2RJTkx4SGowV2YwOUdxMGVTZz09 

Meeting ID: 939 487 9626 | Passcode: 234239 | Phone-in: 1-253-215-8782 

1:00 1. Call to Order

1:00 2. Roll Call / Record of Attendance / Excused Absences

1:02 3. Public Comments

1:07 4. Executive Director’s Report (Sabrina Minshall)

ACTION 

1:12 5. Consent Agenda
a) August 2020 Meeting Minutes
b) August 2020 Vouchers
c) 2020-2023 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) September Amendment

Page 3 
Page 8 
Page 9 

1:13 6. 2021 Member Dues
(Sabrina Minshall)

Page 12 

1:18 7. SRTC Forecasting Part 3: Land Use Forecast-Methodology Adoption
(Mike Ulrich)

Page 15 

INFORMATION & DISCUSSION 

1:38 8. Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) Work Plan Follow-up
(Kennet Bertelsen, TAC Chair)

Page 25 

1:48 9. 2021-2024 Transportation Improvement Program Overview
(Eve McMenamy)

Page 30 

1:58 10. TIP Delivery and Project Readiness Policies 
(Eve McMenamy) 

Page 32 

2:13 11. SRTC Interlocal Agreement: Update and Compliance with RCW 47.80.050 
(Stan Schwartz, SRTC Legal Counsel) 

Page 40 

2:50 12. Board Member Comments 

3:00 13. Adjournment 

Attachments 
 Draft 2020 Board Meeting Agendas 
 August Meeting Summaries of Transportation Technical Committee & Transportation Advisory 
Committee 

Page 61 
Page 62 
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MEETING MINUTES 
 

Spokane Regional Transportation Council 
Board of Directors Meeting – Thursday August 13, 2020 

 Zoom Video Conference Meeting 
 
1. Call to Order – Chair Ben Wick brought the meeting to order at 1:00 pm. 
 
2. Roll Call/Record of Attendance/Excused Absences 

 
Board Members Present: Board Alternates Present 

Mayor Ben Wick, Chair City of Spokane Valley Adam Jackson TTC Vice-Chair 
Council Member Paul Schmidt, Vice Chair City of Cheney   

Council Member Sonny Weathers  City of Airway Heights Guests Present 
Mayor Shane Brickner City of Liberty Lake Matt Thompson WA State Auditor 

Council Member Lori Kinnear City of Spokane Gloria Mantz City of Spokane Valley 
Council Member Kate Burke City of Spokane Mark Haberman TAC 

Commissioner Al French  Spokane County Joe Tortorelli  
Kennet Bertelsen TAC Chair Anna Ragaza-Bourassa WSDOT-East. Region 

Council Member Micki Harnois Town of Rockford,  
Small Cities/Towns Rep. 

Char Kay 
Katy Allen 

WSDOT-East. Region 
City of Liberty Lake 

Mike Gribner WSDOT-East. Region Chad Coles Spokane County 
Kelly Fukai WA St Transp. Commission Sean Messner HDR 

  Kristine Williams Spokane Transit  
Board Members Not Present: Paul Kropp  

Larry Krauter 
Larry Stone 

Spokane Airports 
Major Employer Rep. 

LeAnn Yamamoto CommuteSmart NW 

Matt Ewers Rail/Freight Rep.   
Commissioner Mary Kuney Spokane County   

E. Susan Meyer Spokane Transit Authority   
    

SRTC Staff Present:   
Sabrina Minshall Executive Director   
Eve McMenamy Principal Transportation Planner   

Jason Lien Principal Transportation Planner   
Mike Ulrich Principal Transportation Planner   

David Fletcher Assoc. Transportation Planner III   
Michael Redlinger Assoc. Transportation Planner II   

Kylee Jones Assoc. Transportation Planner II   
Julie Meyers-Lehman Admin-Exec Coordinator   

Greg Griffin Administrative Services Manager   
Stanley Schwartz Legal Counsel   

 
Chair Wick read the names of members who had requested an excused absence: Larry Krauter, Susan Meyer, 
Matt Ewers, and Mary Kuney.  
 
Mr. Schmidt made a motion to excuse the absences. Mr. Gribner seconded the motion. All votes were in favor. 
 
3. Public Comments – There were no public comments. 
 
4. Executive Director’s Report – Ms. Minshall reported on: 

• The Freight Subject Matter Expert team will meet for the third time on Sept 2.  
• SRTC has entered into a contract with EWU for students to assist with ATRI data entry. 
• The electrification team continues preparation work, operating under the assumption that the grant for 

electrification stations will be awarded, so that the electrification plan is ready to implement quickly. Grant 
award notification is in December 9.  

 

 CONSENT AGENDA 
AGENDA ITEM 5a 

09/10/2020 Board Meeting 
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• The Financial Forecast consultant work for the Metropolitan Transportation Plan update is underway with 
the first informational memo released yesterday. 

• The region delivered $12.28M in SRTC awarded projects and met the federal obligation target of 
$11.37M; she expressed appreciation to member agency staff and the Board for understanding the 
urgency and importance of meeting the target 

• Her participation in three external work groups: WSDOT Freight Steering Committee, Commercial 
Aviation Coordinating Council and WSDOT Investment Group. 

• Provided highlights of the topics discussed at the MPO Coordination Committee meetings earlier in the 
week, such as a discussions of future adjustments to the RTPO funding formula, updates of the WSDOT 
Highway Systems Plan and WSDOT Investment Strategy Plan. She said WSDOT is also working on a 
new effort re-thinking public transportation after COVID. The committee also received an update on the 
Washington Growth Policy framework and the federal reauthorization package.  

 
5. Report on SRTC 2019 Audit – Mr. Thompson thanked Mr. Griffin for his assistance with getting audit 
materials ready earlier than usual. He reported that the audit was complete and contained no findings; he noted 
that SRTC has not had an audit finding in over 15 years, and possibly even longer than that as their records only 
go back that far. He commended the agency’s accounting procedures and stated that the WA State Auditor’s 
final report is published on their website and available for anyone to review. He re-stated that this audit found no 
material misstatements. Mr. Gribner also noted that Mr. Griffin has provided excellent service in handling 
financial activities between SRTC and WSDOT. 
 
ACTION ITEMS 
 
6. Consent Agenda (a) July 2020 Meeting Minutes (b) July 2020 Vouchers – Chair Wick called for any 
discussion of the consent agenda. There was none.  
 
Mr. Gribner made a motion to approve the Consent Agenda as presented; Ms. Burke seconded. All votes 
were in favor.  

 
7. Approve Excused Absences for SRTC Board Member Representative from Spokane Airport Board 
for Remainder of 2020  
 
Mr. French made a motion to approve the excused absences; Ms. Burke seconded. 
 
Mr. French commented that he was very disappointed to see Mr. Krauter leave the SRTC Board of Directors as 
his experience, expertise and insight will be a tremendous loss to the organization. Mr. French said he 
understands why the Spokane Airport Board, of which he is a member, chose to take the action they did, however 
Mr. Krauter’s absence will be keenly felt by this group. There was no further discussion or questions. 
 
A vote was taken on the motion and passed unanimously.  
 
INFORMATION & DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 

 8. SRTC Forecasting Part 2: Growth Management Act and Regional Land Use – Mr. Ulrich recapped the 
previous discussion of this item at the July Board meeting. He explained why SRTC does land use forecasting 
and why it is relevant for Board consideration, noting that regional mobility is not constrained by city or county 
boundary lines and growth forecasting is more relevant when considering jobs and population distribution instead 
of historical jurisdictional-based growth. 
 

Recap for July 2020:
Vouchers: V121315-V121343 131,379.17     

Salaries/Benefits Pay Periods Ending: 6/27/20, 7/11/20 and 7/25/20 102,818.17     
Spokane County Treasury Monthly SCIP fee - July 2020 23.20              

234,220.54     
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He presented a map showing where population density occurs in Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZ) within 
Spokane County and explained what factors into a TAZ. He presented a hypothetical example of a resident in a 
TAZ in Liberty Lake taking multiple trips throughout City of Spokane locations and how those trips impact the 
regional system. 
 
Mr. Ulrich stated that the main reasons for presenting this topic are to inform that Board of staff’s recommendation 
of revising the forecasting process/methodology, to bring awareness of the multi-jurisdictional subject matter 
expert team who will be providing feedback on the proposed revisions, and the TTC will also be reviewing this at 
their August meeting. 
 
Mr. Ulrich noted the primary revisions from the previous forecasting process will: 
• Move away from assuming a jurisdiction’s historical share of county-wide growth will continue into the next 

20 years 
• Will apply TAZ data using a bottom-up approach instead of top-down  
• Create a quantitative, consistent and documented approach to TAZ-level capacity 

 
He presented examples of forecasted vs. actual population growth from 1985-2010. The example applied the 
existing methodology, showing that in several instances where that method would not have been very accurate, 
although by nature no forecasting method is ever correct. He explained the differences between the top-
down/bottom-up approaches and displayed a population and employment density map.   
 
Mr. Ulrich explained that the new approach to TAZ-level capacity analysis will be quantitative, consistent through 
all jurisdictions, replicable and will provide for a documented process, which has not existed in the past. He 
stated the next steps in the process will be (1) the TTC will consider the work of the SME team at their August 
meeting (2) the consultant will begin the forecasting process (3) local agency staff will be given an opportunity 
to inform TAZ capacity analysis to reflect known development which will adjust the forecast accordingly (3) the 
Board will be asked to adopt the forecast as part of the MTP update. 
 
Ms. Kinnear wanted to make sure that Idaho users of the Spokane system get factored in. Mr. Ulrich said that 
while SRTC does not forecast population and growth outside of Spokane County, SRTC’s travel demand model 
does account for outside user trips. He said that while proposed methodology update is not perfect, it moves the 
needle towards an improved and more responsive land use forecast. 
 
Mr. French stressed the importance of being cautious in making assumptions and forecasting and making sure 
there is a linkage between forecasting and reality. He commented it is interesting that the figures on the charts 
presented go back 20-30 years but not the past 3-5 years, because the trendline for West Plains and Spokane 
County is quite different in those years. He stated that using 20-year planning window may be idealistic but can 
be problematic if you get too locked into it. Mr. Ulrich commented that the proposed methodology is a movement 
away from the practice of using historical growth to predict future growth and moving to a methodology that 
evaluates an individual TAZ’s capacity for growth for forecasting. He agreed that a 20-year forecast is not the 
most accurate way to look at growth, but that time frame is what is required of MPOs by the Federal Highway 
Administration.  
 
The group spoke about the timing of jurisdictions’ comprehensive plan updates and amendments and the 
forecasting methodology. Mr. Ulrich said the goal of the pending DATA project is to have a tool that is more 
responsive to those types of changes, unfortunately the timing will not work out to have the DATA tool in place 
before the MTP update must be filed in December 2021.  
 
9. 2021 Member Dues – Ms. Minshall provided a background of past discussions about dues and the 
proportion of agency revenues they represent. 2021 was scheduled to be the third year of the 3-year plan to 
increase dues by 15% per year, however in light of the public health crisis it is probably not a good time to raise 
dues. She highlighted two potential dues structure scenarios; (1) Keeping the same per capita rate as last year, 
with increases for population growth only and (2) A one-time temporary 75% decrease in dues. She noted both 
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scenarios reflect 10 full-time employees (FTE); the 2020 budget allowed for 11 FTE, however one employee 
separated from service and it was decided not to refill the position at this time for budgetary reasons. 
 
Ms. Minshall said this topic will be brought back to the Board for action next month, allowing members time to 
speak with their agencies about their budgets. The group discussed. Members of the Board Administrative 
Committee, who had reviewed the dues options earlier, agreed that there was no strong feeling about which of 
the two options was best. The consensus of the group was that the first option of keeping the same per capita 
rate as in 2020 was the most agreeable plan to bring back for action at the September Board meeting. 
 
10. Board Feedback on Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) Work Plan – Mr. Bertelsen provided a 
history of the creation of the newly seated TAC and the creation of the work plan presented today. He said the 
TAC’s goal is to move to specific tasks with tangible results, to best use the skill sets of TAC members to better 
inform and make recommendations to the Board moving forward. He spoke about how each topic area of the 
work plan was ranked and ultimately selected. He explained that a theme that kept coming up throughout their 
conversations was the public-private sector tie and how the TAC can bring perspective to those relationships 
that might not be found elsewhere. And how do we use our committee status to reach out to our circle. Mr. 
Bertelsen asked what the Board would find valuable from this committee and what work should they be doing. 
Looking for feedback. Reviewed the Board work plan and tried to tailor this plan with that in mind. 
  
Mr. Gribner said he reviewed the work plan closely; it is a very good start and he likes the topics selected, but 
he feels there needs to be clarity about the path forward; it feels like some of the tasks are already being 
addressed by other groups, such as the jurisdictions, Transportation Technical Committee, etc. He suggested 
that the TAC to sift through that and maybe reach out to the TTC and jurisdictions to create a little clearer 
understanding for the Board on how the TAC is going to insert themselves into the process. Mr. Bertelsen said 
they recognized there is some overlap on the topics, especially on some things the TTC works on, but the TAC 
is trying to be a resource for the Board by bringing different perspectives (community or private sector) on topics. 
Mr. Gribner said there are unique jurisdictional perspectives that he would ask the TAC to reach out and 
understand. 
 
Ms. Kinnear stated that she sees it as an opportunity to aggregate all the jurisdictions’ needs into a sort of one-
stop-shop, for example, identifying areas underserved by public transportation. While STA has this information, 
having all needs across jurisdictions or platforms compiled in one place would be helpful. She suggested 
reaching out the neighborhood councils to ascertain their particular transportation needs and also including 
business districts and chambers of commerce as key stakeholders.  
 
Ms. Harnois spoke about the lack of transit service for the small towns in the southern part of the county and 
asked if the TAC would consider looking into that.  
 
Mr. French sees duplication in some of the tasks and a potential opportunity for conflict between the TAC work 
plan and jurisdictions’ comprehensive/land use plans. He is concerned that the TAC understands that they are 
an advisory group to the Board, not a decision-making group. Mr. Bertelsen responded that the advisory nature 
of the TAC has been made very clear to members and re-stated that the goal of the TAC is to be a resource to 
the Board.  
 
Mr. Weathers stated that he sees great value in a citizens advisory committee and said the TAC can help the 
Board be less reactionary by being the voice of engagement from the community and businesses bringing 
attention to transportation issues.  
 
Ms. Minshall asked if there was anything specifically the Board would like to see in this work plan or if they want 
the work plan to come back before the Board for approval or endorsement at the next meeting as the TAC 
members are anxious to get working.  
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Mr. Gribner stated he would like the TAC to reach out the TTC and to have discussions across jurisdictional 
boundaries to address the concerns he raised and to have this addressed in the work plan document so there is 
clarity about roles moving forward. In terms of topics and general intent, he is fine with it.  
 
Mr. French said he would like to submit his questions about the work plan document to the TAC and see the 
responses. Mr. Gribner also said he will send his comments/questions to Mr. Bertelsen. 
 
11. Board Member Comments 

• Ms. Fukai said the next WTSC meeting will be in September and noted they recently received a grant for 
the next phase of the road user charge program. 

• Ms. Kinnear reported that the city has accelerated street construction projects and they have instituted a 
2-year experiment to set speed limits around parks to 20 mph year-round, instead of seasonally. 

• Mr. Weathers spoke about the collaboration with the Airway Heights, City of Spokane and S3R3 on the 
6th & 12th St Corridor projects. He noted their comprehensive plan update was recently approved. 

 
13. Adjournment - There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 2:38 pm. 
 
 
______________________________ 
Julie Meyers-Lehman, Clerk of the Board 
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Date Voucher Vendor Description Amount
8/6/20 V121344 Gonzaga University KJ enrollment Certificate in Women's Leadership 2,240.00 

V121345 Gonzaga University EM enrollment Certificate in Foundational Leadership 4,830.00 
V121346 WA State Dept of Retirement Employee and Employer Contributions: July 2020 15,134.31 
V121347 Pacific Office Automation Copier lease July 2020 usage 2.89 
V121348 Intrinium Managed IT Services - Mnthly July 1,826.80 
V121349 Rehn & Associates Staff Payroll Deduction Health Ins Contributions: Pay Period 2020-17 495.00 
V121350 Verizon Wireless IT Svcs: Wireless Svcs E.D. Phone & Public Outreach Tablets, 6/24-7/23/20 99.41 
V121351 Enduris 2021 Agency insurance 12,312.00 
V121352 BERK Consulting MTP Financial Forecast: Proj Mgmt & Inventory Potential Rev sources 3,045.00 
V121353 Spokane County Treasurer ESRI Software Support - July 2020 753.02 

8/11/20 V121354 Intrinium Set-up MU Dell laptop 50.00 
V121355 Allstream Telephone: Lines to 8/7/20 and Long Distance for June 2020 585.73 
V121356 Visionary Communications, Inc. Fiber Services, July 2020 953.31 
V121357 Rehn & Associates Admin fee June '20 75.00 

8/21/20 V121358 Leland Consulting LLC MTP update - Land Use Forecast - Activity thru 5/31/20 849.60 
V121359 Leland Consulting LLC MTP update - Land Use Forecast - Activity thru 7/31/20 1,155.60 
V121360 Social Pinpoint Inc Software for Public Engagement on Division Study 5,184.00 
V121361 AWC Employee Benefit Trust September '20 Benefit Insurance Premiums 10,350.10 
V121362 Witherspoon Kelley Attnys Legal Services for July 2020 - Admin 1,245.60 
V121363 Pacific Office Automation Copier lease July 2020 (paid in September) - 
V121364 Resource Systems Group Inc Tasks1.1/1.2/1.3 July 2020 D.A.T.A. work (paid in September) - 
V121365 The Fig Tree 2020-21 Directory of Comm Resources Adv 145.00 
V121366 WA State Auditor's Office CY 2019 Audit - inv#4 9,330.75 
V121367 Rehn & Associates Staff Payroll Deduction Health Ins Contributions: Pay Period 2020-18 495.00 

Reimbursement(s) GSI 'State of the County' registration (40.00) 
Salaries/Benefits Pay Periods Ending: 8/8/20 and 8/22/20 68,759.43 

8/30/20 Spokane County Treasury Monthly SCIP fee - AUGUST 2020 24.50 

TOTAL AUGUST 2020 139,902.05 

Recap for August 2020:
Vouchers: V121344-V121367 71,118.12 

Salaries/Benefits Pay Periods Ending: 8/8/20 and 8/22/20 68,759.43 
Spokane County Treasury Monthly SCIP fee - AUGUST 2020 24.50 

139,902.05 

As of 9/10/20, the Spokane Regional Transportation Council Board of Directors approves the payment of the August 2020 vouchers included in the list in the amount of: $ 
139,902.05

Chair

VOUCHERS PAID FOR THE MONTH OF AUGUST 2020
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To: SRTC Board of Directors September 3, 2020 

From: Kylee Jones, Associate Transportation Planner II 

Topic: 2020-2023 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) September 
Amendment  

Requested Action 
SRTC Board approval of the September amendment to the 2020-2023 TIP, as shown in the 
Attachment.  

Key Points 
WSDOT has requested an amendment to add a new project and add funding to an existing 
project to the 2020-2023 TIP. The two projects are listed below, see Attachment for more 
details.  

• I-90/Rosamond, Sherman, Arthur Crossing – Bridge Deck Rehabilitation (new project)
• I-90/Mullan Rd Crossing – Bridge Deck Repair

TIP Overview 
The TIP is a programming document that identifies specific projects and programs to be 
implemented during the upcoming four years. Any project with federal funds from the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) or Federal Transit Administration (FTA), as well as any 
regionally significant projects, must be included in the TIP. After a TIP has been incorporated 
into the Washington State TIP (STIP), project changes can be requested by local agencies. 
Minor changes can be made administratively by SRTC staff. Significant changes must be 
made through the amendment process, which requires a 10-day public comment period and 
action by the SRTC Board of Directors. 

Public Involvement 
Pursuant to SRTC’s Public Participation Plan, this amendment was published for a 10-day 
public review and comment period from August 14, 2020 through August 23, 2020 at 4:00 
p.m. Notice of the amendment was published in the Spokesman Review and posted to SRTC 
website (www.srtc.org) and social media platforms on August 14, 2020; no public comments 
were received.  

Supporting Information/ Implications 
The TIP serves as an important tool in implementing the goals, policies, and strategies 
identified in Horizon 2040, SRTC’s long-range plan. As such, any projects included in the TIP, 
including projects added through monthly amendments, must be consistent with Horizon 
2040. Consistency with Horizon 2040 includes a demonstration of financial constraint and 

CONSENT AGENDA 
AGENDA ITEM 5c 

09/10/2020 Board Meeting 
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September 2020 SRTC Board – 2020-2023 TIP September Amendment 2 
 

conformity with regional air quality plans. The September amendment has been reviewed by 
SRTC staff for compliance with federal and state requirements and consistency with Horizon 
2040.  
 
TIP amendments must be approved by the SRTC Board in order to be incorporated into the 
Washington State TIP (STIP). Projects receiving federal funds must be in both the TIP and 
the STIP to access those funds.   
 
Pending approval by the SRTC Board, the Sept amendment will be incorporated into the STIP 
on or around October 15, 2020.  
 
Prior Committee Actions 
At their August 24 meeting, the Transportation Technical Committee unanimously 
recommended Board approval of this amendment. 
 
More Information 

• For detailed information contact Kylee Jones at (509) 343-6370 or kjones@srtc.org   
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Project Title

Amendment Description
New 

Project
Existing 
Project

WSDOT I-90/Rosamond, Sherman, Arthur Crossings - Bridge Deck Rehabilitation New STBG $2,997,225 
Local $68,925

$3,066,150

WSDOT I-90/Mullan Rd Crossing - Bridge Deck Repair Previous 
NHPP $220,745 
New NHPP $559,805
Local $19,300

$799,850
STBG = Surface Transportation Block Grant
Local = Local funding
NHPP = National Highway Performance Program 

New project to rehabilitate bridge decks with preparation, repair and new wearing 
surface, work to preserve the structural integrity, asset utility and extend the life 
of the bridges.

This amendment adds $559,805 in NHPP funds to rehabilitate existing bridge deck 
and perform additional depth deck repair as needed. Replace deck with a high 
early modified concrete overlay to preserve the structural integrity of the bridge.

SRTC 2020-2023 Transportation Improvement Program
September Amendment (20-09)

Agency Funding Adjustment

Amendment
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To:   SRTC Board of Directors       September 3, 2020 
 
From:  Sabrina C. Minshall, AICP, Executive Director 
  Greg Griffin, Administrative Services Manager 
 
Topic:  CY 2021 SRTC Member Dues 
 
Requested Action: 
Approval of CY 2021 member dues at the same per capita rate as CY 2020, allowing only for increases 
as a result of updated jurisdictional population figures (see Attachment). 
 
Key Points: 

• The Board of Directors discussed CY 2021 dues on August 13, 2020. The Board was 
presented with two scenarios (1) keeping the same level as CY 2020 or (2) a onetime 75% 
reduction of the CY 2020 level. The consensus was that the first option of keeping the same 
per capita rate as in 2020 was the most agreeable plan to bring back for action at the 
September Board meeting (see Attachment). 
 

• Subsequent to the August Board meeting, correspondence was received by the city of Airway 
Heights indicating they would prefer option 2: a onetime, 75% reduction. No other member 
agency feedback has been received. 

• 2021 dues scenarios do not include Spokane International Airport, as SRTC received notice 
of their termination of membership to be effective 1/1/2021. 

• Per the 2013 SRTC Interlocal Agreement, SRTC member dues are set using a per capita rate 
and based on population estimates released by the Washington State Office of Financial 
Management, excepting SIA, STA, and WSDOT, whose dues are a fixed, non-population-
based amount.   

• Considering how the economic environment has been impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic, 
it is not recommended to exercise year three of the three-year plan to increase dues by 15% 
per year that began in 2019.  

• Membership dues over the past ten years have ranged between 10.2 % to 14.2% of the SRTC 
budget. Membership dues (local funds) are an imperative part of the budget as they serve as 
required match for federal grant funds as well as for the funding source for a small portion of 
the budget that are not grant eligible expenditures.   

• SRTC has also used membership dues to sustain an operating reserve, as federal and state 
grants funds operate on a reimbursement basis. Due to past SRTC Board decisions to 
gradually increase membership dues, combined with sound financial budgeting and 
management practices, SRTC estimates that it will have an unrestricted operating reserve of 

FOR ACTION 
AGENDA ITEM 6 

09/10/2020 Board Meeting 
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September 2020 Board – CY 2021 Member Dues 2 

approximately $570,000, or approximately four months of operations to begin the 2021 budget 
year.   With any reduction of membership dues, this operating reserve will be reduced if the 
budget is not also substantially reduced.  

• SRTC began CY 2020 with 11 full-time employees (FTE), which is reflected in the Unified
Planning and Work Program. SRTC is currently operating at 10 FTE and anticipates continuing
to do so through 2021 as a consequence of the economic impacts brought about by the
pandemic. This reduction to 10 FTE will also be used to also preserve the operating reserve.
The continuation of the 10 FTE level will result in a delay of some work products and
deliverables across agency operations.

• Staffing levels and work deliverables will be evaluated in March/April of 2021 as the next
Unified Plan and Work Program (UPWP) is prepared.

Prior Board and Committee Discussions: 
• At the July 2018 meeting the Board discussed a proposed schedule to increase dues 15% per

year for three years (CY 2019 – 2021) 
• In August 2018, the Board approved (by a vote of 11-1) to approve 15% member dues increase

for CY 2019.
• At the September 2019, meeting the Board voted unanimously approved a 15% increase in

member dues for CY 2020.
• The Board Administrative Committee discussed the CY 2021 dues at their August 6, 2020

meeting. No formal recommendations or decisions were made.
• The Board of Directors discussed CY 2021 dues on August 13. They were presented with two

scenarios (1) keeping the same level as CY 2020 or (2) a onetime 75% reduction of the CY
2020 level. The general consensus was that the first option of keeping the same per capita
rate as in 2020 was the most agreeable plan to bring back for action at the September Board
meeting

More Information: 
• For detailed information contact: Greg Griffin at (509)343-6370 or ggriffin@srtc.org

Page 13

mailto:ggriffin@srtc.org


A B C D E F G

Airway Heights 2,482$       10,010           2,603$           121$              1,861$              (621)$              
Cheney 3,227 12,640           3,286             60 2,420                (807)                
Deer Park 1,141 4,485             1,166             25 856 (285)                
Fairfield 163             635                 165                3 122 (41) 
Latah 51               195                 51 -                 38 (13) 
Liberty Lake 2,860 11,500           2,990             130                2,145                (715)                
Medical Lake 1,301 5,040             1,310             9 976 (325)                
Millwood 467             1,840             478                12 350 (117)                
Rockford 126             495                 129                3 95 (31) 
Spangle 73               285                 74 1 55 (18) 
Spokane 57,720       223,600         58,136           416                43,290              (14,430)           
Spokane County1 (Uninc 57,720       154,250         58,136           416                43,290              (14,430)           
Spokane Valley 25,147       97,490           25,347           200                18,860              (6,287)             
Waverly 34               135                 35 1 25 (9) 

City / County Subtotal 152,511$     522,600         153,907$         1,396$              114,383$         (38,128)$        
Spokane Interntnl Airpo 19,838       (19,838)          -                 (19,838)           
Spokane Transit 51,049       51,049           -                 38,286           (12,763)           
WSDOT 26,450       26,450           -                 19,838           (6,612)             

Transportation Agency 97,336$       77,499$         (19,838)$       58,124$         (39,212)$        

GRAND TOTAL 249,847$     231,406$       (18,442)$       172,507$       (77,340)$        

1 The SRTC Board policy is for Spokane County dues to match the City of Spokane dues each year.
2 Based on the State of Washington's Office of Financial Management's April 1, 2020 estimated population figures.
3Column I  proposed for temporary one year reduction only

 @ 75% of 
2020 dues $$ 

amount of 
change vs. 

2020 (col C) 

 2021 Dues at 
75% of 2020 

Level 
(temporary)3 

 2021Dues @ 
.26 per cap 

(Pop inc only) 

 .26/capita          
$$ amount of 

change vs. 
2020 (col C) Agency  2020 Dues 

April 1, 
2020 OFM 
Population 
Estimate 2
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To: SRTC Board of Directors September 3, 2020 

From: Mike Ulrich, AICP, Principal Transportation Planner 

Topic: SRTC Forecasting Part 3: Land Use Forecast-Methodology Adoption

Requested Action: 
SRTC Board adopts the land use methodology for Horizon 2045, as presented and recommended by 
SRTC staff, developed through collaborative process using a subject matter expert team and 
unanimously recommended by the Transportation Technical Committee (TTC).  

Key Points: 
• The land use forecast serves as a critical planning product for the SRTC and is used in a variety

of analyses including, but not limited to, a federally required input into the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP). In many ways, the horizon year (2045) land use forecast helps
guide regional transportation policy and investment.

• The land use forecast has been an information item on two previous Board meeting agendas.
Staff has answered questions presented in those meetings and this will be the third touch with
the Board. However, if there are further questions from the Board, staff will certainly address
those and action can be postponed, if necessary.

• The TTC voted unanimously at their August meeting to recommend to the Board that staff use
the proposed methodology.

• For this update, SRTC staff has developed a methodology which includes several
critical changes from previous updates which include:

• Methodology does not assume jurisdiction’s historical share (previous 15 years) of
county-wide growth will continue (next 20 years) into the future.

• Quantitative calculation of capacity at the Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) level
versus relying on a qualitative analysis performed by each jurisdiction.

• Forecasting employment at the Transportation Analysis District (sub-area) level.

• Forecasting population and employment will be done using four steps:
1. Establishing the countywide population / employment control total

o The countywide population control total will be the 2017 Growth Management
Act (GMA) medium series projection from the OFM for 2045.

o For this update, the countywide employment control total will be calculated by
maintaining the current population-to-employment ratio.

2. Determining population capacity / determining employment sector growth

FOR ACTION 
AGENDA ITEM 7 

09/10/2020 Board Meeting 
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September 2020 Board – SRTC Forecasting Part 3: Land Use Forecast Methodology Adoption 2 

o For population capacity, see section 2.2 of Attachment One.
o For employment sector growth, see section 3.2 of Attachment One.

3. Identifying recent and planned development through a collaborative process with land
use agencies 
4. Distributing population / employment growth to TAZ

Board/Committee Previous Discussions: 
• At their February 2020 meeting, the Transportation Technical Committee unanimously voted

to stand up a subject matter expert (SME) team to inform this process.

• The team met on March 19, March 26, and April 2. A draft methodology was presented to the
SME team for consideration. Staff facilitated discussion and solicited feedback from the SME
team regarding the draft methodology. Using the feedback provided, staff completed a final
draft of the forecasting methodology which was presented to the TTC at their August meeting.

• At their August meeting, the TTC unanimously voted to “recommend that the SRTC Board use
the land use methodology as recommended by staff, which was developed using a
collaborative process through the work of a subject matter expert team.”

• The SRTC Board received an informational briefing in July from SRTC Staff and Washington
State Department of Commerce staff on the Washington State Growth Management Act, and
land use forecasting.

• The SRTC Board received an informational briefing in August from SRTC Staff on the
components of the proposed methodology.

Public Involvement: 
As land use forecasting is a very technical exercise, historically, the public has not had any direct 
involvement with the land use forecast. There will be a public involvement component of the 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan update, which provides opportunity for input on the results of the 
technical components. 

Supporting Information/Implications 
Currently, SRTC updates its land use forecast every four years. SRTC stakeholders have identified 
the need to improve the region’s analytic tools, especially the travel demand model. The changes to 
the methodology are meant to advance the goal of improved analysis tools. The DATA Project will 
continue these advances into future Metropolitan Transportation Plan updates. One anticipated 
outcome of the DATA project will be more robust land use forecast analysis capabilities.  

Additional information will continue to be presented to the SRTC Board as the methodology is applied 
and MTP components are developed. 
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More Information: 
• The methodology documentation is included as Attachment One.
• Membership of the SME team is included as Attachment Two.
• For detailed information contact: Mike Ulrich at (509) 343-6384 or mulrich@srtc.org.
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Land Use Forecast Methodology 
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Spokane Regional Transportation Council 

LAND USE FORECAST METHODOLOGY 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The Spokane Regional Transportation Council (SRTC) tracks and forecasts land use for a variety of long-range planning 

functions. These include travel demand modeling, scenario development, capital investment prioritization, freight 

planning, subarea analysis, and comprehensive plan amendment certification. SRTC updates its land use forecasts with 

each Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) update. This is done to incorporate the most recent base year data and align 

the forecast with the MTP’s planning horizon year. The current land use update will have a base year of 2019 and a horizon 

year of 2045. 

1.1 SRTC Land Use Categories 

SRTC’s land use data is classified into twelve categories. These are shown in Table 1. Most of these categories are used to 

classify population and employment.1 Sections 2 and 3 in this document describe SRTC’s method for forecasting the land 

uses. 

Table 1.1: SRTC Land Use Categories by Type 

SRTC 

Land Use 

Land Use 

Type 

Land Use 

Measurement 
Description 

LU1 Population Housing Units Single-family, duplex, triplex, manufactured or mobile home 

LU2 Population Housing Units Four our more residential units on a single parcel 

LU3 Other Rooms/campsites Hotel, motel, or campsite 

LU4 Employment Employees Agriculture, forestry, mining, industrial, manufacturing, and wholesale 

LU5 Employment Employees Retail trade (non-CBD) 

LU6 Employment Employees Services and offices 

LU7 Employment Employees Finance, insurance and real estate services (FIRES) 

LU8 Employment Employees Medical 

LU9 Employment Employees Retail trade (CBD) 

LU10 Other Students College and university commuter students 

LU11 Employment Employees Education employees (K–12) 

LU12 Employment Employees Education employees (college and university) 

1 SRTC also includes hotel rooms and higher education commuter students in its land use. These combine to account for a very small share of the 
region’s total land use. More detail on how they are forecasted can be found in Appendix B of SRTC’s most recent MTP update, Horizon 2040. 
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1.2 Base Year Land Use 

SRTC updated its base year land use to 2019 for this forecast. Various population data sources were used, including the 

2010 Census, the Office of Financial Management’s (OFM) Small Area Estimates Program (SAEP) and local jurisdiction’s 

residential building permits. Employment Security Department (ESD) Unemployment Insurance Data was the primary 

source for base year employment. SRTC used figures from the second quarter of 2019. ESD data was supplemented with 

SRTC research, which included contacting major employers and school districts directly to verify employee counts and 

locations. SRTC also reviewed the accuracy of employer locations and geolocated to with missing or inaccurate locations. 

More information on this process will be made available in SRTC’s 2019 Land Use Update documentation. 

 

1.3 Federal and State Consistency Requirements 

As the metropolitan planning organization (MPO) for the Spokane region, SRTC is federally required to forecast 

transportation and land use conditions over at least a 20-year planning horizon.2 State law requires these forecasts to be 

consistent with local growth assumptions.3  

 

SRTC coordinates with local jurisdictions to ensure consistency, however, its forecasts are not identical to those 

produced by local jurisdictions. There are two primary reasons for this: (1) to meet its federal requirements, SRTC 

forecasts to a different horizon year; and (2) to effectively project future transportation conditions, SRTC forecasts 

future growth at the transportation analysis zone (TAZ) level. Forecasts adopted by the Spokane County Board of 

Commissioners allocate their growth to the jurisdiction level only. 

 

 

2.0 POPULATION FORECAST 

In 2015 Spokane County adopted 20-year population forecast and allocations, with a 2037 forecast horizon. SRTC 

considers its population forecast methodology to be consistent with the county’s forecast. However, for a variety of 

practical differences between the forecasts, including an extended horizon year and the need to allocate population at 

the TAZ-level, the methodologies are not identical. 

 

SRTC’s population forecast methodology consists of four primary steps: (1) establishing the countywide population control 

total, (2) determining population capacity, (3) identifying recent and planned development, and (4) allocating population 

growth. This section details the methods SRTC will uses to complete these steps. 

 

2.1 Establishing the Countywide Population Control Total 

The countywide control total will be the 2017 Growth Management Act (GMA) county projection from the OFM.4 

 

 
2 This requirement is described in 23 CFR § 450.324. 

3 This requirement is described in WAC 468-86-110. 

4 SRTC will use the medium series 2045 Spokane County population from OFM’s 2017 supplemental GMA county projections. 
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2.2 Determining Population Capacity 

SRTC will compile the latest parcel-level land quantity analysis (LQA) data from jurisdictions that have recently completed 

LQAs. This data will be used to determine capacity in these jurisdictions. SRTC will perform a capacity analysis based on 

the methods described in the Department of Commerce’s Buildable Lands Guidelines, for jurisdictions that do not have 

parcel level LQA data available. This will utilize data from Spokane County’s GIS and Assessor parcel data, as well as zoning 

and land use data from local jurisdictions. It will consist of the following steps: 

 

a) Identify vacant and under-utilized land: 

▪ Parcels not containing a structure valued over $5,000 will be classified as vacant.5 

▪ Parcels in the Urban Growth Area (UGA) with an improvement to land value ratio under 1:1 and zoned to 

allow for high density residential will be classified as under-utilized.6 

 

b) Remove land that is not suitable for development: 

▪ 20 percent of land will be removed for utility and road rights of way on parcels larger than five acres. 

▪ Physical barriers that limit development will be removed. These will include (1) wetlands and 100-foot 

wetland buffers; (2) geologically hazardous areas and steep slopes of over 30 percent; and (3) protected 

open space. 

 

Unlike local LQAs, SRTC does not directly apply a market factor to calculate capacity. This is due to the logistic growth 

model used to allocated growth to TAZs. The model decreases growth rates as available resources (i.e. developable land) 

decrease.7 The purpose of market factors used in local LQAs is to account for the percentage of developable land is likely 

to remain undeveloped over the course of a planning period due to fluctuating market factors.8 Because the logistic growth 

model reduces growth rates as the supply of land decreases, it is essentially accounting for the same fluctuating market 

factors. Applying a market factor in addition to the logistic growth approach would over count the land that is likely to 

remain undeveloped during the planning period. The logistic growth model is explained in more detail in Section 2.4. 

 

2.3 Identifying Recent and Planned Development 

Prior to distributing growth to TAZs, local jurisdiction staff will be given the opportunity to identify developments that 

have either: (1) recently occurred and are not captured in the base year data or (2) approved or in process. SRTC will also 

incorporate any existing market-based forecasts from subarea plans and studies. For a proposed development or 

forecast to be included, jurisdictions must submit documentation supporting the proposal (i.e. recorded plats, building 

permits, et cetera).  

 

 
5 $5,000 was selected as the threshold for identifying vacant land in response to subject matter expert (SME) team feedback suggesting that SRTC 

should be aggressive in identifying vacant land.  

6 This is in response to SME team input regarding the importance of accounting for redevelopment. An Improvement to land value ratio of 1:1 has 

been selected based on the methods described in the Department of Commerce’s Buildable Lands Guidelines (2018). 

7 More information on logistic growth can be found here. 

8 More information on market factors and their intended purpose can be found in the Department of Commerce’s Buildable Lands Guidelines. 
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2.4 Distributing Population Growth to TAZ 

Once recent and planned development has been added, SRTC will utilize a logistic growth model to distribute growth 

among TAZs. TAZ capacities and growth from 2003 to 2019 will be used as the model’s inputs. The logistic growth function 

will be applied to TAZ, resulting in TAZ growth rates diminishing as their populations approach their capacities. This is done 

by identifying the theoretical unconstrained growth rate (r–max) of the population (P) and reducing it as capacity (K) 

decreases. R–max is determined by fitting the logistic growth equation to the geography’s historical growth. The following 

formula used to determine a given geography’s growth rate: 

 

𝑟–𝑚𝑎𝑥 (1 −
𝑃

𝐾
) 

 

 

 

3.0 EMPLOYMENT FORECAST 

Like the population forecast, SRTC’s employment forecast consists of four primary steps: (1) establishing the countywide 

employment control total, (2) determining employment sector growth, (3) identifying recent and planned development, 

and (4) allocating employment growth. This section details the methods SRTC will use to complete these steps. 

 

3.1 Establish 2045 Employment Control Total 

Because SRTC does not currently have access to the data that would be necessary to produce an independent countywide 

employment forecast, the countywide control total will follow population. It will be calculated by maintaining the current 

population-to-employment ratio. 

 

3.2 Determining Employment Sector Growth 

SRTC’s employment land use is divided into eight sections, which are based on NAICS codes. These are shown in Table 1. 

Each sector will be allocated a share of growth based on the Employment Security Department’s long-term occupational 

projections for Spokane County. 

 

3.3 Identifying Recent and Planned Development 

As with population, local jurisdiction staff will be given the opportunity to identify developments that have either: (1) 

recently occurred and are not captured in the base year data or (2) approved or in process. SRTC will also incorporate 

any existing market-based forecasts from subarea plans and studies. For a proposed development or forecast to be 

included, jurisdictions must submit documentation supporting the proposal (i.e. recorder plats, building permits, et 

cetera).  
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3.4 Distributing Employment Growth to TAZ 

SRTC will distribute employment from the county control total to Transportation Analysis Districts (TAD), as opposed to 

jurisdictions, because employment growth trends do not necessarily follow jurisdiction boundaries. TADs are aggregations 

of TAZs that have been grouped to capture areas with similar economic characteristics. They are shown in Figure 3.1. 

 

TAZ district employment allocations will be determined based on historical growth rates, by sector. These will be derived 

from the Census Bureau’s LEHD Origin-Destination Employment Statistics (LODES) dataset. This data is available from 2002 

through 2017 and will be aggregated to TADs. The trend data will be fitted to countywide control totals. 

 

 

4.0 Final Review 

Upon completing initial TAZ-level population and employment distributions, SRTC will provide the draft forecast to 

jurisdictions for a final review. If a local jurisdiction disagrees with the forecast, they may provide recommend changes. 

As with recent and planned development, jurisdictions will need to submit sufficient documentation supporting their 

recommendations in order for the changes to go into effect. 
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Figure 3.1: SRTC TAZ Districts 
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City of Airway Heights • City of Cheney • City of Deer Park • Town of Fairfield • Town of Latah • City of Liberty Lake 
City of Medical Lake • City of Millwood • Town of Rockford • Town of Spangle • Spokane County • City of Spokane  

City of Spokane Valley • Town of Waverly • Spokane Airport Board • Spokane Transit Authority  
Washington State Department of Transportation • Washington State Transportation Commission  

Land Use Forecast 
Subject Matter Expert Team 

City of Airway Heights Heather Trautman 

City of Deer Park Roger Krieger 

City of Liberty Lake Lisa Key 

City of Spokane Tirrell Black Louis Meuler 

City of Spokane Valley Mike Basinger 

Spokane County Steve Davenport 

Spokane Transit Authority Mike Tresidder 

WSDOT - Eastern Region Greg Figg Charlene Kay 

Avista Grant Forsyth 

Leland Consulting Group Ted Kamp 

Eastern Washington University Brian Kennedy 
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Transportation Advisory Committee 
DRAFT WORK PLAN 

Spokane Regional Transportation Council 
September 2020 

Introduction 

Overview and Intent 

The SRTC Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) was originally established over a decade ago and its 
purpose is to bring topical and contextual policy recommendations to SRTC staff, the Transportation 
Technical Committee and the Board of Directors. Members represent users of the transportation system 
and community and industry areas by providing those perspectives to regional transportation planning.  

TAC meetings were deferred from October 2018 to April 2020 while a SRTC Board of Directors 
subcommittee reevaluated the TAC form, function, and membership. The TAC reconvened with two 
existing members and eleven new members. 

Over the course of four meetings, the TAC has collaboratively formulated a community contract, meeting 
model and a draft work plan. 

Below are four focus areas in which TAC members believe that their contributions will have the most 
impact in supporting the Board and benefiting the region. The tasks are not prioritized and are not listed 
in order of importance. 
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Focus Area 1: Increased engagement of businesses and the public for transportation decisions and 
education. Heightened interagency communication.  
 
Proposed activities for this work area include: 
 

o Review and make recommendations for outreach (public and stakeholders) for SRTC efforts (in 
compliance with PPP). How can each individual TAC member be a part of this? Can messaging your 
organization positively help SRTC? What concerns do your constituents have? 

o Utilize TAC members to reach out within networks to invite participation, including social media 
o Propose social media policy and parameters for TAC outreach 
o Consider “billboard/outdoor media” more signage or other information distribution, different ways 

to reach the public and evaluate cost/benefit 
o Consider civic and other speakers bureau as outreach technique and make recommendations 
o Outreach to businesses impacted by transportation projects; partner for communication (websites, 

newsletters, etc.)  
o Ensure equity considerations with broadband issues, technical capacities for agencies, and meeting 

synopsis options. (all options of SRTC operations)  
o Consider Title VI and equity in planning, early and often 

 
What are the deliverables? 
 

o Review of the SRTC Public Participation Plan (PPP) with specific examples of how it could benefit 
TAC member organizations or businesses for changes prior to Board adoption of PPP update in 
12/2021 

o Include neighborhood and chamber networks within the PPP plan as appropriate 
o Recommendations of best practices and applicability for public and stakeholder outreach within 

the context of COVID-19 recommendations and virtual meetings (or any other crisis, other than in 
person) 

o Create an intentional event outreach plan that includes chambers of commerce, public and civic 
events 
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Focus Area 2: Livability, Active Transportation, Equity, and Accessible Design for Roadways and 
Transportation 
 
Proposed activities for this work area include 
 

o Develop briefing papers: What lessons can we learn from the health crisis that can be applied to 
non-single occupancy vehicle forms of transportation investments?  

o What design considerations should be in place in projects?  
o Is there regional design standard? If not, should there be? Provide assessment of review and 

examples. Current City of Spokane standards, NACTO standards/recommendations  
o How can transportation be important in providing access to economic opportunity for those who 

can’t or chose not to drive?  
o Recommend investment level  
o Recommend performance metric for investment  
o Active transportation during and after COVID 19: What are the metrics, bike/ped increase, roads 

closed to traffic for more public space, downtown parking, curbside cafes. What are the next 
steps? What do we want Spokane County future to look like? 

 
What are the deliverables? 
 

o Recommended regional policies for the MTP  
o Engagement of the public and stakeholders on the focus area  
o Recommendation of Investment levels or investment considerations  
o Detailed descriptions of the content issues, or interrelatedness of an issue to transportation 

(white paper concept)  
o Project or program ideas, especially pilots  
o Recommendations for measurements, objectives and metrics for success. A justifiable set of 

metrics that can be used in project prioritization and shared with elected officials. 
o Look at what other cities are doing to address similar problems – research, collaboration 
o Identify local groups working toward accessible transportation and synthesize information into a 

resource document 
o Research and document and share accessibility issues among groups, address common themes 
o Things that are affecting large groups of people may have simple solutions that developers and 

planners may not be aware of – barrier survey 
o Ask community members and stakeholders what kind of community/neighborhood/environment 

they aspire to have and what barriers they experience that is stopping them from achieving their 
goals – don’t ask questions about transportation, ask about community aspirations 
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Focus Area 3: Linkages between Economic Development and Transportation 
 
Proposed activities for this work area include: 
 

o Providing a non-technical perspective on what is regionally significant  
o Identify the relationships between industry/business and transportation policies of governmental 

agencies 
o Review best practices from other regions 
o Make recommendations on how best to communicate this topic to the public and stakeholders 
o Study steps needed to form justifiable ranking criteria for projects 
o Investigation of methods to increase roadway capacity without adding more lanes or roads  

 
 
What are the deliverables? 
 

o Creation of a briefing paper outlining connections between transportation and regional economic 
development 

o Develop regional metrics for the economic impact of transportation investments 
o Identification of stakeholders/partners, such as public development authorities, business districts, 

Chambers of Commerce 
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Focus Area 4: Financial Crisis for Transportation: Options Moving Forward 
 
Proposed activities for this work area include: 
 

o Emphasizing adequate maintenance and preservation  
o Review the two parts of the MTP Financial Assessment as they are completed 
o Discuss the method to quantify or measure the impact of maintenance and preservation. Identify 

any lack in current prioritization. Evaluate true or perceived needs over the next 20 years and/or 
with deferred maintenance. 

o Research financial options for additional revenue and evaluate what could be brought before the 
Board 

o Identify potential public-private partnerships; discuss benefits, challenges, opportunities. 
 
 
What are the deliverables? 
 

o Recommendations for investment levels (Part II of the MTP Financial Forecast) in the situations 
where revenues do not meet projected expenditures 

o Develop and assist in implementing a public survey (in between Phase I and Phase II of the MTP 
Financial Forecast) to gauge sense of priorities to due a gap in needs and revenue  

o Recommend public education campaign about the important of maintenance and preservation 
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To: SRTC Board of Directors September 3, 2020 

From: Eve McMenamy, Principal Transportation Planner 

Topic: 2021-2024 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Overview 

Requested Action: 
For information and discussion. 

Key Points: 
• SRTC staff has prepared the draft 2021-2024 TIP. SRTC is required to develop a TIP that

includes a list of projects and programs to be carried out in the Spokane Metropolitan 
Planning Area (SMPA) over a four-year period.   

• The TIP must be updated, at minimum, every two years.

• Any project with federal funds from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) or Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA), as well as any regionally significant projects, must be
included in the TIP. Once approved by the SRTC Board, the TIP is incorporated into the
Washington State TIP (STIP) which is reviewed and approved by FHWA and FTA

• The TIP is an important tool for implementing the goals and policies of the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP). Projects that are programmed in the TIP must be consistent
with the MTP.

• The draft 2021-2024 TIP document is available to the public for viewing on the SRTC
website and can be accessed here: Draft 2021-2024 TIP

• The draft 2021-2024 TIP consists of 69 projects totaling $714 million of transportation
investments over the next four-years.

• There are six new projects in the draft TIP as listed below:
Spokane Valley Sullivan/Trent Interchange Design;
WSDOT Eastern Region Spokane Communication Switches, Upgrade;
WSDOT US2/Deer Park & Milan Rd-Roundabout Conversion;
WSDOT I-90/Sprague Interchange to SR 904 Interchange-Illumination Rebuild;
WSDOT I-90/3rd Ave Crossing Bridge Deck Rehabilitation; and
WSDOT US 305/Hastings Road-Signal Rebuild

FOR INFORMATION 
AGENDA ITEM 9 

09/10/2020 Board Meeting 
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September SRTC Board – 2021-2024 TIP Overview 2 

Board/Committee Discussions:  
This is the first time the 2021-2024 TIP is being discussed at the SRTC Board. The TTC discussed 
the TIP at their August 26 meeting. The TIP will be presented to the Board for consideration of 
adoption at the October meeting.  

Public Involvement:   
As specified in SRTC’s Public Participation Policy, the development and approval of the TIP 
includes a 30-day public comment period (September 1 – 30) and a public meeting, which  will 
occur virtually (due to the COVID-19 pandemic)  and is scheduled for September 15, 12:00-1:00 
pm. Presentations of the TIP document held at Board and TTC meetings are open to the public. 

Supporting Information/Implications 
Below is the schedule for the development and approval of the 2021-2024 TIP: 

2021-2024 TIP Development Schedule 

August 1 
Agencies must submit the required information for all regionally 
significant and/or federally funded projects to SRTC in  
Secure Access Washington (SAW) 

August 1 
Complete Streets Checklists due to SRTC for projects that are 
not exempt from the Safe & Complete Streets policy or were not 
previously submitted with an SRTC call for projects. 

July-August 
TIP Development – review project information in SAW, finalize 
project list, fiscal constraint analysis, air quality conformity 
determination.  

August 26 TTC meeting – TIP Overview 

September 1 - 30 30-day public comment period 

September 9 Board meeting – TIP Overview 

September 15 Public meeting to review draft TIP 

September 23 TTC meeting – Recommend approval of draft TIP 

October 9 SRTC Board Approval 

October 26 WSDOT STIP Due Date 

~ January 15 FHWA/FTA STIP Approval 

More Information: 
• For detailed information contact: Eve McMenamy at (509)343-6370 or evemc@srtc.org
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To: SRTC Board of Directors     

 From: Eve McMenamy, Principal Transportation Planner 

Topic: Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Delivery & Project Readiness 

Requested Action 
For Information.  

Key Points: 
• SRTC is annually required to meet federal funding obligation targets within our

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  The estimated FFY 2020 funding obligation 
target for all federal funding sources administered by SRTC was $11.37 million.  

• As of July 30, 2020, SRTC met and exceeded our Fiscal Year 2020 obligation target at
106%. 

• In the last six years SRTC has missed meeting our FFY obligation target twice, or 33% of
the time.

• If SRTC meets our obligation target by July 31, SRTC is able to potentially receive additional
federal funds through obligation authority by WSDOT. Conversely, if we don’t reach our
target by September 30, we are in jeopardy of losing the portion of underdelivered funds
through sanctions by WSDOT.

• SRTC convened a collaborative workshop May 28, 2020 to generate new policies and
practices for Board consideration. This was done to ensure obligation targets are met more
consistently. The engagement touchpoints and dates to develop the TIP Guidebook
recommendations can be found in the supporting information section of this memo.

• On August 26, the TTC recommended updating TIP Guidebook policies and practices as
outlined in the Attachment.

• WSDOT’s Local Agency Federal Obligation Authority (OA) Policy establishes the obligation
targets for each Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), Regional Transportation
Planning Organization (RTPO), and County lead agency.

• The policy only applies to three funding sources that the SRTC Board is responsible for in
terms of project identification, prioritization, and selection: Surface Transportation Block
Grant Program (STBG), Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ), and STBG Set-Aside.

FOR INFORMATION 
AGENDA ITEM 10 

09/10/2020 Board Meeting 

September 3, 2020
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• Strategies vetted through the Board become policies and practices in the 2021 TIP 
Guidebook which will be presented to the Board in October for approval on the consent 
agenda unless there are additional questions or concerns. 

Public Involvement: 
This topic was presented as an informational item at the following meetings which are open to 
the public: SRTC Board of Directors of May 14 and July 9; and the TTC on July 22 and August 
26. 

 
Supporting Information/Implications: 
In addition to missing our target twice in the last six years, the region has delivered over 40% of 
the TIP obligation target in late June-July to meet the July 31 deadline. This does not allow the 
agencies adequate time to react and replace projects that may encounter delays or implement a 
plan “B.” At the May 14 Board meeting staff presented our intention to investigate TIP policies 
and practices to improve project delivery and readiness.  
 
The following table indicates the touchpoints and dates for this policy development process. 
 
SRTC Board of Directors May 14, 2020 
Multiple Agency Staff Workshop May 28, 2020  
TIP Working Group June 9, 2020 
SRTC Board of Directors July 9, 2020  
TIP Working Group July 14, 2020    
TTC  July 22, 2020 
TIP Working Group August 6, 2020 
TTC August 26, 2020 
SRTC Board of Directors September 10, 2020  
SRTC Board of Directors (consideration to 
adopt)  

October 8, 2020  

 
 
More Information: 
• Attachment: TIP Guidebook Recommendations 
• For more detailed information contact Eve McMenamy at evemc@srtc.org or at (509)343-

6370.  

Page 33

mailto:evemc@srtc.org


1 

TIP GUIDEBOOK POLICY CHANGE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
Improve TIP Project Delivery

1. INCREASE FLEXIBILITY TO MOVE PROJECTS INTO AN EARLIER YEAR OF

THE TIP
DESCRIPTION: 

Adjust SRTC TIP policy to allow any project to deliver in the 4-year TIP window without a TIP 
modification.  

CURRENT POLICY/PRACTICE: 

SRTC policy only allows projects to deliver one year ahead without modification. The State 
policy allows projects in the first four years of the TIP to deliver without modification. This 
would improve delivery by one month or more. 

RECOMMENDED TIP POLICY CHANGE: 

TIP Guidebook Policy 1.1 – For the purposes of SRTC’s TIP, years one through four of the TIP 
constitute an agreed to list as defined by CFR 45.330.    

Policy 1.1.1 - Once a project has been programmed in year one, two, three or four of an approved 
TIP, the project sponsor(s) can begin project implementation by obligating funds. 

Policy 1.1.2 - Projects that are programmed in years three and four of the TIP are not part of the 
agreed to list and are not eligible for obligation without prior approval by the SRTC Board 
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2. CONDUCT A BIENNIAL SRTC PRESERVATION CALL FOR PROJECTS

DESCRIPTION: 

Have a preservation call for projects every two years. Preservation projects are generally less 
complicated and can be more easily delivered than improvement projects that need ROW. 
This will keep an active list of quickly deliverable projects.  

CURRENT POLICY/ PRACTICE: 

Call for projects current practice is on an as needed basis. Has occurred historically on a two- 
or three-year rotation for various project types. 

RECOMMENDED TIP POLICY CHANGE: 

SRTC Project Selection section in the TIP Guidebook: SRTC will conduct a SRTC
Preservation Call for Projects and develop a preservation contingency list, every two 
years.  

3. DE-FEDERALIZE FUNDING FOR FLEXIBILITY
DESCRIPTION: 

Allow projects within the same jurisdiction to switch out federal funding source. In 
agreement with jurisdiction, swap federal funds with local funds if a jurisdiction has a smaller
project that could use all local to fund. Local match levels must be maintained, and the larger 
project will likely have a greater than needed local match.  

RECOMMENDED TIP POLICY CHANGE: 

New TIP Guidebook Policy 4.9- Staff to draft new policy to match intent of above 
description.
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TIP PRACTICE RECOMMENDATIONS 
Improve TIP Project Delivery
TIP Working Group - August 7, 2020 

4. PHASING FOR LARGER PROJECTS
DESCRIPTION: 

For larger projects program a one-year gap between PE and ROW and a two-year gap 
between ROW and CN. ROW process is complicated and the phase that most often causes 
delays.  

CURRENT PRACTICE: 

To provide a one-year gap between PE, RW and CN for larger projects. 

RECOMMENDED NEW PRACTICE: 

During TIP call for projects process develop a questionnaire for awarded projects to 
ascertain right of way risk levels so both the jurisdiction and MPO can be aware of 
programming needs. 

5. MOVE INTERNAL SRTC OBLIGATION TARGET DATE
DESCRIPTION: 

Phase in an earlier internal delivery target so the region can react and deliver other projects 
before the July 31st target date. Current policy is to deliver by July 31st to position ourselves 
for additional funding. In 2022, move delivery to June 30th and reevaluate TIP delivery 
effectiveness.  

CURRENT PRACTICE: 

Deliver by July 31st to meet the obligation authority target date which would put the region 
in position to accept more obligation authority from the state, pending the state meets their 
obligation target. If our obligation is not met by Sept 30th, the region could lose obligation 
authority. 

RECOMMENDED NEW PRACTICE: 

Starting in 2022 move obligation target date to June 30th. 
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6. REQUIRE AGENCIES TO SUBMIT A PLAN B FOR DELIVERY OPTIONS
DESCRIPTION: 

If a jurisdiction has multiple projects in the TIP, request a strategy if first year projects do not 
deliver, on what projects will deliver instead. The Plan B should be presented at the March 
Board meeting to allow time to notify the Board for agencies to obligate and deliver.  

CURRENT PRACTICE: 

Current practice is for SRTC to meet monthly with the TIP Working Group and to compile 
information and discuss Plan B options on a month-by-month basis. As the July 31st target 
gets closer, agencies tend to take action to fill gaps for projects that have been delayed in 
delivering. Often, we wait to hear from the State if we officially met our target since we take 
it right to the very final day for obligation. 

RECOMMENDED NEW PRACTICE: 

During TIP Working Group meetings starting in January 2021, develop a listing of projects 
or programs that could be executed in case a contingency plan is needed to meet our 
obligation target. The list will be shared with the Board when they are updated on project 
delivery progress. 
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TIP POLICIES CONSIDERED - 
RECOMMENDATION TO MAINTAIN 
EXISTING POLICY OR NOT MOVE FORWARD 
Improve TIP Project Delivery
 

7. DECREASE FLEXIBILITY FOR SWITCHING PROJECT DELIVERY TO LATER 
YEARS
DESCRIPTION: 

Hold project delivery accountable to year designated in the TIP program. Require SRTC Board 
or Executive Director approval to delay a project. Current policy is you have one-year grace 
period and a second delay requires Board approval.  

RECOMMENDATION TO MAINTAIN CURRENT POLICIES: 

TIP Guidebook Policy 4.4 – If a project phase does not meet its targeted obligation date; 
SRTC may administratively grant the project sponsor a one-time extension of up to two (2) 
years. The project sponsor has 30 calendar days from the date it was notified of the 
administrative extension to submit a revised project delivery schedule for the project to 
SRTC. If a revised schedule has not been received within that time period, the project will 
be presented to the SRTC Policy Board for direction and possible removal from the TIP. 

TIP Guidebook Policy 4.5 – If a project sponsor is unable to meet a targeted obligation date 
after the one-time grace period, the project sponsor may request an extension from the 
SRTC Policy Board. The Board may grant the extension or may act to remove the project 
from the TIP. If the agency is permitted an extension, it must submit a revised schedule to 
SRTC within 30 calendar days of the Board action. If the Board acts to remove the project 
from the TIP, any regional federal funds awarded to the project shall be returned to SRTC 
for reallocation. If the project is eligible to receive regionally selected federal funds, it may 
be placed on the contingency list of projects for that fund source at the discretion of the 
Board.  

TIP Guidebook Policy 4.6 – Planning projects and preliminary engineering phases for all 
projects are not eligible for an administrative grace period for obligation of funds. If a 
planning project or preliminary engineering phase cannot meet its scheduled date for 
obligation, the project will be reviewed by the SRTC Policy Board. The Board may grant the 
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agency a one-time grace period of up to one (1) year or may act to remove the project from 
the TIP. If the agency is permitted a grace period, a revised schedule must be received by 
SRTC within 30 calendar days of the Board action. If the Board acts to remove the project 
from the TIP, any regional federal funds awarded to the project shall be returned to SRTC 
for reallocation. If the project is eligible to receive regionally selected federal funds, it may 
be placed on the contingency list of projects for that fund source at the discretion of the 
Board. 

8. PROGRAM BALANCE THE TIP

 DESCRIPTION: 

Evaluate programming to include a mixture of Planning, Preliminary Engineering (PE), Right of Way 
(ROW) and Construction (CN) phases of projects. More diversity in project phases may provide more 
flexibility when projects are delayed.  

RECOMMENDATION TO MAINTAIN CURRENT PRACTICE: Current practice does include a 
balance of project types which occurs naturally when programming after a Call for Projects, but 
this is not done with the true intention of balancing.
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To: SRTC Board of Directors September 3, 2020 

From: Stanley Schwartz, SRTC Legal Counsel 

Topic: SRTC Interlocal Agreement (ILA) Options to Comply with RCW 47.80.050 

Requested Action 
For information and discussion. 

Key Points: 
In 2019 the Washington State Legislature passed Engrossed House Bill 1584, which requires 
that all Regional Transportation Planning Organizations (RTPOs) offer tribes membership in the 
RTPOs. It specifies that tribes "must be offered a membership in the regional transportation 
organization every two years or when the composition of the board of the regional transportation 
planning organization is modified in an interlocal agreement."  The deadline for compliance with 
this law is August 1, 2021, or SRTC will lose its RTPO funding. SRTC receives approximately 
$300,000 per biennium of RTPO funding.  

The SRTC Board has two options for compliance: 

1. The interlocal agreement (ILA) allows for adding of new members by a majority vote of 
Board members. See below language from the ILA. While this option will make SRTC 
compliant with the new state law other sections of the ILA such as dues and 
weighted voting will become inconsistent and will need to be addressed.

However, if this option is chosen and the tribes are added as voting members, SRTC would
be in compliance with the law and can work beyond the 8/1/2021 deadline to update the
other sections of the ILA.

2. Comprehensively review and address all revisions to the ILA concurrently. This would
include: Tribal membership; member dues, weighted voting (because of the membership
change) and any other matters presented to the Board. Revisions to the ILA, with the
exception of adding members, must have 100% agreement by all members. See below.
This revision would have to be complete no later than 8/1/2021 to in compliance with the
new RCW related to tribal membership on RTPOs.

Supporting Information/Implications: 
The Interlocal Agreement is the foundational document for the Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) and Regional Transportation Planning Organization (RTPO). Coupled 
with the Rules and Procedures for the Board, the ILA guides agency operations. The last 
update of the Interlocal Agreement occurred in 2013. 

FOR INFORMATION 
AGENDA ITEM 11 

09/10/2020 Board Meeting 
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With the withdrawal of membership from the Spokane Airports effective 1/1/2021, the current 
ILA will already be operationally inconsistent and requires updating. 

ILA revisions have also been discussed to address membership representation changes which 
census population numbers may bring (projected to be available on April 1, 2021), as well as 
any other changes members would like to have addressed.   

The following are Sections 13 and 16 from the existing ILA. 

Section 13.  AMENDMENTS AND NEW MEMBERS 

This Agreement may be amended by unanimous consent of the Members' governing 
bodies, except WSDOT may take action through its Secretary.  Upon majority consent of 
the voting members, new members may join the Council upon written acceptance of the 
terms of this Agreement.   

Section 16.  EFFECTIVE DATE and Binding Agreement 

The effective date of this Agreement shall be upon ratification of this Agreement by the 
County and, at least, sixty percent (60%) of the cities and towns within the Council area 
that represent seventy-five percent (75%) of the cities and towns populations. 

More Information: 
• Attachment 1: 2013 SRTC Interlocal Agreement
• For more information contact Stanley Schwartz, SRTC Legal Counsel at (509) 624-526509)

624-5265 509) 624-5265
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Return To: 

Spokane Regional Transportation Council 
221 W. First Avenue, Suite 310 
Spokane, WA 99201 

AN INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT AMONG SPOKANE COUNTY, 
CITY OF SPOKANE, CITY OF SPOKANE VALLEY, 
WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, 
SPOKANE TRANSIT AUTHORITY, SPOKANE AIRPORT BOARD 
AND OTHER CITIES AND TOWNS WITHIN SPOKANE 
COUNTY, TO FORM THE SPOKANE REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION COUNCIL, DEFINE ITS ORGANIZATION 
AND POWERS, AND ITS  JURISDICTIONAL AREA. 

THIS AGREEMENT, is made and entered into among the County of 
Spokane, a political subdivision of the State of Washington, hereinafter referred 
to as the “County,” the City of Spokane, a municipal corporation of the State of 
Washington, the City of Spokane Valley, a non-charter code city of the State of 
Washington, the Washington State Department of Transportation, an agency of 
the State of Washington, hereinafter referred to as “WSDOT,” the Washington 
State Transportation Commission, hereinafter referred to as "WSTC", the 
Spokane Transit Authority, a municipal corporation of the State of Washington, 
hereinafter referred to as “STA,” Spokane Airport Board, a joint operation of the 
County and City of Spokane, hereinafter referred to as “SAB” and other 
incorporated towns and cities located within Spokane County, hereinafter 
referred to as “Other Members,” jointly, along with the County, City of Spokane, 
STA and WSDOT are collectively referred to as the “Members.” 

W I T N E S S E T H: 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions of chapter 39.34 RCW, two or 
more public entities may jointly cooperate to perform functions which each may 
individually perform; and 

WHEREAS, on July 6, 2012, the President of the United States signed 
the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21), which 
provided authorization for highways, highway safety, and mass transportation 
and enunciated a policy “[t]o develop a National Intermodal Transportation 
System that is economically efficient, environmentally sound, provide the 
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foundation for the nation to compete in the global economy and will move 
people and goods in an energy efficient manner;” and 
 

WHEREAS, in 1962, Federal transportation legislation required the 
establishment, by agreement between the Governor of the State of Washington 
and units of general purpose local government, of a Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO), which in cooperation with the State of Washington, shall 
develop transportation plans and programs for urbanized areas of Washington 
State; and 

 
WHEREAS, Chapter 47.80 RCW authorizes the formation of a Regional 

Transportation Planning Organization (RTPO) by voluntary association of local 
governments within a county; provided each RTPO shall have as members the 
county and at least sixty percent of the cities and towns within the RTPO’s 
boundaries, representing a minimum of seventy-five percent of the cities’ and 
towns’ population; and 

 
WHEREAS, each RTPO formed by local governments shall create a 

transportation policy board to provide policy advice to the RTPO and shall allow 
representatives of major employers within the region, the department of 
transportation, transit districts, port districts, and member cities, towns, and 
counties within the region to participate in policy making; and  

 
WHEREAS, among other duties, each RTPO shall: (i) develop and 

periodically update a regional transportation plan in cooperation with the State 
Department of Transportation, providers of public transportation and high 
capacity transportation, ports, and local governments within the region and shall 
(ii) designate a lead planning agency to coordinate preparation of said regional 
transportation plan and carry out the other responsibilities of the organization; 
and 

 
WHEREAS, RCW 47.80.020 provides that the RTPO in an urbanized 

area shall be the same as the MPO designated for federal transportation 
planning purposes; and 
 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to the above referenced state and federal laws, the 
Members are desirous of establishing a regional transportation council 
("Council") to carry out the responsibilities of the MPO as provided in Federal 
Transportation legislation as well as other responsibilities determined by the 
Council. 
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NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the following terms and conditions, to 
include the above recitals, which are incorporated herein as a part of this 
Agreement, it is agreed among the Members: 
 
 Section 1:  NAME/ORGANIZATION 
 
 A voluntary association and joint board, comprising representatives of 
the County, City of Spokane, City of Spokane Valley, Washington State 
Department of Transportation (WSDOT), Washington State Transportation 
Commission (WSTC), Spokane Transit Authority (STA), Spokane Airport Board 
(SAB) and Other Members is hereby created and shall be known as the 
Spokane Regional Transportation Council, referred to hereinafter as the 
“Council.” 
 
 Section 2:  PURPOSE 
 
 Recognizing that coordinated transportation planning of the County, 
Cities and Towns, WSDOT, WSTC, STA, SAB and Other Members are 
necessarily interwoven and interdependent and that the interests of all citizens 
will best be served by coordinated, cooperative, and comprehensive 
transportation planning, this Council is established to facilitate such appropriate 
coordination and cooperation and provide for continuing area wide 
transportation planning in accordance with Section 3, herein.   
 
 The Council is not authorized to in any way supersede the authority 
vested in the County, Cities and Towns, WSDOT, WSTC, STA, SAB or Other 
Members, but is intended to meet the prerequisites of United States Code Titles 
23 and 49, and RCW Chapter 47.80. 
 
 Section 3:  POWERS AND FUNCTIONS 
 
 The functions, responsibilities, and powers of Council shall be as follows: 
 
(a) To perform the functions of a Transportation Management Area (TMA) for 

the metropolitan area, which includes those functions set forth in the MAP-
21 legislation of July 6, 2012, and related rules, as amended to implement 
MAP-21 as well as those functions, which may be required hereinafter by 
subsequent Federal Transportation legislation. 

 
(b) To perform the functions of a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) as 

set forth in Title 23 United States Code and Title 49 United States Code as 
currently adopted or as amended, and 23 CFR Parts 450 and 500 and 40 
CFR Part 613, as currently adopted or as amended. 
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(c) To perform the functions of a Regional Transportation Planning Organization 
(RTPO) as set forth in Ch. 47.80 RCW and Ch. 468-86 WAC, as currently 
adopted or as amended. 

 
(d) To prepare and update a Metropolitan Transportation Plan pursuant to 23 

CFR Parts 450 and 500 and 49 CFR Part 613. 
 
(e) To engage in regional transportation planning. 
 
(f) To administer regional transportation funding programs and consider those 

projects which have been approved by the governing bodies of the Members 
and which are incorporated within the adopted Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan. 

 
(g) To participate in the development and maintenance of transportation related 

information necessary to support the functions and responsibilities of the 
Council. 

 
(h) To promote the regional transportation interests, plans and projects to local, 

state and federal public and private entities. 
 
(i) To contract with the WSDOT or other appropriate entities in order to meet 

requirements of State and/or Federal Transportation legislation. 
 
(j) To create committees as necessary, to advise the Board on regional 

transportation related matters.  At a minimum this shall include: 
 

a. the Transportation Advisory Council (TAC) whose composition and 
responsibilities shall be defined by the Board. 

b. the Transportation Technical Committee (TTC) whose composition and 
responsibilities shall be defined by the Board. 

 
(k) To comply with the Transportation Planning requirements set forth in the 

Washington State Growth Management Act, and Ch. 47.80 RCW, consistent 
with Spokane County County-wide Planning Policies. 

 
(l) To perform such other transportation planning and program related functions 

as the Board may hereinafter determine to be in the best interests of the 
Council and the members thereof, which are consistent with the terms of this 
Agreement and related federal and state law. 
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 Section 4:  JURISDICTIONAL AND METROPOLITAN AREA DEFINED 
 
 The Council’s jurisdictional area shall consist of all incorporated and 
unincorporated areas of Spokane County, Washington, and may include 
contiguous areas across county or state boundaries as deemed appropriate 
and which meet the criteria of State and/or Federal Transportation legislation. 
 
 Section 5:  GOVERNING BODY AND OFFICERS 
 
 The governing body (the "Board") of the Council, presently consisting of 
fourteen (14) voting persons, shall be established by the following thresholds: 
 
(a)  Jurisdictions under 5,000 people - One (1) person jointly selected by 
jurisdictions with populations fewer than 5,000 people.  The person selected  
shall be an elected official from a small town/city;  
 
(b) Jurisdictions between 5,001 and 50,000 people – Three (3) persons 
separately selected by the City of Airway Heights, City of Cheney and City of 
Liberty Lake. The persons selected shall be elected officials;  
 
(c) Jurisdictions between 50,001 to 100,000 people – one (1) person 
appointed by each respective governing body, who shall be an elected official; 
 
(d) Jurisdictions over 100,001 people – two (2) persons appointed by each 
respective governing body, who shall be elected officials; (The population of 
Spokane County includes the population of its cities and towns);  
 
(e) One (1) person from STA, who shall be the STA Chief Executive Officer 
or his or her designee;  
 
(f) Two (2) State Transportation representatives, one (1) from the 
Washington State Department of Transportation and appointed by the 
Secretary of Transportation, and one (1) from the Washington State 
Transportation Commission appointed by the Chair of the Commission;  
 
(g) One (1) person who represents a major employer, with preference for a 
provider of private sector transportation services within the region who shall be 
appointed by a majority vote of the Board; and 
 
(h) One (1) person representing SAB, who shall be the Chief Executive 
Officer or his or her designee. 
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(i) There shall be three (3) ex officio, non-voting members serving on the 
Board representing different modes of transportation, which shall include: 

(1) One (1) person representing Rail; who shall be appointed by the 
Members; and 

(2) The Chair of the TTC 
(3) The Chair of the TAC 

(j) Pursuant to RCW 47.80.040, all legislators whose districts are wholly or 
partially within the designated boundaries of the Council, are considered ex 
officio (non-voting) members of the Board. 

(k) All Board appointments shall be for a term of three (3) years or the 
tenure of office of the representative in his/her respective jurisdiction, whichever 
is the lesser time.  Alternate Board representatives may serve in the absence of 
the designated representative so long as the alternate representative is an 
elected or appointed official of the appointing Member’s parent agency (or 
governing body, as appropriate) and whose name has been placed on record 
with the Council.  All alternate Board representatives must serve in the same 
capacity as the regularly designated representative as defined hereinabove. 

(l) The Board shall elect a Chair and Vice-Chair ("Officers") by majority vote 
of the Board.  Only representatives who are elected officials may be Officers. 
To be eligible for the Chair position, the Board Member shall have served on 
the Board for at least one (1) year.  The term for Officers may be up to two (2) 
years in each office.  Ex officio members may not serve as Officers. 

(m) A Board Member who, during a calendar year, has three (3) unexcused 
absences from regular Board meetings shall be automatically removed from the 
Board, without further action. 

Section 6:  MEETINGS AND VOTING 

The Council shall hold regular monthly Board meetings.  The Chair may 
call a special meeting or executive session or shall call a special meeting at the 
request of a majority of the Board.  All meetings of the Board shall be open to 
the public as required by chapter 42.30 RCW.  A quorum for the purpose of 
transacting business shall consist of a simple majority of the Board.   

The Board shall adopt rules for the conduct of its business consistent 
with this Agreement and such rules shall prescribe the place of meetings, the 
method of providing reasonable notice to Members, the form of the agenda, the 
regular meeting date and such other matters that relate to the conduct of the 
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Council's business.  Such rules shall be adopted and may be amended by a 
seventy-five percent (75%) positive vote of the Board, or by amendment to this 
Agreement as provided herein. 

All recommendations, motions, or other actions of the Board shall be 
adopted by a favorable vote of a majority of those present.  Voting Board 
members shall be entitled to one vote.  Provided, however, that the following 
enumerated actions shall take an affirmative vote of a majority of the voting 
membership of the Board: 

(a) Approval of the annual budget expenditure division among the 
Members;  

(b)  Purchase, sale or disposition of real property; and  
(c)    Addition of new members. 

The appointment or discharge of the Executive Director shall require the 
affirmative vote of ten (10) Board members. 

To provide for a measure of proportionate representation within a jurisdiction, 
the Council adopts a weighted voting process. 

A weighted vote may be requested by any two Board members.  A weighted 
vote shall be requested either prior to the vote on the proposed motion or after 
the vote but prior to the Board taking action on a subsequent agenda item. 
Following the request for weighted voting, the Chair shall thereafter conduct a 
weighted vote on the matter with the weight of each vote calculated according 
to the percentages set forth in Table 1 on the following page.  If the weighted 
vote achieves greater than fifty percent (50%) of the vote, the weighted vote 
shall take precedence over a prior non-weighted vote.  A weighted vote may not 
be requested for items (a)-(c) above. 

 Section 7:  STAFF AND SUPPORT  

The Board shall determine the positions, duties and working conditions 
of employees as necessary to conduct the work programs of the Council 
consistent with this Agreement.  An Executive Director shall be appointed by 
and serve solely at the pleasure of the Board. The Board shall adopt policies 
and procedures to establish the duties and authority of the Executive Director, 
including authority to make financial expenditures on behalf of the Board.  The 
Board shall approve application(s) for or acceptance of any grants to carry out 
those functions set forth in Section 3 hereinabove.  Provided, however, in 
instances where a grant application must be submitted prior to the next 
regularly scheduled meeting of the Board so that  timely Board approval cannot 
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Table 1 
SRTC Board Majority Vote and Weighted Vote Calculations 

 

Jurisdiction 
Majority 

Vote % of Vote
Weighted 

Vote (1.286)2 

% of 
Weighted 

Vote

Airway Heights 
 

1 7.14%
  

1.000  6.48%

Cheney 
 

1 7.14%
  

1.000  6.48%

Cities and towns under 5,000 1 
 

1 7.14%
  

1.000  6.48%

Liberty Lake 
 

1 7.14%
  

1.000  6.48%

Private Sector Transportation 
 

1 7.14%
  

1.000  6.48%

Spokane - Member 1 
 

1 7.14%
  

1.286  8.33%

Spokane - Member 2 
 

1 7.14%
  

1.286  8.33%

Spokane County - Member 1 
 

1 7.14%
  

1.286  8.33%

Spokane County - Member 2 
 

1 7.14%
  

1.286  8.33%

Spokane Airport Board 
 

1 7.14%
  

1.000  6.48%

Spokane Transit Authority 
 

1 7.14%
  

1.000  6.48%

Spokane Valley 
 

1 7.14%
  

1.286  8.33%

State Transportation Board 
 

1 7.14%
  

1.000  6.48%

WSDOT 
 

1 7.14%
  

1.000  6.48%

  
 

14 100.00%
  

15.430 100.00%

1 Small cities and towns under 5,000 in population share a single vote on the SRTC Board. These 
jurisdictions include Deer Park, Fairfield, Latah, Medical Lake, Millwood, Rockford, Spangle, and 
Waverly. 

2 When a weighted vote is called, each vote for representatives from the City of Spokane, the City 
of Spokane Valley, and Spokane County are weighted by 1.286. This weighted vote formula was 
established to preserve the voting weight for these three agencies from the 2010 Interlocal 
Agreement. 
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be obtained, the grant application may still be submitted with mutual approval of 
the Chair and Vice-Chair. 
 
 Unless otherwise determined by the Board, employees are at-will and 
shall be hired and discharged by, and work under the direction of, the Executive 
Director. 
 
 The Board may arrange for support services such as requisitioning and 
purchasing, payment of expenditures, accounting, payroll, computer 
processing, legal counsel, and others as deemed necessary. 
 
 Pay schedules shall be set by the Board consistent with responsibilities 
performed and the demand for such personnel in public and private industry, 
with due consideration to pay schedules for like positions in Member agencies. 
 
 Section 8:  WORK PROGRAM AND ANNUAL BUDGET   
 
 The Board shall prepare and adopt a proposed work program and 
budget for each calendar year.  The detailed annual work program shall list 
specific work projects to be undertaken by the Council.  The Executive Director 
or designee shall confer with and inform Members concerning the preparation 
of and progress on the technical areas of work programs and projects. The 
proposed annual budget shall set forth the methodology for determining the 
allocation of costs, appropriations and expenditures to each member. 
 
 The Board shall submit the proposed work program and budget to the 
Members by September 30 of the preceding year.  Approval or rejection of such 
budget by each Member shall be submitted to the Council by November 1 of 
each year.  Members from jurisdictions identified in Section 5(a) that have not 
previously been required to contribute funds toward the annual budget and 
Members who have annual assessments increased by more than fifteen 
percent (15%) shall be given written notice one (1) year in advance of a 
proposed budget assessment. 
 
 Following a request from a Member to perform services on a specific 
project, not identified in the work program, the Board may impose a special 
assessment on the requesting Member.  The special assessment shall be: (a) 
reasonably determined by the Board and (b) reimburse the costs and expenses 
associated with the specific project. 
 
 The annual budget and/or work program of the Council may be amended 
by vote of the Board, provided such amendment does not require additional 
budget appropriation in excess of the amounts established in the second 
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paragraph of this Section 8, by the Members.  After approval of the Council 
budget, no Member may terminate or withhold its share during the year for 
which it was allocated. 
 

Section 9: ALLOCATION OF COSTS, APPROPRIATIONS, 
EXPENDITURES  

 
 It is anticipated that most projects and programs of the Council will 
involve mutual benefit to its Members.  Costs of the annual budget expenditures 
shall be divided among the Members as recommended by the Board and 
approved by the Members in the budget approval process.  Any additional 
agency joining the Council as a Member, shall contribute as agreed with the 
Board.  Additional contributions to the Council budget may be made to 
accomplish projects and programs deemed to be of particular pertinence or 
benefit to one or more of the Member agencies. 
 
 Each funding Member after approval of the proposed Council budget 
shall submit its payment on or before January 20 of the budget year.  The funds 
of such joint operation shall be deposited in the public treasury of the City of 
Spokane or the public treasury of any other Member as so agreed upon by the 
Members; and such deposit shall be subject to the same audit and fiscal 
controls as the public treasury where the funds are so deposited.  The funds 
shall be used in accordance with the adopted budget and work plan. 
 
 The Executive Director may make expenditures in accordance with the 
approved Council budget, work plan and approved policies and procedures, 
and shall maintain records of expenditures and report monthly to the Board on 
budget activity. 
 
 Payment of all claims shall be signed by the Executive Director or 
designee, and approved monthly by the Board.  Such claims, with proper 
affidavits required by law, shall then be certified for payment by the City of 
Spokane or as arranged by the Board. 
 

Section 10: REAL AND PERSONAL PROPERTY 
 

 The Council may, through gift, devise, purchase, lease or other form of 
conveyance, acquire, hold, manage, use and dispose of real and personal 
property necessary for the joint undertaking set forth herein with such property 
acquisition upon such terms and conditions as agreed by the Board.  It is 
recognized that any public or private entity may appropriate funds and may sell, 
lease, give or otherwise supply real and personal property, personnel and 
services to the Council or other legal or administrative entity for the purpose of 
operating the joint or cooperative undertaking. 
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 The Council may not acquire or use real property to operate a 
transportation system. 

 
Section 11: INSURANCE 
 

 The Council shall obtain property and liability insurance for the matters 
set forth in this Agreement with coverages and limits reasonably determined by 
the Council, provided, insurance coverage for comprehensive general liability, 
auto liability, employment practices liability, public officials errors and omissions 
liability, shall not be less than $10,000,000 in the aggregate. 

 
 
Section 12: INTER-RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN COUNCIL, CITIES AND  

        COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSIONS 
 
 Cities and County Planning Commissions shall continue their respective 
functions as provided by charter and/or State law, including preparation of 
Cities’ and County Comprehensive Plans, to which the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan and Regional Transportation Improvement Plan shall be 
coordinated, and administering the zoning, subdivision and similar 
implementing controls as may be assigned them by their respective legislative 
bodies. 
 
 The successful execution of Council duties and responsibilities in 
preparing a Metropolitan Transportation Plan and Regional Transportation 
Improvement Plan, in coordination with state and local plans, requires 
comprehensive plans be prepared and kept up-to-date by the City, County, and 
Other Members for their respective jurisdictions. 
 
 Section 13:  AMENDMENTS AND NEW MEMBERS 
 
 This Agreement may be amended by unanimous consent of the 
Members' governing bodies, except WSDOT may take action through its 
Secretary.  Upon majority consent of the voting Members, new members may 
join the Council upon written acceptance of the terms of this Agreement. 
 
 Section 14:  TERMINATION OF MEMBERSHIP 
 
 The Cities, County, STA, SAB, WSDOT, WSTC, or Other Members of 
the Council may terminate membership in the Council by giving written notice to 
the Council prior to August 1 of any year for the following year. 
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Section 15:  PRIOR WRITTEN AGREEMENTS 
 
 This Agreement shall supersede the following Agreements: 
 
 Agreement creating the Spokane Regional Planning Conference, 
Spokane, Washington, dated December 15, 1966. 
 
 An Amended Agreement between Spokane County, Washington, and 
City of Spokane, Washington, to form a Spokane Regional Planning 
Conference, Define its Organization and Powers, and Establish its Regional 
Planning District, dated August 31, 1972. 
 
 An Amended Agreement between Spokane County, Washington, and 
the City of Spokane, Washington, and other municipalities, to form Spokane 
Regional Council, Define its Organization and Powers, and Establish Regional 
Council Jurisdiction Area, dated August 15, 1984. 
 
 An Interlocal Agreement among Spokane County, City of Spokane, 
Washington State Department of Transportation, Spokane Transit Authority, 
and Other Cities and Towns within Spokane County, to form a Regional 
Transportation Council, Define its Organization and Powers, and Establish a 
Regional Council Jurisdictional Area dated October 12, 1993. 
 
 An Interlocal Agreement among Spokane County, City of Spokane, 
Washington State Department of Transportation, Spokane Transit Authority, 
and other Cities and Towns within Spokane County to form a Spokane Regional 
Transportation Council, Define its Organization and Powers, and Establish a 
Regional Council Jurisdictional Area dated April 28, 2003. 
 

An Interlocal Agreement among Spokane County, City of Spokane, City 
of Spokane Valley, Washington State Department of Transportation, Spokane 
Transit Authority and other Cities and Towns within Spokane County, to form 
the Spokane Regional Transportation Council, define its organization and 
powers, and its jurisdictional area last dated October 23, 2010. 
 
 Section 16:  EFFECTIVE DATE and Binding Agreement 
 
 The effective date of this Agreement shall be upon ratification of this 
Agreement by the County and, at least, sixty percent (60%) of the cities and 
towns within the Council area that represent seventy-five percent (75%) of the 
cities' and towns' population.  This Agreement shall be binding upon the 
Members who have executed this Agreement, their successors and assigns. 
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Section 17:  METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (MPO)  
         DESIGNATION 

The execution of this Agreement by the Members is not intended to act 
as a revocation of the MPO or constitute a substantial change in authority or 
responsibility of the MPO and shall not be interpreted to require the 
redesignation of the MPO under 23 CFR § 450.310. 

 Section 18:  SUCCESSOR IN INTEREST  

The Council, as provided for herein, shall be the successor in interest to 
all grants, contracts, and other documents entered into by the Council’s 
predecessor, the Spokane Regional Council.  

Section 19: DEFAULT 

Failure by any Member to perform, observe or comply with the 
covenants, agreements or conditions on its part contained in this Agreement 
where that failure continues for a period of thirty (30) days after written notice 
from the Council to the defaulting Member shall constitute an "Event of Default." 

 Section 20: REMEDIES 

In the event of any Event of Default, the Council may at any time, without 
waiving or limiting any other right or remedy, pursue any remedy allowed by law 
including, by way of example and without limitation, specific performance, 
declaratory judgment and other equitable remedies, and recovery of attorney's 
fees and other costs for such enforcement action. 

 Section 21: GENERAL TERMS 

This Agreement contains terms and conditions agreed upon by the 
Members.  The Members agree that there are not other understandings, oral or 
otherwise, regarding the subject matter of this Agreement. 

In the event any portion of this Agreement should become invalid or 
unenforceable, the rest of the Agreement shall remain in full force and effect. 

This Agreement shall be construed under the laws of Washington State. 
Any action at law, suit in equity or judicial proceeding regarding this Agreement 
or any provision hereto shall be instituted only in courts of competent 
jurisdiction within Spokane County, Washington. 
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 This Agreement may be executed in any number of counterparts, each of 
which, when so executed and delivered, shall be an original, but such 
counterparts shall together constitute but one and the same. 
 
 Nothing in this Agreement is intended to give, or shall give, whether 
directly or indirectly, any benefit or right, greater than that enjoyed by the 
general public, to third persons. 
 
 The section headings in this Agreement have been inserted solely for the 
purpose of convenience and ready reference.  In no way do they purport to and 
shall not be deemed to define, limit or extend the scope or intent of the sections 
to which they pertain. 
  
Section 22:  RCW CHAPTER 39.34 REQUIRED CLAUSES 
 
 A. PURPOSE 
 
  See Section No. 2 above. 
 
 B. DURATION 
 

This Agreement is perpetual until the joint and comprehensive 
undertaking is either voluntarily dissolved or discontinued 
pursuant to RCW 47.80.020. 

 
 C. ORGANIZATION OF SEPARATE ENTITY AND ITS POWERS 
 

The Board shall administer the joint and cooperative undertakings    
set forth herein. 

 
 D. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE PARTIES 
 
  See provisions above. 
 
 E. AGREEMENT TO BE FILED 
 

This Agreement may be filed with the County Auditor or published 
on the Members' websites, as available. 

 
 F. FINANCING 
 

See Section Nos. 8 and 9 above.  The Council, or any of the 
Members hereto, may receive grants-in-aid from the State or 
Federal Government or any other department or agency and may 
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Action Information & Discussion

OCT TIP Amendment Freight Planning Update

2021-2024 TIP Quarterly Budget Report

TIP Delivery & Project Readiness Policies Financial Forecast Findings

US 195/I-90 Study Update

DivisionConnects Update

DATA Project Task 1a Findings

NOV Approve DATA Project Design Plan 2021 Budget/Indirect Cost Plan

Financial Forecast Acceptance Preservation Call for Projects
Employee Handbook/Compensation Plan 
Structure

DEC 2021 Budget/Indirect Cost Plan

Preservation Call for projects
Employee Handbook/Compensation Plan 
Structure

Approve DATA Project Design Plan

2020 DRAFT BOARD AGENDAS
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MEETING SUMMARY 

Spokane Regional Transportation Council  
Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting 
August 24, 2020 3:00 pm – Zoom Video Conference 

Action Items 
 Approval of July meeting minutes passed unanimously. 

Education Items 
 Division Connects Study – Staff provided an overview of the study, addressed project milestones and outlined 
current status.  

 US 195/I-90 Study – Staff reported on the study’s purpose and history, project deliverables, and next steps. 

 Chair Report on SRTC Board of Directors Meeting – TAC Chair reported on the topics and discussions 
covered at the August 13 Board meeting.  

Information & Discussion Items 
 TAC Member Discussion: TAC Work Plan Finalization – Ms. Young read from the draft August Board 
minutes about their discussion on the TAC work plan. Mr. Bertelsen noted he has not received any written 
comments from Board members to date, but he had a phone a conversation Mr. Gribner in which he relayed his 
comments and they discussed them. He noted that the Board was very supportive of the proposed work plan 
content/deliverables and they suggested no revisions or changes; their main concerns seem to revolve around 
the TAC’s engagement with the Board and the TTC. TAC members, Mr. Otterstrom and Mr. Jackson from the 
TTC, and staff discussed; some comments included: 

o The TTC consist of agency staff who deliver projects
o As agency staffers, TTC members work for Board members and while the TAC is a resource to the Board,

the members are volunteers and separated from any kind of work relationship
o The TAC can be an effective tool for providing messaging from the community to the TTC and the Board
o The TTC members have greater capacity for participation in technical issues since that is part of their job
o According to the bylaws, Board approval of a TAC work plan is not required, but the group wants to be

responsive to the Board’s concerns
o Need to make sure that recommendations coming from the TAC’s work are worded carefully so they

cannot be mistakenly construed as dictating direction to the Board
o Several people emphasized that the TAC, TTC and Board all work together toward the same underlying

goal of improving the regional transportation system for everyone
o The importance of creating a workflow with ideas going back and forth between the two committees

before going to the Board
Mr. Bertelsen said as there was no pushback on work plan content or deliverables, he feels the group should 
begin working while continuing conversations with the Board to address their concerns about engagement and 
interaction. He asked the group what they felt next steps should be; the consensus was to begin digging in as 
soon as possible.  

Ms. Minshall said the work plan document will be edited a final time to tighten up the wording and will be 
distributed to members again for review. She asked members to respond after reviewing to let staff know which 
of the topics would be their primary interest or the one in which they have some experience, and another would 
be their secondary interest. 

 TAC Work Plan Finalization with Members of SRTC Board of Directors and Transportation Technical 
Committee – Board members were invited to participate at the TAC meeting, however only Mr. Otterstrom and 
Mr. Jackson were available to attend. 
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MEETING SUMMARY 

Spokane Regional Transportation Council  
Transportation Technical Committee (TTC) Meeting 
August 26, 2020 1:30 pm – Zoom Video Conference 

Action Items 
 2020-2023 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) September Amendment – Ms. Jones presented 
information about the two WSDOT projects in the proposed amendment. There were no questions or discussion. 
Motion to recommend Board approval passed unanimously. 

 Report on Work of Land Use Forecast Subject Matter Expert (SME) Team – Mr. Ulrich provided a 
background of the existing land use forecasting process, the development of the multi-jurisdictional SME team, 
and their work to date. He summarized the proposed change in the land use forecasting methodology. He noted 
that the MTP is updated every four years and while staff and stakeholders are aware of a need for a more 
responsive forecasting tool, the Data project, which will move the needle significantly in that direction, will done 
be done before the MTP update deadline of December 2021.  

The group discussed; some comments included: 
o Question if the physical geographies of each TAZ will be reviewed prior to the forecast and Mr. Ulrich

said they will not. The TAZ’s are built into the travel demand model and the geographies are set within 
the model. The DATA Project will be able to evaluate TAZ, but for this MTP update there is not the budget 
or time to do this. 

o Questions about when the final draft methodology document was distributed to the SME team for their
input/comments. It was distributed on May 7 with a follow up email several weeks afterwards. 

o Questions about where the written feedback from City of Spokane and Spokane County could be found.
Mr. Ulrich said it comments were incorporated into the document as footnotes and can be seen on page 
12 of the TTC packet. 

o Ms. Note said that City of Spokane comments on the methodology were addressed in discussions with
SRTC staff 

o Members from WSDOT staff who were on the SME team commented that they concur with and support
the proposed methodology, although they did not submit written comments to the final draft document 

o Mr. Jackson reminded the TTC that they took action to approve and seat a SME team to evaluate the
forecasting methodology; the role of the TTC now is to provide a recommendation for the Board to accept 
or not accept the staff’s recommendation. 

A motion to recommend that the SRTC Board the use of the land use forecast methodology recommended by 
staff, which was developed using a collaborative process through the work of a subject matter expert team 
passed with all votes in favor. 

  TIP Delivery & Project Readiness Policies – Ms. McMenamy discussed the requirements and deadlines for 
federal obligation targets. She said a process to improve project delivery and strategies meet the target earlier 
in the year began this spring and presented a timeline of discussions. She provided details of 

o Three TIP Guidebook policy change recommendations
o Three recommended TIP practices updates
o Two policies to be maintained to improve TIP project delivery.

All members voted in favor of recommending Board approval of the new TIP Guidebook policies as presented. 

Information and Discussion Items 
 2021-2024 TIP Overview – Ms. McMenamy spoke about yearly TIP development requirements and a schedule 
for development and approval.  The 2021-2024 TIP will be open for a 30 day public comment period beginning 
09/01/2020 and will be presented to the TTC at the 09/19/2020 meeting for review and a Board recommendation. 
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