NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
The Authority for Transportation in Northern Virginia
Thursday, April 17, 2014
7:00 pm
3060 Williams Drive (Ste 510), Fairfax, VA 22031

MEETING MINUTES
I.

Call to Order

II.

Roll Call

III.

Minutes of the March 13, 2014 Meeting
Recommended action: Approval [with abstentions
from those who were not present]

Chairman Nohe
Ms. Speer, Clerk

Action Items
IV.

Project Agreement for NVTC – Regional Funding Project 999-001-1-01 –
Transit Alternatives Analysis Study of the Route 7 Corridor (King Street,
Alexandria to Tysons Corner) (Phase II)
Mr. Mason, CEO
Recommended action: Conditional approval of Project Agreement

V.

NVTA Testimony for Commonwealth Transportation Board
Ms. Dominguez, Vice Chair, JACC
Recommended action: Approval of testimony

VI.

Budget Guidelines – FY2015
Mr. Mason, Interim Executive Director
Recommended action: Approval of guidelines

VII. Planning Coordination Advisory Committee
Mr. Mason, Interim Executive Director
Recommended action: Approval of recommendations
for role and membership of PCAC
VIII. Appointments

Chairman Nohe

Information/Discussion Items
IX.

Status of Memoranda of Agreement

Mr. Mason, CEO

X.

NVTA Receipts Report

Mr. Longhi, CFO

XI.

NVTA Operating Budget Report

Mr. Longhi, CFO
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Ms. Dominguez, Vice-Chair, JACC

XII. Legislative Report
XIII. Executive Director’s Report

Mr. Mason, Interim Executive Director

Reports from Working Groups/Committees
[Briefed if requested]
XIV. Finance Committee

Chair York

XV.

Chair Euille

Financial Working Group

XVI. Project Implementation Working Group

Chair Nohe

XVII. Chairman’s Comments

Closed Session
XVIII. Adjournment

Correspondence




Support Letter to Loudoun County
Correspondence between Mr. Muchnick and VDOT
Supreme Court of Virginia Ruling on Circuit Court No. CL-2013-11988

Next Meeting: May 8, 2014 – 7:00 pm
3060 Williams Drive (Suite 510)
Fairfax, Virginia

Northern Virginia Transportation Authority
3060 Williams Drive (Suite 510)
Fairfax, VA 22031
www.TheNovaAuthority.org

2

III

NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
The Authority for Transportation in Northern Virginia
Thursday, March 13, 2014
7:00 pm
City of Fairfax, City Hall, Work Session Room, Fairfax, VA 22030

MEETING MINUTES
I.

Call to Order


Chairman Nohe

Chairman Nohe called the meeting to order at 7:08pm.

(Delegate Rust arrived.)
II.

Roll Call










Ms. Speer, Clerk

Voting Members: Chairman Nohe; Board Member Hynes (arrived 7:12pm);
Chairman York; Chairman Bulova; Mayor Parrish; Mayor Silverthorne;
Council Member Rishell; Council Member Snyder (arrived 7:13pm); Senator
Ebbin; Delegate Rust (arrived 7:10pm); Ms. Bushue.
Non-Voting Members: Ms. Hamilton; Ms. Mitchell; Mayor Umstattd (arrived
7:14pm).
Staff: John Mason (Interim Executive Director); Michael Longhi (CFO);
Camela Speer (Clerk); Peggy Teal (Accountant); various jurisdictional staff.
Guest: Ms. Fisher.
Chairman Nohe explained that Ms. Fisher would be sitting in for Mr.
Garczynski, but was not an official alternate.
Chairman Nohe thanked the City of Fairfax Mayor and staff for their
immediate response to the request for assistance with both providing office
space and resources to the NVTA staff and hosting this evening’s meeting.
This was necessary due to a power outage at the NVTA offices.
Chairman Nohe explained that it was necessary to move tonight’s Authority
meeting from the NVTA conference room to Fairfax City Hall, where the
Authority has met before, due to power failure in the NVTA office building.
FOIA and NVTA Bylaws procedures were followed by having two members
request the meeting location change, and, upon his [the Chairman’s] approval,
required notifications were posted. He stated that it is advisable to have this
action ratified.

(Board Member Hynes arrived.)


Chairman York moved to ratify the process and decision to move today’s
meeting of the Authority from the previously advertised location to Fairfax
City Hall due to the emergency situation of a power failure in the normal
location; seconded by Chairman Bulova. Motion carried unanimously.
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III.

Minutes of the February 20, 2014 Meeting


Chairman York moved to approve the minutes of February 20, 2014;
seconded by Mayor Parrish. Motion carried with seven (7) yeas and two (2)
abstentions [with Senator Ebbin and Delegate Rust abstaining as they were
not at the February meeting].

Action Items
IV.

Project Agreement Template

Mr. Biesiadny

(Council Member Snyder arrived.)




Mr. Biesiadny presented the Project Agreement Template that will be an
agreement between the Authority and agencies that will be implementing
projects using the 70% regional money that the Authority is retaining. He
explained that a subcommittee of the Financial Working Group and the
Council of Counsels has worked to put this agreement together. This
agreement will allow regional projects that the Authority approved last year
[FY2014 projects] to move forward. The intent is to have a standard project
agreement that any of the recipient agencies would execute with the
Authority. There will be a separate agreement for each project. The two main
categories for these projects are:
 Transportation projects that were selected by the Authority and are
contained in the regional plan.
 Mass transit projects that increase capacity.
Mr. Biesiadny added that the agreement sets terms and conditions for 70%
funding to be made available and is largely based on the legislation adopted in
HB2313 as well as the other requirements that the Authority has. There is
also practical language to ensure insurance provisions and record keeping
requirements are taken care of.

(Mayor Umstattd arrived.)


Mr. Biesiadny briefly highlighted:
 Agreements will be based on project submission forms submitted by the
jurisdictions last year. These project submission forms also went to the
public and were available for the Authority’s consideration when it acted
in July 2013.
 Similar to VDOT project agreement with money provided in phases.
 Provision that under certain circumstances phases could be advanced.
Also provides that an agency could advance a phase with their own money
and be reimbursed with Authority money. The key being that the
Authority will be funding 24 projects, with cash flows being developed for
each of those projects. If jurisdiction A wants to advance funding for a
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particular phase, NVTA has to determine if there is money available to do
that due to a number of projects being funded at the same time. Cash flow
is an important consideration.
Provision that, if a project goes over budget, jurisdictions or agencies
could come back and seek additional funding from the Authority, but that
is completely at the Authority’s discretion. Request would have to go
through the regular process that all other projects went through to be
analyzed in the process, so no guarantee that additional funding will be
available.
The funding arrangements associated with Resolution 14-08, adopted by
the Authority and which deals with larger projects by extraterritorial
organizations, have been incorporated in this agreement. Recipient must
insure that any match associated with the project has been identified and
procured. Must certify that it will use the project for the intended purpose
for life of the project. If not, there are provisions for reimbursing the
Authority.
It is clear that the Authority will not operate or maintain any of these
projects once completed. That will have to be done either by the agency
that is building the project or in the case of a roadway, ultimately VDOT
would accept it for maintenance. Agreement says that if it is anticipated
that VDOT will accept the roadway for maintenance, it has to be built to
VDOT’s standards.
Authority will provide money on reimbursement basis within 20 days if all
paperwork is submitted. Will allow jurisdictions to submit contractor bills
and be reimbursed in time to pay the bill. In most cases the jurisdiction
will pay the contractor, then submit for reimbursement. For some of the
jurisdictions it was important to have the ability to be reimbursed in order
to pay the contractor.
Any unused money at the end of a project must be returned to Authority.
Or, if an allocation for a project has money left after the project is
completed, that money will be freed up to be reallocated to other projects.
Provisions dealing with the potential misuse of funds, consequences of
misuse of funds and the role of the Authority in dealing with misuse of
funds.

(Ms. Fisher arrived.)


Chairman York stated that he attended the last Financial Working Group
meeting, had a chance to listen to staff discuss the project agreement and
agrees with it.



Chairman York moved to approve, in substantial form, the Standard Project
Agreement between the Authority and recipients of 70% funding that the
Authority is allocating to regional projects; seconded by Chairman Bulova.
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V.

Board Member Hynes asked if governing bodies have to approve the project
agreements or if they can be signed on an administrative level. Mr. Biesiadny
replied that the intent is that there be an official action by the policy making
body of the recipient agency. If recipient is a jurisdiction, its board or council.
If recipient is an agency, its board would have to approve it. Chairman Nohe
added that a consent agenda can be used. Mr. Biesiadny responded that is
correct. He stated a governing body could also designate that their chief
administrative officer be authorized to sign the agreement.
Delegate Rust asked if this is applicable to the 70% and the 30% money. Mr.
Biesiadny responded that this is for the 70% money, that the agreement
between the Authority and the jurisdictions for the 30 % money was approved
in December.
Delegate Rust referenced page 12, asking about money being subject to
appropriation. He stated that the taxes imposed flow to General Assembly,
then flow to NVTA, therefore they [the taxes] are not subject to appropriation.
Mr. Biesiadny replied that in the budget the General Assembly approved, it
actually does appropriate revenues, just as with the Northern Virginia gas tax.
Ms. Bushue asked who has lead in a multi-jurisdictional project. Mr.
Biesiadny answered that the implementing partners would decide who has
lead. Whoever takes the lead would sign the agreement.
Chairman Nohe asked if a jurisdiction is proposing a project, but intent is for
VDOT, for example, to build the project, would VDOT or the jurisdiction sign
the agreement. Mr. Biesiadny responded that this issue is still being worked
on. If VDOT is clearly requesting and doing project, it would sign. If
jurisdiction is requesting money and VDOT is going to be the contractor,
there may need to be an agreement between the jurisdiction and VDOT.
Chairman Nohe requested that staff draft a statement to be sent to Delegate
Albo about Resolution 14-08 being incorporated into the Project Agreement.
Delegate Rust stated that Delegate Albo had withdrawn his bill and that he is
satisfied. Chairman Nohe replied that he wants to show Delegate Albo that
NVTA built this into the agreement. Mr. Biesiadny responded that it would be
done.
Motion carried unanimously.

Confirmation/Revision of Project List for Evaluation





Mr. Srikanth, VDOT

Ms. Hamilton introduced the VDOT Project Selection Model Results.
Mr. Srikanth briefed the VDOT Project Selection Model Results presentation.
Ms. Bushue congratulated and thanked VDOT for the excellent descriptive
map and legend in the handouts provided.
Chairman Bulova commented on a project proposed by the CTB that would
widen the Fairfax County Parkway. She stated that this project is not on the
County comprehensive plan, adding that some parts of parkway are on the
comprehensive plan for widening. Some areas have already been widened.
Some areas have already built additional interchange improvements that will
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free up congestion. This particular area is a new area that just opened. It is not
on the comprehensive plan to be widened and for most of the area, there is not
the right of way in order to do that. There are two interchange improvements
that are on the comprehensive plan to be done. The County believes that these
two interchanges will address the congestion that the CTB project attempts to
address. Chairman Bulova asked that this project not be advanced as part of a
Fairfax County project for those reasons. She clarified that this project is
project CTB 4. Ms. Fisher responded that the thought process behind putting
this project on the list was that the interchange improvements on both I-95 and
the Fairfax County Parkway will cause a bottleneck on that small portion. She
stated that if Chairman Bulova really believes this is unnecessary because of
the other projects, she requested that Chairman Bulova provide some
documentation prior to the CTB meeting next week, so that it can be discussed
and presented at the meeting. Chairman Bulova responded affirmatively.


Mayor Parrish moved to recommend to the Commonwealth Transportation
Board the approval of the list of proposed projects for evaluation as shown in
Item V, with the note that Fairfax County has expressed concern about Project
No CTB-4 as it is not in the County’s Comprehensive Plan and is inconsistent
with its planned improvements in the same area. Fairfax County believes that
interchange improvements already planned for this segment of the Fairfax
County Parkway would address congestion and negate a need to widen the
Parkway in this particular area; seconded by Chairman York.

(Senator Ebbin departed.)




Board Member Hynes questioned whether the Authority has to move the CTB
projects back to the CTB, or is the Authority just moving Authority projects.
Chairman Nohe responded that the Authority is recommending to the CTB
that the CTB approve a list. The CTB does not have to listen to the Authority
recommendation. He observed that some of the study results were surprising.
Some projects that are viewed as vital by a jurisdiction in reducing
congestion, scored very low in the study. He pointed out that this is a process
that was developed to figure out which projects would go through full
evaluation, designed with the expectation that 70 projects would be submitted
to the first round study. He reminded the members that this is just an
evaluation and this creates a great experiment to test the robustness of the
process being embarked on. The Authority does not have to fund any of these
projects. It is possible that projects with really high scores will be too
expensive to fund.
Board Member Hynes asked again if the Authority has to recommend to the
CTB their own projects, or is it recommending the Authority list. Mr.
Srikanth responded that the reason for including the CTB list on the compiled
list presented to the Authority was to give the Authority the opportunity to
review and comment on all the projects nominated. Authority concerns are
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now captured in the motion that the CTB will be informed of and we will be
bound by what comes out of that process.
Chairman York stated that this would matter more if we were recommending
more projects than could be evaluated. Potentially we could be
recommending that CTB projects not go forward to make room for Authority
projects.
Chairman York asked about project NVTA#223 in Purcellville. He observed
there were low ratings in categories for congestion relief and asked what
surrounding area was considered in the study. He added that it is now not an
intersection and is proposed to be an interchange. It is intended to provide
congestion relief for other interchanges and other roads in the area. Wants to
be sure that entire surrounding area is considered in final evaluation. Mr.
Srikanth responded that the project selection scores and attributes are VDOT’s
assessment as to whether the project has the potential to reduce congestion.
The actual results will become available once we get the full results.
Chairman York added that he wants to be sure VDOT is not just looking at
congestion relief on one road, but on all the roads in the area. Mr. Roden
responded that VDOT will look at a larger region in the final study.
Board Member Hynes suggested the Authority needs to think about what the
purpose of its vote is at this stage. CTB has the opportunity to submit projects
to VDOT, regardless of the Authority’s vote. In regard to the funding, the
decision comes back to the Authority. She added it is appropriate for the
members of the Authority to opine about the projects the CTB has submitted
and respond that there are concerns from jurisdictions. Board Member Hynes
wondered whether the Authority should vote to advance the CTB proposed
projects; stated that is not the Authority’s call as the Authority does not
control what VDOT is doing. Voting yes at this point may indicate something
the Authority does not mean to indicate at this point. Chairman Nohe
suggested that since the Authority has proposed less projects than can be
evaluated, there is no harm in advancing all projects. In the future if too many
projects are proposed, then there may be a different answer. He added it
would be nice to think that if this scenario unfolded NVTA could work with
the CTB to recommend the projects that scored the highest regardless of
which entity proposed the project. This is what NVTA agreed to do, as this is
in comport with the law. In this circumstance, with acknowledgement of
parochial issue, Chairman Nohe recommended that the Authority vote to
recommend all the projects because the Authority should evaluate all the
projects it can. He added the answer might be different if there was a longer
list of projects. Chairman Nohe disclosed that the Prince William project
nominated by the CTB will directly impact customers getting to his store.
Delegate Rust stated that the vote tonight is that these projects are worthy of
consideration and there will be more consideration when evaluation results
come back with detailed rankings. Tonight’s vote is just to move the projects
forward from preliminary study to final study. Chairman Nohe added there
are other projects on the evaluation list that have non-fatal flaws, for example
a Loudoun County project that is not in TransAction 2040. The Authority
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decided to advance it, recognizing that at this point it cannot be built even if it
scores very high. However, it could be built at some point, or VDOT could be
petitioned to build it. Already have a precedent that projects that are not fatal,
if they meet Tier 1, can be advanced by NVTA.
Mayor Umstattd asked if the final project ratings will be based on congestion
reduction and noted there are five separate categories related to congestion
reduction. Mr. Srikanth replied that the congestion reduction related
performance numbers that will be used to develop the final rating will be
slightly different from those listed in the preliminary screening, as presented
to the Authority last month.
Mayor Umstattd asked if VDOT anticipates that projects that did not get high
scores in one of the categories in the first round, might not get high scores in
the final rating system. Mr. Srikanth responded that VDOT is eager to learn
how these processes work from first round study to final round study. If
VDOT has applied assessment correctly, this could happen, but it will give
VDOT the opportunity to learn and fine tune the process as well. Mr.
Srikanth added that as with some of these operational improvements, in the
first round VDOT was looking at one area, in the detailed analysis will
evaluate all surrounding areas. There could be correlation between the stages
of the study and VDOT wants to find out to what degree there is correlation.
Mayor Umstattd asked whether the final congestion reduction criterion will
carry a higher weight than the emergency mobility criterion. She questioned
why the emergency mobility criterion is included in the study as this is a
Federal interest. She stated that some projects that do extremely well in
emergency mobility do not rate as well in congestion reduction. Mayor
Umstattd asked if the importance of emergency mobility is being reduced
relative to congestion reduction. Mr. Srikanth responded that in the overall
rating emergency mobility does have one of the lowest ratings, not necessarily
because VDOT does not think it is important, but because the technical tools
available and the data from the model are rather limited.
Chairman Nohe stated that the jurisdictions did a self-evaluation of how they
thought projects would fair in the preliminary round. He asked that as we
enter into the next stage of the process, if a jurisdiction is troubled by what
VDOT sees a score being and what the jurisdiction sees as score being, does
VDOT want to hear from the jurisdiction. Mr. Srikanth responded that due to
the scheduling of the CTB meeting, VDOT did not have time to meet with the
PIWG to work through the study results yet. VDOT has offered to meet with
PIWG and TAC to review process of how study was done and determine if
any improvements can be made in applying ratings in the next round.



Motion carried unanimously.



Chairman Nohe noted that the next round of preliminary data will be provided
to the Authority and PIWG by June, which will then be turned into final data
in December. He stated that the Authority can begin using preliminary results
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in the development of the Six-Year Plan. He recognized that results could
change in December and then the Six-Year Plan might need to be reevaluated.
Mr. Srikanth responded that the preliminary data will be good enough for a
draft Six-Year Program. Chairman Nohe added that if the Authority would
have to wait until January to put out a Six-Year Plan, there would not be time
for public comment; draft would have to be final plan.

Information/Discussion Items
VI. Revised RSTP/CMAQ Program FY14 – FY19

Ms. Backmon, Chair, JACC

VII. JACC Approval of Reallocation of RSTP/CMAQ Funds for the City of
Fairfax
Ms. Backmon, Chair, JACC


No verbal report.

VIII. Status of Memoranda of Agreement

IX.

X.

No verbal report.

HB 2313 Funding Status







Mr. Longhi, CFO

No verbal report.

Flow of NVTA Funds


Mr. Mason, CEO

Mr. Longhi, CFO

Mr. Longhi briefed the Flow of NVTA Funds and pointed out that the first
chart is tied to the narrative and shows the incoming revenue streams for the
Authority. The chart shows the tax receipt revenue and the bond proceeds.
The numbering in the chart matches the narrative to walk the reader through
the actual flow of funds. The second chart has the same principal and shows
the dollars originally predicted for the Authority and the funds actually
received through the end of February.
Chairman Nohe asked if the Authority has either allocated to projects or
allocated for reserves a certain amount of dollars from the FY2014 funds. Mr.
Longhi responded that this has effectively been done.
Chairman Nohe asked how much is left on the bottom line for FY2014: Are
there any FY2014 dollars that will be programmed in the future. Mr. Longhi
replied not without changing the timing of filling the working capital reserve.
He added the principal issue is that the Authority is filling the reserve for the
first time so it will take a lot more money in FY2014 as it is 50% of the 70%
revenue or $102 million.
Chairman Nohe stated this is very relevant because FY2014 dollars under
HB2313 are not constrained by HB599, so they are an excellent candidate for
reserve money.
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XI.

Mr. Longhi added that we [staff and the Authority’s Financial Advisor] are
looking at different funding options for the reserve, so that if there is a need to
fund more FY2014 projects the sequencing of funding the reserve can be
reviewed.
Mr. MacIsaac confirmed that Chairman Nohe’s statement was correct.
Chairman Nohe clarified that the FY2014 revenue is less constrained than the
FY2015 revenue. Therefore, it is the best money to put into a reserve because
the Authority knows when that money is used it is money not constrained at
its source. Chairman Nohe explained that he was specifically bringing this up
because of a budget amendment currently in the House [of Delegates] that
would require that those FY2014 funds that NVTA has not yet allocated
would retroactively be subject to the HB599 process. If this budget
amendment does survive, it would force the Authority to evaluate policies on
how reserves can be used because they are as of yet unallocated FY2014
revenues. Mr. Longhi responded that this will need to be reviewed.
Delegate Rust added that we will have a better picture of items like this on
March 24.
Ms. Bushue thanked Mr. Longhi for providing this report.

NVTA Operating Budget Report


No verbal report.

XII. Legislative Report




Mr. Longhi, CFO

Ms. Dominguez, Vice-Chair, JACC

Mr. Biesiadny briefed the General Assembly Report. The General Assembly
adjourned without a budget, so will be back in session on March 24. He
added that during regular session all the bills that would have impacted NVTA
were either defeated or left in committee. The remaining item that would
impact the Authority is the previously referred to budget amendment. He
stated that what becomes of it will be clearer on March 24.
Mr. Biesiadny noted that the changes to the Legislative Program were
highlighted in the report. He addressed HB2 that will affect the CTB’s ability
to allocate transportation dollars in the future. He explained:
 The final bill that was passed by the General Assembly was significantly
different than the bill that was introduced.
 HB2 requires the CTB to develop a prioritization process for the funds that
it allocates in the Six-Year Program.
 Need to consider roadway, transit, rail, technology improvements as well
as transportation demand management.
 Needs to be done in cooperation with the MPOs and NVTA.
 Need to solicit input from local governments, transit authorities and other
stakeholders.
 Have two years to implement, will begin using these new criteria to
allocate money beginning on July 1, 2016.
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 Some criteria to be considered include congestion relief, economic
development, accessibility, safety and environmental quality.
 Criteria can be rated differently for different construction districts within
the Commonwealth.
 For Northern Virginia and Hampton Roads, the highest rate needs to be
assigned to congestion mitigation.
 Exempts from the process any projects that have reached a completed
environmental review or have their National Environmental Policy Act
Process completed, even if provided funding after July 1, 2016.
 Excludes from the process CMAQ funding, RSTP funding, Urban and
Secondary Road funding, however, includes caveat that CTB may develop
a prioritization process for these funds in the future.
 Excludes HB2313 funds.
 States that no project can be undertaken primarily for economic
development purposes.
 Summarized that HB2 as passed was significantly different than the bill as
it was introduced and will result in a significant change to future
allocations of transportation funding.
Council Member Snyder asked for an explanation about how this bill
significantly changes future transportation funding. Mr. Biesiadny replied that
currently the CTB does not have a specific prioritization process for allocating
money. In the Virginia Code there is a formula that says 40% of the money
will go to primaries, 30% to secondaries, 30% urban. It also says that $500
million comes off the top and can be allocated at the discretion of the CTB.
HB2 establishes for the first time legislative priorities for how the CTB
allocates money and gives the CTB two years to develop specifics as to how
that process will be done.
Council Member Snyder inquired as to what opportunities the Authority will
have to comment on how the CTB will implement this. Mr. Biesiadny
responded that the legislation is clear that the CTB needs to consult with the
local MPOs, NVTA and the local governments. He added he is sure there will
be a process, but process is probably not defined yet. Council Member
Snyder suggested that perhaps NVTA should be thinking about NVTA’s role
in the process now. Mr. Biesiadny suggested that until NVTA knows what
information the CTB is looking for, it could be a little challenging to do that.
Chairman Nohe stated that April 24 is the next CTB meeting. He asked that
staff or the JACC communicate that as such processes are developed, the
Authority would like to be engaged and to ensure opportunity to comment.
Mayor Umstattd asked if the last bullet under the bill is redundant with the
provision that the highest weight has to be given to congestion mitigation.
Mr. Biesiadny responded that the last bullet was inserted due to recent court
cases related to condemnation associated with economic development. It was
the intent of the General Assembly to make it clear that these funds cannot be
used for the primary purpose of economic development although economic
development is one of the criteria that could be considered and might be
weighted in a certain fashion in some districts.
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Mayor Umstattd asked if it is possible that using economic development as
any justification could put the project in conflict with the Constitutional
Amendment from last year or the year before. Mr. Biesiadny responded he
was not sure, that it may require legal review.
Delegate Rust clarified that the General Assembly was concerned that there
was no priority system to ranking of how the money was spent. HB2 started
out as almost a mirror of what NVTA has done in Northern Virginia. The bill
changed dramatically as it went through. One reason that economic
development got added and congestion, other than in Northern Virginia and
Hampton Road, is not the priority is because once you get out of this area,
congestion is not the big problem. The big problem is economic development
and the transportation infrastructure to permit the economic development.
Other than Northern Virginia and Hampton Roads, there will be more
flexibility in how money is spent. This, for the first time, puts a process in the
Virginia Code that the CTB must follow. He suggested the General Assembly
may do something similar on maintenance in the future. He added that this
bill was the highest priority of the Speaker, passed almost unanimously in
both houses and there was a lot of work done on it to get it to what it was at
the very end. Delegate Rust stated that it was a good bill.

XIII. Executive Director’s Report


Mr. Mason, CEO

No verbal report.

Reports from Working Groups
XIV. Financial Working Group

XV.

XVI.

No verbal report.

Project Implementation Working Group


Chair Euille

Chair Nohe

No verbal report.

Chairman’s Comments


Chairman York explained that this year the US Department of Transportation
TIGER Grant opportunity includes up to $35 million for transportation
planning.



Chairman York moved that the Authority direct the Interim Executive
Director, in coordination with appropriate staff, to investigate the potential for
using the FY2014 TIGER solicitation to fund the update of TransAction 2040
and, if feasible, to pursue and submit an application by the program’s
submission deadline. He further moved that if needed the Interim Executive
11

Director, in coordination with staff, be allowed to seek consultant services for
assistance in preparing an application with a limit of $20,000; seconded by
Chairman Bulova.




Chairman York suggested that in future years the Authority incorporate this in
the schedule sooner as the application closing date is April 28.
Board Member Hynes suggested that in the future the Authority should
discuss how to use this money.
Chairman Nohe inquired as to whether any member jurisdictions or partner
agencies were applying for this grant in this round. Chairman York responded
that Loudoun may be, but not for a planning grant. Chairman Nohe suggested
the region should not compete against itself.



Motion carried with eleven (11) yeas and one (1) abstention [Chairman Nohe].



Chairman Nohe appointed Mayor Parrish, Chairman Bulova, Board Member
Hynes and Council Member Rishell to the Finance Committee.



Mayor Parrish moved that the Northern Virginia Transportation Authority
convene a closed meeting, as authorized by Virginia Code section 2.23711.A.1, for a personnel matter relating to the selection of an Executive
Director for the Authority; seconded by Board Member Hynes. Motion
carried unanimously.



The Authority entered into closed session at 8:35pm.



Closed Session


The Authority returned to open session at 9:30pm.



Mayor Parrish moved that the members of the Northern Virginia
Transportation Authority certify: (1) that only public business matters
lawfully exempted from open meeting requirements under Chapter 37, Title
2.2 of the Code of Virginia; and (2) only such public business matters as were
identified in the motion by which the closed meeting was convened were
heard, discussed or considered by the Committee; seconded by Chairman
York. Motion carried unanimously.

Adjournment
XVII.

Adjournment


Meeting adjourned at 9:35 pm.
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
MEMORANDUM
FOR:

Chairman Martin E. Nohe and Members
Northern Virginia Transportation Authority

FROM:

John Mason, Interim Executive Director

DATE:

April 11, 2014

SUBJECT:

Regional Funding Project 999-14-001-1-01 – Transit Alternatives Analysis Study
of the Route 7 Corridor (King Street, Alexandria to Tysons Corner) (Phase II)
_____________________________________________________________________________
1. Recommendation. Conditional approval of attached Standard Project Agreement (SPA)
999-14-001-1-01.
2. Suggested motion. I move approval of the proposed Standard Project Agreement 999-14001-1-01 - Transit Alternatives Analysis Study of the Route 7 Corridor (King Street,
Alexandria to Tysons Corner) (Phase II); and that the Interim Executive Director sign it on
behalf of the Authority conditioned upon language included in the General Assembly’s
adopted FY15/15 budget.

3. Background.
a. The Authority previously approved this project for funding using FY 2014 70% regional
funds on July 24, 2013.
b. FY2014 PayGo funding was also approved on July 24, 20113 and is available for the
project.
c. The attached SPA presented by the Northern Virginia Transportation Commission
(NVTC) is consistent with the project previously approved by the Authority.
d. The attached SPA has been reviewed by the Council of Counsels, noting that there were
no legal issues.
e. The General Assembly has not yet passed a budget amendment. This suggests that it
would be wise to approve SPA on a conditional basis.

Attachment: SPA for NVTA Project Number 999-14-001-1-01
Coordination: Council of Counsels
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
MEMORANDUM
TO:

Chairman Martin E. Nohe
Members, Northern Virginia Transportation Authority

FROM:

Monica Backmon, Chairman
Jurisdiction and Agency Coordinating Committee

SUBJECT:

FY 2015-2020 Draft Six-Year Improvement Program Testimony

DATE:

April 11, 2014

Recommendation: Approval of the FY 2015-2020 Six-Year Improvement Program Testimony
Suggested motion: I move approval of the draft testimony at attachment [with changes as
discussed].
Background: As was done in previous years, the Secretary of Transportation and the
Commonwealth Transportation Board will be conducting public hearings throughout Virginia to
solicit public comment about the working draft Fiscal Year 2015-2020 Six-Year Improvement
Program. The scheduled public hearing date for Northern Virginia is Thursday, April 24, 2014 at
6:00 p.m. in the Potomac Conference Center at VDOT’s Northern Virginia District Office, located
at 4975 Alliance Dr., Fairfax, VA. 22030.
The DRAFT testimony (Attachment) includes updates to requests previously made by the
Authority, as well as information pertaining to the recent General Assembly Session.

Attachment: DRAFT Testimony for the FY 2015-2020 Six-Year Improvement Program

ATTACHMENT
Northern Virginia Transportation Authority
Comments on Draft
FY 2015 to FY 2020 Six-Year Improvement Program
April 24, 2014
Good Evening Secretary Layne, Commissioner Kilpatrick, Director Mitchell, and members
of the Commonwealth Transportation Board. My name is Martin Nohe and I am
Chairman of the Northern Virginia Transportation Authority. I am here to present the
Authority’s comments on the FY 2015 to FY 2020 Six-Year Improvement Program as well
as comment on several other matters. The Authority’s comments are as follows:


The Authority is working diligently to implement the regional components of HB
2313. Continued coordination and cooperation with this Administration is essential
to ensuring that we are able to fully utilize the resources provided to implement the
necessary improvements to Northern Virginia’s transportation infrastructure. Due
to the large role that VDOT has in this process, with the congestion-related
evaluation process as well as project implementation, it is essential that VDOT also
has sufficient resources needed to participate in this effort.



It is also essential that the region continue to receive a fair share of statewide
transportation funds, as is specifically required by HB 2313. In addition, we request
that VDOT engage the Authority and our local governments earlier in the six-year
program process. As local, regional, state-wide, and federal funds are all part of the
solution for addressing the long-term transportation funding needs of the
Commonwealth, it is essential that we all coordinate to ensure these needs are met.



The Authority remains concerned about the lack of new urban and secondary
funds. The CTB has the authority to allocate up to $500 million to priority projects
before funds are provided to the construction fund. Due to this provision and
updated revenue forecasts, secondary and urban road programs are not expected to
receive new funds until FY 2020. This is concerning, as localities have not received
funds for these programs since FY 2010. The continued lack of funding to improve
these roads will seriously impact our economy and compromise the movement of
people and goods to and from Northern Virginia and other parts of the
Commonwealth. We ask that Northern Virginia receive its share from this priority
project funds and that the CTB use its allowable discretion to allow some funds to
flow through the construction formula.



The recently passed HB 2 requires the CTB to develop a statewide prioritization
process for state transportation funds, in cooperation with the Authority and other
metropolitan planning organizations in the Commonwealth. We stand ready to
work with you on this process and are willing to provide any assistance we can.



On the transit side, thank you for continuing to include the Virginia match for
Federal dedicated funding for the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
and we ask that the Commonwealth continue to provide these vital funds. We

appreciate this significant commitment to help WMATA bring its system into a state
of good repair and restore safe and reliable operations. Additionally, Momentum,
WMATA's strategic plan, provides the direction for critical system capacity
investments to meet the region's anticipated population and economic growth, and
WMATA is requesting its funding partners to increase contributions over the next
decade to fully utilize the system.


Work is also continuing on the statewide transit formula, through the Transit
Service Delivery Advisory Committee (TSDAC). We are pleased that work is being
done on pilot programs to address congestion mitigation and transit dependent
riders. We are thankful that the Administration is working with the region to
address concerns over the counting of Metrorail ridership, which is essential to the
new operations formula for transit. However, concerns remain over the change to
how state transit capital assistance participation is calculated, i.e. “net” versus
“gross” costs, which results in an outcome where only Northern Virginia has to
increase local support for its capital projects. We stand ready to continue to work
on this issue and ask that you remember the importance of transit in the region and
the impact any change in funding may have to the region.



The Authority continues to be concerned by provisions in the State Code that
provide VDOT and the CTB the ability to decide whether a local transportation
plan is consistent with the Commonwealth’s priorities. If VDOT and the CTB
decide this is not the case, the CTB can withhold funding for projects. While efforts
to better coordinate local and state transportation planning are appreciated, these
provisions essentially transfer the responsibility for land use planning, as it relates
to transportation, from local governments to the Commonwealth. Our localities
work diligently with our residents, property owners, and the local business
communities on our land use and transportation plans and these provisions could
inhibit development and redevelopment efforts throughout Virginia.



The Authority remains opposed to any policy that would require the transfer of
secondary road construction and maintenance responsibilities to counties and
specifically, Northern Virginia jurisdictions. Unfunded mandates of this magnitude
would result in dire consequences to localities



The federal government requires that a portion of CMAQ funds be spent on
projects that reduce PM 2.5, which restricts what type of projects can receive this
federal funding. As such, we ask the CTB to reconsider its decision regarding
hybrid vehicle purchases using CMAQ funds since these vehicles qualify for this
purpose while many other projects may not.



The Administration has announced that an update of VTrans is beginning and that
this this will include a comprehensive review of statewide transportation needs. The
Authority believes that the approach for the update looks promising and we stand
ready to work with the Administration and provide input throughout the process.
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In addition to addressing the foregoing major issues, the Authority requests that:
o the CTB continue funding VRE’s track leases and assist with funding
necessary capacity improvements to the system;
o the CTB, DRPT, and VDOT support, promote, and encourage walking and
bicycling as more viable modes of transportation and look for opportunities to
enhance pedestrian and bicycle connectivity in the Northern Virginia;
o the CTB, support the policy that major transportation corridor studies related
to facilities wholly within one VDOT construction district, should be managed
by that construction district rather than the VDOT Central Office. Regional
VDOT staff is better equipped to address the concern of the affected citizens
and local governments; and
o the CTB, adopt policies that simplify and shorten environmental reviews for
locally administered projects and streamline transportation project review by
further delegating the design review process from VDOT to the local
governments and by adopting a uniform timeframe for plan reviews that
remain under VDOT jurisdiction. These efforts would save Virginia taxpayers
money and simultaneously result in timely approvals of contextually
appropriate projects.



We request that this testimony be made part of the Draft Six-Year Improvement
Program public hearing record, and that full consideration be given to these
comments in preparing the final FY 2014-FY 2019 SYIP. Thank you, again, for the
opportunity to speak today. Please let me know if I can provide any clarification
regarding the Authority’s testimony.
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As of 04.08.14

NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
M E M O R A N D UM
FOR:

Chairman Martin E. Nohe and Members
Northern Virginia Transportation Authority

FROM:

John Mason, Interim Executive Director

DATE:

April 9, 2014

SUBJECT:
Planning Coordination Advisory Committee
______________________________________________________________________________
1. Recommendation. Approval of Planning Coordination Advisory Committee (PCAC) role,
membership, and decision-making as outlined in Attachment B.
2. Suggested motion. I move approval of the organization of the Planning Coordination
Advisory Committee as outlined in Attachment B.
3. Background.
a. Original focus. §15.2-4837 mandated that “The Authority shall have a planning
coordination advisory committee, which shall include, but not be limited to, at least one
elected official from each town . . .” A subsequent amendment provided for a town
representative as a non-voting member of the Authority itself, thus providing a
strengthened town participation at the Authority decision-making level.
b. NVTA charge. As reflected in NVTA Bylaws, the focus is strategic, with specific phrasing
that committee is responsible for advising the NVTA on broad policy issues related to
the periodic update of the NVTA’s Long Range Transportation Plan and the development
of NVTA’s Six Year Program with special consideration to regional transportation, land
use and growth issues . . .”
c. Implications.
 For any advisory committee to be responsible for broad policy issues and strategic
planning, it’s necessary that its composition include the cities and counties (in
addition to the mandated town membership).
 To provide timely advice to the Authority, it will be essential that PCAC be engaged
on the front end of the planning process.
 To ensure credibility of advice, any voting process should parallel that of the
Authority itself.
 NVTA staff support for committee should include linkage to the land use and growth
issues (e.g., familiarity with regional growth projections, comprehensive plans).
Initially, I envision that the NVTA staff member supporting PCAC will provide the
linkage to resources needed to address these issues.
 Chairmanship of the committee should be based on Authority appointment.

d. PCAC History. As reflected in Attachment A, the PCAC has a somewhat complex history
with respect to its composition.
e. Current status. PCAC is not currently operational.
4. Proposed approach. See Attachment B.
a. Committee composition. Statutory requirement of town represent + representation
from each city and county; no member may serve on the Authority.
b. Charge. Consistent with prior charge; focus on broad policy issues.
c. Committee leadership. Appointment of chair and vice chair by Chairman of Authority
with concurrence of Authority members.
d. Products. Consensus preferred. If vote required, 2/3 rule with respect to population
applies.
5. Next steps. Following Authority approval of Attachment B, following actions will be taken:
a. Bylaws. In a forthcoming update of the Bylaws, Attachment B guidance will be
incorporated.
b. Constitution of Committee. Within the week, I will send a letter to the mayor/chairman
of the 14 jurisdictions informing them of the Authority decision and inviting
appointment (or confirmation of existing appointment) of a non-Authority elected
member to form the Committee.
c. Staff support. Lead staff will be one of the two NVTA program coordinators.
d. Initial meeting. An initial meeting will be coordinated at which Committee members will
be oriented on current NVTA activities, along with a discussion of its role and meeting
date preference.
Attachments:
A. PCAC Membership History
B. PCAC Proposed Role and Membership

Coordination:
Council of Counsels
Principal staff coordinators
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VII.A
NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
PCAC Membership History
 Statutory: Code of Virginia, §15.2-4837 states “Authority shall have a planning
coordination advisory committee, which shall include, but not be limited to at least
one elected official from each town that is located in any county embraced by the
Authority and receives street maintenance payments under §33.1-41.1.”
 July 12, 2007: Resolution 14B-08 with an attachment that defined a total of 23
members was deferred. Resolution incorrectly signed. File copy has annotation
stating “Not approved at July meeting.”
 November 8, 2007: Resolution 14B-08 again considered; again deferred (to
December).
 December 6, 2007: Resolution 14B-08 again considered. A substitute motion was
approved unanimously “that the members of the Northern Virginia Regional
Commission (NVRC) be designated as the appropriate body for Planning
Coordination Advisory Committee.”
 June 12, 2008: Approval of revised Bylaws that provide for PCAC, however other
than town membership state “Remaining membership TBD.”
 January 8, 2010: Approval of amendment to NVTA Bylaws that “Town member shall
be selected at the annual meeting and shall be rotated on an annual basis.” The
action includes an undated version of the Bylaws with this amendment
incorporated, however attached version does not reflect the decision of December
6, 2007 designating NVRC membership as the PCAC.
 January 8, 2010: Approval (on a 5 – 2 roll call vote) of JACC recommendation that
“each NVTA jurisdiction and towns that maintain their own roads appoint one
member to the PCAC” for a total of 14 members.
 April 18, 2013: In a discussion of the PCAC, the “Chairman asked if the [NVRC], with
NVTA members excluded, could be considered as the PCAC. Mr. Zimmerman noted
that had previously been discussed, but that would not comply with the statutory
requirements. The Authority asked if the Authority’s member alternates could serve
on the PCAC, and staff noted that the Virginia Code does not specify in the
negative.” No action taken.
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
Planning Coordination and Advisory Committee
Proposed Role and Membership


Basis. Code of Virginia §15.2-4837. “The Authority shall have a planning coordination
advisory committee, which shall include, but not be limited to at least one elected official
from each town that is located in any county embraced by the Authority and receives street
maintenance payments under §33.1-41.1.



Bylaws charge. This committee shall be responsible for advising the Authority on broad
policy issues related to the periodic update of the NVTA’s Long Range Transportation Plan
and the development of the NVTA’s Six Year Program with special consideration to regional
transportation, land use and growth issues.



Relationships. Reports directly to Authority. The Executive Director will ensure that the
timing of meetings of this committee provide the opportunity for it to report policy
recommendations to the Authority that will have a timely influence on Long Range Plan and
Six Year Plan development.



Membership. The Committee will consist of 14 members. One elected official, who is not a
member of the Authority, shall be appointed annually (calendar year) by the NVTA cities,
counties, and qualified towns.



Committee leadership. The Chair and Vice Chair will be appointed by the Chairman of the
Authority with the concurrence of the Authority members.



Quorum/decisions. A quorum shall consist of eight (8) members. The Committee shall
strive for consensus when developing recommendations. In the event that consensus
cannot be attained, approval of an advisory recommendation or other action shall require
an affirmative vote of two-thirds of the members present representing two-thirds of the
region’s population.



Staff support. NVTA staff will provide lead; other committee staffs will assist as requested.
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
MEMORANDUM
TO:

Chairman Martin E. Nohe and Members
Northern Virginia Transportation Authority

FROM:

John Mason, Executive Director

SUBJECT:

Status of Memoranda of Agreement

DATE:
April 11, 2014, 2014
_____________________________________________________________________________
1. Purpose: Update the status of the Memoranda of Agreement (MOA) implementation and related
HB2313 required documentation that allow the 30% local funds transfers to flow.
2. Background: Counties and cities are required to adopt a MOA as a preliminary step to receiving
their 30% local funds. To execute the MOA in practical terms a questionnaire was included to
exchange banking information, establish points of contact and cover other implementation issues.
In addition, HB2313 requires the authority to ascertain the following:
a. Establishment of a special account (fund) on the books of the locality
b. The transfer of the C&I taxes to the special fund
c. Determination of a matching C&I equivalency transfer or if a deduction from the 30%
share is required and executed
d. Establish how each locality desires to pay its share of the Authority operating costs.

3. Comments: As reflected in the attached summary table, five Jurisdictions are receiving 30%
transfers.

a. Alexandria, Arlington, Fairfax County, Loudoun and City of Manassas Park have completed
the MOA process and are receiving transfers.

b. All town MOAs have been received.

Attachment: NVTA Member Jurisdiction 30% Transfer Preparation Status, as of April 11, 2014

IX.ATTACHMENT

NVTA Member Jurisdiction 30% Transfer Preparation Status
as of April 11, 2014 (Revised April 14, 2014)
MOA

NVTA Operations
Deduct
Direct Payment,
From Transfer
Received

Signed
By Jurisdiction

Hard Copy
Received By NVTA

MOA Questionnaire
Complete

C&I Transfer/Match
& Fund Documented

City of Alexandria

Yes

Yes

Yes

Complete

No

Arlington County

Yes

Yes

Yes

Complete

Yes

City of Fairfax

Yes

Yes

Yes

Advised; in process

Yes

Fairfax County

Yes

Yes

Yes

Complete

Yes

City of Falls Church

Yes

Yes

Yes

Advised; in process

Yes

Loudoun County

Yes

Yes

Yes

Complete

No

City of Manassas

Yes

Yes

Yes

Advised; in process

Yes

City of Manassas Park

Yes

Yes

Yes

Complete

Yes

Prince William County
Town MOA Status:
Fairfax County

Yes

Yes

Yes

Advised; in process

Yes

Yes

Yes

Loudoun County

Yes

Yes

Prince William County

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Date ‐ NVTA
Signed / Returned
MOA to Jurisdiction
Feb. 20, 2014 /
March 11, 2014
March 13, 2014 /
April 14, 2014
Feb. 20, 2014/
Feb. 20, 2014 /
Feb. 25, 2014
April 3, 2014 /
April 3, 2014 / April
10, 2014
April 14, 2014 /
Feb. 20, 2014 /
March 20, 2014
March 7, 2014
April 10, 2014 /
April 1, 2014 / April
10, 2014
April 10, 2014 /

Date of
Initial 30%
Transfer
March 12, 2014
April 15, 2014

Feb 25, 2014

April 9, 2014

March 20, 2014
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
MEMORANDUM
TO:

Chairman Martin E. Nohe and Members
Northern Virginia Transportation Authority

THROUGH:

John Mason, Interim Executive Director

FROM:

Michael Longhi, Chief Financial Officer

SUBJECT:

Report of NVTA Receipts

DATE:
April 11, 2014
_____________________________________________________________________________
1. Purpose: Update of HB 2313 receipts, revenue estimates and distributions.
2. Background: NVTA receives funding through sales tax, grantors tax and transient occupancy tax
(TOT). Revenues are received monthly from the Commonwealth for transactions that occurred in
proceeding months. The attached reports reflect funding received or in process through April 11,
2014.
3. Comments:
a. Revenue receipts (Attachment A)
i. The Authority will have received approximately $185.5 million through the April transfers
from the Commonwealth.
ii. NVTA is receiving revenue streams for the first time, therefore no prior annual month-tomonth transaction history is available for comparison and evaluation purposes.
iii. Actual to estimate comparison for revenues through April show a 4% negative variance of
$11.3 million. This is driven by lower than projected sales tax receipts. The April revenue
results were not available when the Finance Committee last met.
iv. There are no recommended changes in the revenue estimates at this time in anticipation
that some sales tax will rebound with improving weather. Even with a rebound, total
revenue is still anticipated to be 3% or $8 million lower than originally projected.
v. Final FY 2015/2016 revenue estimates will be presented to the Finance Committee at the
May 2 meeting.
vi. The lower than anticipated revenue is not expected to impact projects with approved
funding. Rather lower revenue at this level will only result in lower end of year balances.
b. Distribution to localities (Attachment B)

i.
ii.

iii.

Of the $185.5 million received by the Authority, approximately $55.6 million in
30% local funds is allocated for distribution to localities.
Alexandria, Fairfax County, Loudoun and City of Manassas Park are receiving
regular 30% distributions. Arlington County will receive its first distribution in
April.
Once the 30% transfers commence they will occur monthly as funds are received
from the Commonwealth.

Attachments:
A. Revenues Received By Tax Type, Compared to NVTA Estimates, Through April 11, 2014
B. Revenues Received With Pending 30% Distribution, Through April 11, 2014

X.A
NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
REVENUES RECEIVED, BY TAX TYPE AND JURISDICTION, COMPARED TO NVTA ESTIMATES
JULY 1, 2013 THROUGH April 11, 2014

Grantors Tax
Transaction Months
City of Alexandria
Arlington County
City of Fairfax
Fairfax County
City of Falls Church
Loudoun County
City of Manassas
City of Manassas Park
Prince William County
Total Grantors Tax Revenue
Regional Sales Tax*
Transaction Months (Retail Sales)
City of Alexandria
Arlington County
City of Fairfax
Fairfax County
City of Falls Church
Loudoun County
City of Manassas
City of Manassas Park
Prince William County
Total Sales Tax Revenue*

Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT)
Transaction Months
City of Alexandria
Arlington County
City of Fairfax
Fairfax County
City of Falls Church
Loudoun County
City of Manassas
City of Manassas Park
Prince William County
Total TOT Revenue
Total Revenue Received

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Received
To Date
2,020,197
3,119,316
248,768
11,136,750
207,615
6,291,343
356,698
181,979
3,477,175
27,039,842

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Received
To Date
9,634,926
14,972,846
4,731,243
65,215,233
1,385,457
25,000,017
3,010,622
694,194
21,099,341
145,743,879

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Received
To Date
1,564,316
4,781,150
143,150
4,547,001
39,675
1,036,694
34,692
608,960
12,755,639

$

185,539,361 $
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*The Regional Sales Tax is reported net of the following fees:
October Receipt
November Receipt
December Receipt
January Receipt
February Receipt
March Receipt
April Receipt

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Annualized
2,693,596
4,159,089
331,690
14,849,000
276,820
8,388,457
475,598
242,639
4,636,234
36,053,123

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Annualized
14,452,390
22,459,269
7,096,864
97,822,850
2,078,185
37,500,026
4,515,933
1,041,290
31,649,011
218,615,819

Annualized
3,128,632
9,562,301
286,300
9,094,002
79,350
2,073,388
69,385
1,217,921
25,511,279

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

NVTA
FY 2014
Projection
3,391,565
4,574,287
289,079
15,169,980
261,761
6,093,105
271,303
148,806
4,476,903
34,676,789

Annualized - Actual Projected
To Projection
Variance
$
(697,969)
$
(415,198)
$
42,611
$
(320,980)
$
15,059
$
2,295,352
$
204,295
$
93,833
$
159,331
$
1,376,334
4%

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

FY 2014
Projection
15,806,507
24,473,867
6,462,525
104,977,104
2,470,340
39,833,324
4,568,248
920,350
32,943,958
232,456,223

Annualized - Actual
To Projection
$
(1,354,117)
$
(2,014,598)
$
634,339
$
(7,154,254)
$
(392,155)
$
(2,333,298)
$
(52,315)
$
120,940
$
(1,294,947)
$
(13,840,404)

-6%

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

FY 2014
Projection
3,570,388
8,890,830
345,984
9,984,936
141,857
806,445
77,750
530,452
24,348,642

Annualized - Actual
To Projection
(441,756)
671,471
(59,684)
(890,934)
(62,507)
1,266,943
(8,365)
687,469
1,162,637

5%

280,180,220 $ 291,481,654 $

210,894
160,884
133,857
113,412
36,110
42,723
30,158
728,038

(11,301,434)

-4%

X.B
NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
PENDING 30% DISTRIBUTION BY JURISDICTION
JULY 1, 2013 THROUGH April 11, 2014

Jurisdiction

Regional
Sales Tax (1)

Grantor's Tax

Transient
Occupancy Tax (2)

Pending
Initial 30%
Distributions

Total

NVTA Operational
Budget

Accrued
Interest (3)

(-)
City of Alexandria
Arlington County
City of Fairfax
Fairfax County
City of Falls Church
Loudoun County
City of Manassas
City of Manassas Park
Prince William County
Total Revenue

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

2,020,197.00
3,119,316.45
248,767.70
11,136,749.75
207,615.30
6,291,343.03
356,698.35
181,979.10
3,477,175.32

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

9,634,926.48
14,972,846.19
4,731,242.90
65,215,233.38
1,385,456.99
25,000,017.18
3,010,621.94
694,193.56
21,099,340.61

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1,564,316.09
4,781,150.30
143,149.92
4,547,001.07
39,675.19
1,036,694.13
34,692.26
608,960.39

$

27,039,842.00

$ 145,743,879.23

$

12,755,639.35

1 Net of Dept. of Taxation Fees
2 County TOT includes any town collections
3 Interest earned through 1/31/2014

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Pending
Distributions

(+)

Actual
Distributions

(=)

13,219,439.57
22,873,312.94
5,123,160.52
80,898,984.20
1,632,747.48
32,328,054.34
3,402,012.55
876,172.66
25,185,476.32

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

3,965,831.87
6,861,993.88
1,536,948.16
24,269,695.26
489,824.24
9,698,416.30
1,020,603.77
262,851.80
7,555,642.90

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

37,270.49
55,609.93
5,915.95
283,965.60
3,549.57
84,006.49
10,057.12
3,549.57
107,670.29

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

528.61
897.11
199.34
3,207.78
62.97
1,295.40
127.46
35.74
1,019.37

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

3,966,360.48
6,807,281.06
1,531,231.54
23,988,937.44
486,337.64
9,699,711.70
1,010,674.11
259,337.97
7,448,991.98

$

3,555,063.69

$

21,463,988.94

$

8,697,700.94

$

233,113.27

$ 185,539,360.58

$

55,661,808.17

$

591,595.01

$

7,373.77

$

55,198,863.92

$

33,949,866.84
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
MEMORANDUM
TO:

Chairman Martin E. Nohe and Members
Northern Virginia Transportation Authority

THROUGH:

John Mason, Interim Executive Director

FROM:

Michael Longhi, Chief Financial Officer

SUBJECT:

NVTA Operating Budget

DATE:
April 10, 2014
_____________________________________________________________________________
1. Purpose: To update the Authority on the NVTA Operating Budget.
2. Background: NVTA is funded through the participating jurisdictions and interest earnings. The
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between NVTA and the member cities/counties permits the
appropriate jurisdictional share of NVTA operational costs to be deducted directly from the 30%
distribution or to be billed to jurisdictions.
3. Comments: As of this report, the rate of NVTA expenditure is below projections. Current expenses
of approximately $490,000 include approximately $156,093 in bond preparation expenses. This
results in actual cost of operations being approximately $334,000 or 37% of the budget through nine
months of the fiscal year. Specific considerations include:
a. Interest income is tied to the projected rate of regional (70%) project funding utilized by
member jurisdictions as well as market rates. Interest earned on the 30% funding will be
remitted to the member jurisdictions.
b. A significant amount ($156,093) of NVTA expenses to date are related to preparation for the
first bond issuance (bond validation suit and development of debt policy). Some of these
expenses are recognized as committed but are unpaid, pending receipt of additional cash
related to the execution of the MOAs. Many of these expenses are eligible for reimbursement
when the bonds are sold.
c. The rate of budgeted expenditures will increase as NVTA staff is hired, employee benefits are
established, computer equipment purchased and additional startup costs such as an accounting
system are acquired.
d. Evaluation of prospective accounting systems is ongoing. Initial cost proposals for the system
are in the $25,000 range with web based or cloud hosting at approximately $12,000/yr.
e. No changes to the operating budget are recommended at this time.

Attachment: NVTA Operating Budget for FY 2014 through March 31, 2014

XI.Attachment
Northern Virginia Transportation Authority
Operating Budget - FY 2014
July 1, 2013 through March 31, 2014

Approved Budget

Received

Projected
Revenue

Anticipated

INCOME:
Cash on hand
$
Interest (70% Regional Revenues)*$
Billed to Member Jurisdictions
$
Misc. Income

212,117.00
100,000.00
591,595.00

$
$
$
$

212,117.36
324,785.66
7,473.19

$
$
$

266,809.34

$
$
$

212,117.36
591,595.00

Total Income

$

903,712.00

$

544,376.21

$

266,809.34

$

803,712.36

EXPENDITURES:
Professional Service
Legal
Public Outreach
Financial Services
Professional Subtotal

Approved Budget

Expended

Available
Balance

Committed

$
$
$
$

125,000.00
30,000.00
80,000.00
235,000.00

$
$
$
$

74,093.13
74,093.13

$
$
$
$

82,000.00
82,000.00

$
$
$
$

50,906.87
30,000.00
(2,000.00)
78,906.87

$
$
$
$
$

4,000.00
948.00
9,972.00
14,920.00

$
$
$
$
$

13,176.49
13,176.49

$
$
$
$
$

2,160.00
2,160.00

$
$
$
$
$

4,000.00
948.00
(5,364.49)
(416.49)

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1,650.00
9,000.00
895.00
840.00
10,000.00
5,460.00
6,000.00
1,000.00
3,000.00
37,845.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

162.85
790.64
705.74
3,670.12
2,673.00
8,002.35

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1,650.00
8,837.15
895.00
49.36
10,000.00
5,460.00
5,294.26
(2,670.12)
327.00
29,842.65

Operational Subtotal $

52,765.00

$

21,178.84

$

2,160.00

$

29,426.16

Personnel Expenses
Salaries & Taxes
$
Benefits
$
Personnel Subtotal $

342,628.00
122,700.00
465,328.00

$
$
$

141,164.95
8,698.99
149,863.94

$
$
$

10,178.00
10,178.00

$
$
$

201,463.05
103,823.01
305,286.06

Expense Subtotal $

753,093.00

$

245,135.91

$

94,338.00

$

413,619.09

Operating Reserve (20%) $
Total Expenditures $

150,619.00
903,712.00

$
$

245,135.91

$
$

150,619.00
244,957.00

$
$

413,619.09

Operational Expenses
Start Up Expenses
Office Space Build Out
One-time h/w,s/w
IT/Telecommunications
Computers/Installation
Start Up Subtotal
Annual Expenses
Telephone Service
Copier/Postage
Annual 3d party s/w costs
Monthly internet fee (Cox)
Cell phones
Lease Space
Mileage/Transportation
Operating/Meeting Expenses
Insurance
Annual Expenses

*Interest on 70% Funds will remain with those funds for project allocation
Billed to Local Governments

City of Alexandria
Arlington
City of Fairfax
Fairfax County
City of Falls Church
Loudoun
City of Manassas
City of Manassas Park
Prince William

$591,595
2010
Population
6.30%
9.40%
1.00%
48.00%
0.60%
14.20%
1.70%
0.60%
18.20%
100.00%

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Billed
Amounts
37,270
55,610
5,916
283,966
3,550
84,006
10,057
3,550
107,670
591,595

-
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
MEMORANDUM
FOR:

Chairman Martin E. Nohe and Members
Northern Virginia Transportation Authority

FROM:

John Mason, Interim Executive Director

DATE:

April 14, 2014

SUBJECT:
Executive Director’s Report
______________________________________________________________________________
1. Purpose. To provide monthly report on items of interest not addressed in other agenda
items.
2. Staffing. All staff hired (CFO, accountant, two (2) program coordinators and Authority
clerk/administrative assistant (for a total of six, to include myself). Previously, you have met
CFO (Mike Longhi) and clerk/administrative assistant (Camela Speer). Additionally:
 Accountant. Peggy Teal was hired in January. Prior to joining the NVTA staff, Peggy was
the Assistant Finance Director for City of Dover, Delaware. She is a Certified Public
Accountant with over 20 years of professional experience directly relevant to the
establishment and operations of the Authority’s accounting operations.
 Program coordinators. Two program coordinators have been selected. It’s a nice mix of
traditional transportation planning, research, and consulting along with comprehensive
planning.
 Keith Jasper. April 14. Keith has 33 years of experience in transportation in both the
public and private sectors. Worked in United Kingdom and, for last 18 years, based
in United States. Extensive work with FHWA, various DOTs, and regional authorities.
Has presented at Association of Metropolitan Planning Organizations, ITS America,
and Transportation Research Board (TRB). B.S., Civil Engineering, Brighton
Polytechnic (U.K).
 Denise Harris. May 5. Multi-modal transportation planner. Twenty years of
experience in federal, state, and local planning. Experienced in transportation and
comprehensive planning. Committee chair with American Planning Association. MA
in Urban and Environment Planning (University of Virginia) and BA in Political
Science (Randolph-Macon College).
3. Standard Project Agreements.
 Standard Project Agreement (SPA) template, along with an SOP describing procedures,
has been distributed and is available on NVTA website.



In a telephonic conversation with VDOT on April 7, VDOT expressed some concern about
use of NVTA SPA. As it’s not envisioned that NVTA will be implementing projects (at
least at this time), the potential of a NVTA-VDOT agreement is not likely in the near
term. It was explained that implementing recipients (e.g., jurisdictions) would use our
standard SPA; if jurisdiction elects to have VDOT do its project, the VDOT standard
agreement may be used between jurisdiction and VDOT.

4. Distribution of committee agenda/packets. In coordination with Chairman Nohe, it was
agreed that agenda for committees composed of Authority members (e.g., Finance
Committee) would be shared with all Authority members. All committee agenda are posted
to NVTA website.
5. Commonwealth Calendar. Code of Virginia, §2.2-3707.C requires that “All state public
bodies subject to this chapter shall also post notice of their meetings on their website and
on the electronic calendar maintained by the Virginia Information Technologies Agency
commonly known as the Commonwealth Calendar.” We have not been doing this. Going
forward I plan to post notices of Authority meetings on state calendar.
6. NVTA organization and procedures.





Organization. My discussions to date with jurisdictional staff have not led to a
consensus on the future organization of NVTA and roles of its committees and NVTA
staff. Additionally, the Chairman’s recommendation with follow-on committee to PIWG
needs further discussion.
Staffing. As noted above, as of May 5, all staff positions in FY2014 budget will be filled.
Administration. Progress is being made on Employee Handbook, SOPs and other
documents needed to solidify operational procedures.

XIV
NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
MEMORANDUM
FOR:

Chairman Martin E. Nohe and Members
Northern Virginia Transportation Authority

FROM:

Scott York, Chairman - Finance Committee

DATE:

April 11, 2014

SUBJECT:
April 2014 Finance Committee Report
_____________________________________________________________________________
1. Purpose. To provide a monthly report of the activities of the NVTA Finance Committee.
2. Comments: The Finance Committee convened its first meeting on April 3. Subjects
addressed were:
a. Meeting schedule for May through December 2014 was adopted. Meetings will be
the first Friday of the month at 1 PM and are scheduled to be at the NVTA offices.
There is no meeting in July and the August meeting is considered optional based on
need.
b. The charges for the Finance Committee as stated in the bylaws were presented and
reviewed.
c. A report of activities taking place relative to the bylaws and prior to the committee
formation was presented and reviewed.
d. A report of the FY2014 to FY 2016 revenue estimate process was received. As noted
in prior Authority reports, the FY 2014 revenue may be $8 million less than originally
estimated. This revenue variance will not impact projects already approved by the
Authority for funding and no change to the adopted estimate was recommended.
e. Final FY 2015 – 2016 revenue estimates will be presented to the Committee at the
May meeting.
f. The Committee convened a closed session to discuss legal matters.
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XV
Financial Working Group
Northern Virginia Transportation Authority
MEMORANDUM
TO:

Martin E. Nohe, Chairman
Northern Virginia Transportation Authority
Members
Northern Virginia Transportation Authority

FROM:

William Euille, Chairman
Financial Working Group
Northern Virginia Transportation Authority

SUBJECT:

Report of the Financial Working Group (Agenda Item XV.)

DATE:

April 14, 2014

Since the March 10, 2014, Authority meeting, the Financial Working Group has continued its
efforts to implement the financial aspects of HB 2313. Several subcommittee meetings were
also held this past month. Progress on each of the working group’s activities is discussed below.
Agreements
A joint subcommittee of the Financial Working Group and the Council of Counsels was been
meeting to prepare four agreements for the Authority’s consideration. One agreement remains.
This agreement is between the Authority and the Virginia Department of Transportation and the
Department of Rail and Public Transportation related to the roles and responsibilities of each
agency associated with the collection and distribution of the regional transportation revenues, the
implementation of projects and the applicability of the Authority’s regional funding for local
matches to state transportation funding.
STATUS: VDOT and DRPT prepared a draft agreement for the Authority’s consideration. The
Financial Working Group and the Council of Counsels have met with Commonwealth staff twice
to discuss various aspects of the agreement and are nearing consensus on the remaining items.
The Financial Working Group will bring the agreement to the Authority for consideration when a
staff consensus is reached.
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Line of Credit and Initial Bond Issuance
A subcommittee of the Financial Working Group continues to work with the Authority’s staff,
financial advisor, bond counsel and Council of Counsels to support efforts to secure a line of
credit in Spring 2014 and conduct an initial bond sale in Summer 2014. The subcommittee will
be assisting the Authority staff with the procurement of other services needed to facilitate the
line of credit and the initial bond issue.
Revenue Collections
Through March 31, 2014, the Commonwealth has transferred $166.1 million in transportation
revenues to the Authority. Additional revenue information may be presented at the April 17,
2014, Authority meeting; however, that will depend on whether additional revenues are received
from the Commonwealth before the meeting.
FY 2014 Revenue Updates and FY 2015 and FY 2016 Revenue Projections
The Financial Working Group established a subcommittee to review FY 2014 revenue
collections and to prepare revised revenue estimates for FY 2015 and FY 2016. The
subcommittee included key revenue estimators for several of the local governments. The
subcommittee met several times to provide input to the Authority’s Chief Financial Officer on
revenue assumptions for the Authority’s three taxes and fees on a jurisdiction by jurisdiction
basis. The subcommittee also evaluated revenue collections for FY 2014 to date. Based on this
analysis, the Authority staff has developed revenue estimates for the next two years. It is
anticipated that these estimates will be brought to the Authority for formal consideration at the
May 2014 meeting. These estimates will be used by the Project Implementation Working Group
in preparing project funding recommendations for the Authority’s consideration later this year.
Long-Term Benefit Measurement
HB 2313 requires that each jurisdiction’s long-term benefit from the implementation of the
projects supported by the 70 percent of funding that the Authority will retain for regional
projects be proportional to the its share of the revenues collected. To better measure “long-term
benefit,” the Working Group has established a subcommittee to discuss ways to calculate this
benefit. The subcommittee is meeting later this month to begin discussing this issue. Ultimately,
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the Financial Working Group and the Council of Counsels will prepare a recommendation for the
Authority’s consideration.
On-Going Activities
The Financial Working Group is still working on several additional tasks with the Executive
Director and the Chief Financial Officer. These include:



developing review and verification procedures; and
discussing aspects of funding for Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority and
Virginia Railway Express projects. A meeting is scheduled for early May to discuss
these issues.

Members of the Financial Working Group, the Council of Counsels and I will be available at the
NVTA meeting on April 17, 2014, to answer questions.
Cc: Members, NVTA Jurisdiction and Agency Coordinating Committee
Members, NVTA Financial Working Group
Members, NVTA Council of Counsels
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Correspondence
Section

Mon 4/7/2014 1:15 PM
Dear Ms. Cuervo,
Thank you for responding to our letter. I'm pleased to learn that VDOT is seeking funding in
FY2015 to update its Northern Virginia Bikeway and Trail Network Study. Please elaborate on
the amount and source of this funding. I intend to comment in strong support of this funding in
conjunction with the CTB's upcoming hearings on the annual update to its Six Year
Improvement Program.
While VDOT is now more cognizant of, and responsive to, pedestrian and bicycle travel needs
that it was prior to 1990, I do not find the list of recent VDOT accomplishments cited in your
letter, despite some considerable costs, to be particularly impressive. For example, the added
and enhanced off-road crossings of I-495 in conjunction with the Woodrow Wilson Bridge and
Express Lane projects have, at best, only partly mitigated the extreme adverse impacts that
massively widening the I-495 barrier would have otherwise had on foot and bike access across I495. The Seven Corners pedestrian bridge actually made it more inconvenient--if considerably
safer--for pedestrians to cross Rte 50 between Patrick Henry Dr and Rte 7.
At the very least, VDOT still needs to thoroughly integrate bicycle and pedestrian facilities into
both its programming and asset management (pavement maintenance) activities. For example.
I'm aware of no effort at VDOT to annually track and publicly report on the bicycle and
pedestrian facilities and standalone projects 1) added to the Six Year Improvement Program
and/or 2) actually completed each year. As the saying goes, "If it's not counted, it doesn't
count."
Thank you again for your reply, but it seems that VDOT is still not truly committed to making
walking and bicycling broadly viable travel modes in Northern Virginia.
Sincerely,
Allen
Allen Muchnick
Arlington VA
allen22204@gmail.com
703-625-2453 mobile

On Mon, Apr 7, 2014 at 9:22 AM, Cuervo, Helen L., P.E. (VDOT)
<Helen.Cuervo@vdot.virginia.gov> wrote:
Dear Mr. Wright:
Thank you for your letter dated March 5, 2014 regarding bicycle facilities in Northern Virginia.

We agree that bicycle facilities provide our citizens with many benefits, including a choice of available
transportation modes. We appreciate your past participation in the 2003 Northern Virginia Bikeway and
Trails Network Study. As you might recall, the study identified 258 miles of existing or funded bicycle
facilities. In 2009, Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) staff in Northern Virginia identified
an additional 45 miles of bicycle facilities that had been added, completing a third of the network depicted
in the study. Recently, more progress has been made with the annual maintenance paving program,
VDOT’s construction program, and the continued support of the NVTA through allocation of CMAQ
funding for bike/pedestrian projects. We concur that an update to the network study is needed. We have
requested and are hopeful that funds for this task will be available in FY 2015.
Regarding the original recommendations in the study, significant progress has been made on the
following points:
 Provide Bicycle Access Across Major Barriers -- This has been achieved at the following
locations:
1. The I-495 Express Lanes project added or improved 12 interstate crossings.
2. Woodrow Wilson Bridge projects added two (2) interstate crossings and one (1) Potomac
River crossing.
3. The Seven Corners Pedestrian Bridge over Route 50 provided for safe access to a bus
transit location.
4. Dulles Rail Project crossings are under construction as well as an improved I-395
crossing.
 Encourage the Use of Context Sensitive Roadway Design that Facilitates Bikeway Development
in all Jurisdictions --This was accomplished through:

1. The CTB Accommodations Policy (adopted on March 18, 2004) requiring all VDOT
projects to start with the assumption that bicycles and pedestrians shall be accommodated.
2. The Context Sensitive Solutions memorandum which was revised June 28, 2011.
 Identify Sufficient Funding Sources to Establish the Regional Bikeway Network -- Since the
CTB Policy (mentioned above), most bicycle and pedestrian facilities are built with highway projects
and funded with the same state and federal funding categories. In addition, safety, enhancement, and
CMAQ funds are still available for small independent projects.
We look forward to continuing our partnership with FABB and the other groups in the study update
(please share this information with them).
If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Cindy Engelhart, our District Bicycle and Pedestrian
Coordinator, at (703) 259-2933 or Cindy.Engelhart@VDOT.Virginia.gov.
Sincerely,

Helen L. Cuervo
Helen L. Cuervo, PE
District Administrator

Virginia Department of Transportation | 4975 Alliance Drive, Fairfax, VA 22030 | office 703.259.2345 | cell
571.238.2520
From: Bruce Wright [mailto:bikecommuter@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 05, 2014 10:03 AM
To: Cuervo, Helen L., P.E. (VDOT); mnohe@pwcgov.org
Cc: Pat Turner; Rick Holt; Tom Wyland; Allen Muchnick; Gregory Billing; Rich Tepel; Jerry King; Jeff
Schnur; Michael Coogan; Neil Nelson; Carlo Alfano; Jim Presswood; TheAuthority@thenovaauthority.org;
Kilpatrick, Charlie A., P.E. (VDOT)
Subject: Bicycle routes in N. Va. transportation corridors

Dear Ms. Cuervo and Mr. Nohe,
Please see the attached letter signed by the following groups regarding establishment of
continuous, high-quality bicycle routes in each of Northern Virginia’s major transportation
corridors and the establishment of a bicycle advisory committee for Northern Virginia.
Sincerely,
Bruce Wright
Chairman, Fairfax Advocates for Better Bicycling
--Alexandria Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee
AOL Bicycle Commuters
Bike Loudoun
Fairfax Advocates for Better Bicycling
Leidos
Potomac Pedalers
Prince William County Trails & Blueways Council
Prince William Trails & Streams Coalition
Verizon Bicycle Commuters
Virginia Bicycling Federation
Washington Area Bicyclist Association
--Bruce Wright, Chairman, Fairfax Advocates for Better Bicycling

www.fabb-bikes.org
chairman@fabb-bikes.org
703-328-9619

