PLANNING COORDINATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Thursday, November 20, 2014, 5:30pm
3040 Williams Drive, Suite 200
Fairfax, Virginia 22031

AGENDA
I.
II.

Call to Order

Chairman Foreman

Roll Call

Ms. Harris, Program Coordinator

III.

Approval of the September 22, 2014 Meeting Notes

IV.

NVTA Executive Director Report

V.

VI.
VII.

Ms. Backmon, Executive Director

Policy Framework for Approved Projects Not Advancing
Mr. Jasper, Program Coordinator
Draft 2015 Legislative Program
HB2 Review

Ms. Dominguez, Chair, JACC
Ms. Harris, Program Coordinator

Discussion/Information
VIII.
IX.
X.

TransAction 2040 Update Listening Session

Ms. Harris, Program Coordinator

PCAC 2015 Meeting Schedule
Other Business

Adjournment
XI.

Adjourn
Next Meeting: December 18, 2014 - 5:30 p.m.
Northern Virginia Transportation Authority
3040 Williams Drive, Suite 200
Fairfax, VA 22031
www.TheNovaAuthority.org

Chairman Foreman
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PLANNING COORDINATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Monday, September 22, 2014, 9:30am
3060 Williams Drive, Suite 510
Fairfax, Virginia 22031
SUMMARY NOTES
I.

II.

Call to Order/Welcome

Chairman Nohe



Chairman Nohe called the meeting to order 9:36am.



Attendees: NVTA Chairman Nohe
 Members:, Mayor Foreman; Council Member Way; Council Member Burk;
Supervisor Candland; Council Member Lehr; Supervisor McKay; Council
Member Merkel; Council Member Oliver; Council Member Smedberg.
 NVTA Staff: Monica Backmon (Executive Director); Denise Harris (Program
Coordinator); Keith Jasper (Program Coordinator).
 Other Staff: Noelle Dominguez (Fairfax County), Bob Brown (Loudoun
County); Rick Canizales (Prince William County); Sarah Crawford (Arlington
County); Mark Duceman (Town of Herndon); Christine Hoeffner (VRE); and
Linda Tenney (NVRC).

NVTA Overview and PCAC Charge




Chairman Nohe/Ms. Backmon

NVTA Chairman Nohe gave an overview of the NVTA since its inception. He
stated the original purpose of the Planning Coordination Advisory Committee
(PCAC) was to provide for representation of the towns and enable a forum for
input. However, in 2007, the NVTA Bylaws were amended to include one nonvoting member from the towns with a population of 3,500 or more. The town
member will rotate on an annual basis. The charge of the PCAC is to provide a
forum for peer review and oversight. Specifically the PCAC charge is the
committee shall be responsible for advising the NVTA on broad policy issues
related to the periodic update of the NVTA’s Long Range Transportation Plan
(e.g., TransAction 2040) and the development of the NVTA’s Six Year Program
with special consideration to regional transportation, land use and growth issues
and provide advisory recommendations to the NVTA.
Ms. Backmon gave an overview of the work products that are currently being
undertaken by the Authority. She noted that the Authority, through its Project
Implementation Working Group (PIWG) is in the process of developing the draft
FY2015-16 Two Year Program for consideration of the Authority. As part of the
development of the Program, Ms. Backmon reviewed the status of the HB 599
process and how it relates to the development of the Two Year Program. The
scheduled adoption of the FY2015-16 Two Year Program is March 2015. Ms.
Backmon also informed the Committee that the Authority will be holding a
Listening Session as part of the update to the TransAction 2040 plan. The

Listening Session will be held on Thursday, October 9, prior to the NVTA
meeting.
III.

Discussion of NVTA FY2015-16 Two Year Program



Mr. Jasper

Mr. Jasper gave a presentation on the draft FY2015-16 Two Year Program project
selection criteria and schedule.
The following discussion occurred during the presentation on the FY2015-16 Two
Year Program project selection criteria.
 A question was raised as to whether projects approved for FY2014 would
automatically be funded for the FY2015/16 Two Year Program. The
response noted that there is no formal commitment to fund previously
approved projects for inclusion in the Two Year Program. It was
recommended that this issue be further explored. There is an expectation and
the law requires that the Authority give priority to the projects that provide
the greatest level of congestion reduction relative to cost.
 A question was asked if any funding has been set aside to continue funding
previously approved projects. The response was this had not occurred.
 There was discussion about how towns are different from counties and cities
as it relates to NVTA funding. The town must work with their counties on
the allocation/programming of their 30% funds. The PCAC members were
reminded that towns do not have a Commercial and Industrial Tax or
Maintenance of Effort provision as the counties and cities do. A comment
was made that if a town received 70% regional funds for one year but not
subsequent years, project completion could be in jeopardy without additional
revenue options. The response was that the NVTA Standard Project
Agreement covers all these issues. The point was made that 70% monies
should not be set aside, but need to be allocated to projects ready to be
implemented. Additionally, NVTA cannot become the sole funding source of
transportation projects. The region is entitled to its fair share of federal and
state dollars. A concern was expressed about allocations to FY2014 projects
that have been funded but require future funding to implement subsequent
construction phases. The response was the project selection process takes
these concerns into consideration and that cost sharing is viewed favorably. It
was also noted that some projects may be delayed due to the HB 2 process.
 It was stated that it would be helpful to understand the financing options
available to towns, counties and cities to determine what the jurisdictions are
doing to raise other revenue sources.
 Concerns were raised regarding the process VDOT is undertaking with the
Six Year Improvement Program and the HB 2 process. Local jurisdictions
further expressed concern about losing VDOT funding on projects not
progressing.
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 The question was raised as to whether projects should be included in
comprehensive plans. The response was that projects must be in the
comprehensive plan of the locality in which the project is located.
 There was a discussion about the difference between project selection criteria
and long term benefits. The PCAC members were informed that long term
benefits are not part of the project selection process. The principles of long
term benefits are being developed for NVTA approval. The draft project
selection criteria looks at general geographic balance and modal balance, but
will not look at the technical benefit question.
 A potential issue of one jurisdiction’s priorities not aligning with a
neighboring jurisdiction’s priorities was raised. The group was then walked
through how the call for projects worked with the 2010 CLRP and
TransAction 2040 plans serving as the universe of projects to be considered
for funding. The NVTA chose the projects to be submitted for the HB 599
rating process which excludes transit from this round. All of approved
FY2014 projects were in TransAction 2040 and went through the
prioritization process conducted as part of the 2040 Plan analysis. This
process was upheld in the Bond Validation Suit by the Fairfax Circuit Court.
In the future, transit projects should be included in the HB 599 analysis. The
NVTA is working with VDOT and the Department of Rail and Public
Transportation to conduct a test run of transit projects through the HB 599
model.
 There was a brief discussion on scenario planning in the TransAction 2040
plan update.
(Supervisor Candland departed 10:36 am.)
 Clarification was requested on the impact of the VDOT preliminary HB 599
rankings versus the final ratings due by December 31. The response was that
the preliminary rankings were interim to start the HB 599 process with no
impact to the project selection process. The final detailed ratings will go into
the project selection process in December. It was also noted that the detailed
ratings are related to congestion relief and will be considered with other
project selection criteria like geographic balance.
 A question was asked about whether a “wait list” of projects will be created
for projects not included in the Two Year Program in the event funding
becomes available due to previously funded projects no longer requiring the
funds. The response was the money goes back into the 70% regional fund for
future use.
 Questions were raised as to whether the project selection process is subjective.
The response was project selection is the result of the rigorous analysis and
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IV.

project selection criteria done in TransAction 2040 long range transportation
plan.
 The Committee raised the issue of changing land use and questioned whether
the project selection analysis encompasses current land use plans. The
response was that the NVTA staff is meeting with jurisdictional and agency
staff to ensure that the analysis includes the most comprehensive data
available. In addition, VDOT charged their consultant, AECOM, to meet
with each jurisdiction to ensure that model inputs/assumptions for
jurisdictional projects were correct prior to running the model for HB 599
analysis.
 A question was raised about whether regional connectivity is part of the
scoring in the project selection process. It was suggested that the selection
criteria should look at jurisdictional connectivity to improve the transportation
network as an important criteria. The response was that this point will be
taken back to the PIWG.
 The comment was made that there are challenges related to funding transit
capital and operations outside the NVTA region. It was pointed out that
Delegate Albo’s resolution that the NVTA adopted in March, states the
NVTA shall not allocate any funding for a transit project until D.C. and/or
Maryland (where applicable) have committed their share of the revenues
needed. Additionally, VRE is complicated as its service area includes three
jurisdictions not in the NVTA region.
Mr. Jasper concluded by stating that the transportation projects recommended for
inclusion in the Two Year Program will be vetted through the PCAC prior to
NVTA approval.

PCAC Organizational Discussion


Ms. Backmon introduced the items of electing a PCAC Chairman and Vice
Chairman per the Bylaws.



Mayor Merkel moved to nominate Mayor Foreman as Chairman of the Planning
Coordination Advisory Committee, seconded by Council Member Lehr. Motion
carried unanimously.



Council Member Burk moved to nominate Council Member Way as Vice
Chairman; seconded by Mayor Foreman. Motion carried unanimously.



Ms. Backmon stated she would work with the Chairman and Vice Chairman on
the future meeting times of the PCAC. She added that a call in feature cannot be
allowed for the PCAC meetings.
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Discussion/Information
V.

TransAction 2040 Update Listening Session


VI.

VII.

Ms. Harris noted that a flyer was included in the meeting packet which invited
Committee members to attend the Listening Session on October 9 at 5:00 pm at
Fairfax City Hall.

FY 21 CMAQ/RSTP Program Development Schedule


Ms. Harris

Ms. Harris

Ms. Harris noted that there is an informational item in the meeting packet that
contains the schedule for the FY2021 CMAQ/RSTP Program Development.

Other Business

VIII. Next Meeting


The committee will meet in November and December with the times to be
determined.
Adjournment

IX.

Adjournment


Meeting adjourned at 11:14am.
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V
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION WORKING GROUP

Policy Framework for Addressing NVTA-Funded Projects that are not
Advancing (Updated for PCAC 11/20/2014 meeting)

I.

Purpose of Policy


II.

The Authority commits current and projected financial resources from the 70%
Regional Revenues upon project approval. The purpose of this policy is to
provide a mechanism for the Authority to remove financial (funding)
commitments for approved projects that are not advancing per the approved scope
of work. These funds would be returned to the 70% Regional Revenue Fund for
assignment to future projects.

Background


The Authority assigns funding to a project with the clear expectation of progress
as outlined in the Project Description/Scope of Work. Project funding is
obligated at the point that the Authority approves the project. The Standard
Project Agreement (SPA – covered in another policy) provides details of expected
utilization of the already obligated funds.



Project progress may be delayed under a variety of circumstances. Funding of
projects experiencing significant delays may not be in the best interests of the
Authority, if such delays result in the obligation of Regional Revenue Fund
resources that could be more immediately utilized by other projects.



This draft policy framework identifies potential project delay scenarios and
corresponding options for resolution, including the de-obligation of NVTA
project funding. The de-obligation of project funding returns resources to the
Regional Revenue Fund for future allocation by the Authority.



On July 24, 2013, the Authority approved 33 projects for both pay-as-you-go and
bond funding. As of November 10, 2014:
o NVTA has approved 18 SPAs;
o Up to 8 projects are slated for SPA approval action by the Authority at its
December 11, 2014 meeting;
o 1 project is slated for SPA approval action by the Authority at its meeting
in January 2015;
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o 5 projects have not yet submitted SPAs for approval1; and
o 1 project has been withdrawn

III.



For the 18 projects with approved SPAs, one project is complete and has been
fully reimbursed. Several other projects have recently submitted their first request
for reimbursement to NVTA.



It is envisioned that the Authority’s meeting in February 2015 will not include
any action items, meaning that the next opportunity for SPA approval action after
the Authority’s January 2015 meeting will be in March 2015.

Specific Provisions


In all cases, agreement will be sought with the implementing jurisdiction or
agency. If agreement is not forthcoming the Executive Director may take a deobligation request to the Authority for action.



It will be necessary for the Authority to amend SPA language.



Scenario 1: Inability to complete project activation – if there is an inability of a
project sponsor to pursue project completion due to either circumstances within or
outside of their control, the best interest of the Authority may be served by
cancelling the project and de-obligating the funds. Examples of factors
contributing to a determination that a project is not able to be diligently completed
include but are not limited to:
o SPA not being approved by the governing body of the sponsoring entity
within X months of project authorization by the Authority. (For FY2014
projects, the Authority authorization date was July 24, 2013. For FY201516 projects, authorization is currently scheduled for March 2015.) If the
SPA is not approved within X months, the project shall be considered to be
cancelled and the revenues shall be considered de-obligated. At the
request of a sponsoring entity, NVTA may, at its sole discretion, extend
the timeframe for SPA approval.
o Project delays after SPA approval by the Authority arising from
procurement delays. Lack of progress may be evidenced by variance
greater than Y months between actual and expected requests for
reimbursements as documented in the relevant SPA.
o Project delays after SPA approval by the Authority arising from changing
priorities of the sponsoring entity. Lack of progress may be evidenced by
variance greater than Y months between actual and expected requests for
reimbursements as documented in the relevant SPA.

Sponsoring entities shall submit a project timetable within ten business days of
project authorization by the Authority. The project timetable shall include key
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One Fairfax County project, two WMATA projects, one City of Alexandria project, and one Town of Leesburg
project.

2

milestones, including schedule for SPA submittal, procurement, and interim
landmarks, and phase/project completion.

IV.
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Scenario 2: Inability to complete project funding – If the approved project
anticipated the receipt of additional funding from non-NVTA sources, and such
additional funding is either unlikely to ever occur, or will not occur until Z
months2 later than envisioned at the time of SPA approval, the sponsoring
jurisdiction or agency may seek to withdraw the project. Such withdrawal must
be approved by the Authority. Alternatively, the Authority may initiate a process
to cancel the project and de-obligate the funds if the uncertainty associated with
non-NVTA funding is unacceptable, e.g. Z plus ZZ months after SPA approval.
Such an action would necessitate the development of a pre-determined
mechanism, which would be developed by the Project Implementation Working
Group (PIWG) for subsequent approval by the Authority.



Scenario 3: Voluntary project cancelation – If the project sponsor wishes to
cancel/withdraw a project either before work has commenced or after the start of
work, a cancelation request must be made in writing to the Executive Director.
The PIWG will develop a process, for subsequent approval by the Authority, to
determine what proportion, if any, of NVTA regional funds already reimbursed to
the project sponsor shall be returned to NVTA.

Schedule


It is envisioned that this policy will be finalized and approved by the time the
FY2015-16 Two Year Program is adopted, currently scheduled for March 2015.
Some or all of the provisions of this policy will be applicable to the FY2014
approved projects.



Prior to seeking Authority approval for this policy, PIWG will coordinate with the
TAC, PCAC, and JACC.

To be determined at the time of SPA approval, and included as an addendum to the SPA.
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Northern Virginia Transportation Authority
2015 Legislative Program
DRAFT: October 27, 2014

VI

STATE
TRANSPORTATION FUNDING
The passage of HB 2313 (2013) was the result of bipartisan cooperation throughout the
Commonwealth. Of particular interest to Northern Virginia was the inclusion of a regional
package generating approximately $300 million annually in increased Northern Virginia
revenues. This funding is a significant step towards addressing the transportation needs
of Northern Virginia.


Ongoing Coordination with the Commonwealth: The Authority is working diligently
to implement the regional components of HB 2313. We must all continue to work
together to ensure that we are able to fully utilize the resources provided to
implement the necessary improvements to Northern Virginia’s transportation
infrastructure. This is especially important as VDOT continues work on the
evaluation required by HB 599/SB 531 (2012), which directly impacts the Authority
and its future action. 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.
HB 2 (2014) 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. At the same time that the
Commonwealth is working on this process, the Authority and VDOT are working on
our own congestion-related evaluation process. Continued discussions and
collaboration between us is essential, as projects may need to be evaluated by both
to receive the local and regional funding they may need to move forward.



Allocation of Statewide Revenues: It is important that Northern Virginia continues to
receive its fair share of statewide revenues, as required by HB 2313. This is
especially important as various formulas for transportation funding are being created
and/or modified.
The Commonwealth Transportation Board has the authority to allocate up to $500
million to priority projects before funds are provided to the construction fund. Due
to this provision, the secondary and urban construction programs are not expected
to receive new funds until after FY 2020. This is especially concerning as localities
have not received funds for this program 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. It is recommended that this set aside be eliminated or

1

modified to, at the very least, ensure equitable distribution of funds to each region.
During the 2013 Session, the General Assembly passed SB 1140, which changed
the methodology for distribution of new transit funding. The Authority is concerned
about implementation decisions that go beyond the intent of the legislation. In
particular, the Authority remains opposed to DRPT’s decision to change the
allocation of state funds for capital costs from the non-federal cost of a project to the
total project cost. As several Northern Virginia transit systems do not receive federal
funds, this change increases the local share our localities must pay while reducing
the share for those other systems in the Commonwealth that provide far less local
funding.


Transit Bond Funding: In 2018, state transit funding is expected to decline by over
60 percent, when bond funds authorized in 2007 are expected to be depleted. The
Commonwealth should work to address the “bond cliff” issue to ensure that transit
systems continue to receive the state resources needed to provide critical transit
services.

A modern, efficient, multimodal transportation system is essential to the Commonwealth,
and is intrinsically tied to continued economic development and the ability to compete in
a global economy. We must all work together to maintain and build the multimodal
infrastructure that Virginia needs to remain an active and dynamic participant in a 21st
Century economy. (Revises previous transportation funding position)
WMATA FUNDING
Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008 (PRIIA) Funding: The
Commonwealth must work with the Federal Government to ensure that it, too, provides
sufficient resources to address transportation needs. The Commonwealth is a valuable
partner in ensuring that WMATA continues to move ahead with important safety and
infrastructure capital improvements in its system. As part of the federal Passenger Rail
Investment and Improvement Act (PRIIA) of 2008, WMATA received a 10-year, $1.5B
federal authorization to address urgent capital needs. The region matches these federal
funds with $50M each annually from DC, MD, and VA. The capital funding is used to
support areas such as: meeting safety requirements of the NTSB, repairing aging rail
track, investing in new rail cars, fixing broken escalators and elevators, rehabilitating
decaying rail stations and platforms, modernizing the bus fleet, and improving bus
facilities. (Reaffirms previous position)
Momentum: The region is projected to continue to grow over the coming decades, placing
more pressure on a Metro system already nearing capacity. To address this need, Metro
developed a strategic plan that will guide decisions over the next 10 years and ensure
that the system continues to support the region’s competitiveness in the future. Metro
proposes a number of initiatives called Metro 2025, including: enhancement of rush-hour
capacity by upgrading to the use of all eight-car trains, resulting in the ability to move an
additional 35,000 customers per hour; expansion of high-volume rail stations to ease
congestion; and, completion of the bus Priority Corridor Network that includes a variety
of improvements allowing buses to bypass traffic congestion. Continued support of Metro
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2025 will help keep Metro, Northern Virginia, and the Commonwealth moving forward.
(New position)

SECONDARY ROAD DEVOLUTION/LOCAL MAINTENANCE PROGRAMS
The Authority opposes any legislation that would require the transfer of secondary road
construction and maintenance responsibilities to counties, especially if these efforts are
not accompanied with corresponding revenue enhancements. While there are insufficient
resources to adequately meet the maintenance and improvement needs of secondary
roads within the Commonwealth, the solution to this problem is not to simply transfer
these responsibilities to local government that have neither the resources nor the
expertise to fulfill them. Further, the Authority also opposes any legislative or regulatory
moratorium on the transfer of newly constructed secondary roads to VDOT for the
purposes of ongoing maintenance.
Additionally, the Authority is opposed to changes to maintenance allocation formulas
detrimental to localities maintaining their own roads. Urban Construction Funds are
already far below what is needed and localities must already find other ways to fund new
construction initiatives and changing current formulas or requiring additional counties to
maintain their roads could lead to a reduction in Urban Construction and Maintenance
Funds, placing a huge extra burden on these localities. (Reaffirms previous position)
EQUAL TAXING AUTHORITY FOR COUNTIES, CITIES AND TOWNS
The Authority supports granting counties the authority cities and towns currently have to
enact local excise taxes, including the cigarette tax, admissions tax, and meals tax. Doing
so would allow counties to raise additional revenues for transportation projects.
(Reaffirms previous position)
BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (BRAC) RECOMMENDATIONS
The Authority supports the inclusion of sufficient funding to ensure significant fiscal
resources to address the enormous planning and transportation issues associated with
the Base Realignment and Closure Commission recommendations. This is particularly
critical, because the BRAC relocations have occurred, and Northern Virginia localities are
facing significant shortfalls in the capacity of current infrastructure to support the
additional military and civilian jobs. (Reaffirms previous position)
PEDESTRIAN AND TRANSIT SAFETY
Safe access to transit facilities can be improved through infrastructure improvements and
better traffic safety laws. The Authority supports revisions to Virginia’s existing pedestrian
legislation to clarify the responsibilities of drivers and pedestrians in order to reduce the
number of pedestrian injuries and fatalities that occur each year. In particular, support
legislation that would require motorists to stop for pedestrians in crosswalks at
unsignalized intersections on roads where the speed is 35 mph or less and at
unsignalized crosswalks in front of schools. This issue is of special importance for
pedestrians with physical or sensory disabilities, who are at particular risk of injury when
crossing streets. Further, strong safety records depend on strong safety practices and
training and the Authority supports training programs for transit systems, pedestrians and
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bicyclists. (Revises and reaffirms previous position)
MAXIMIZING USE OF EXISTING FACILITIES
High performance, high capacity transit requires smart usage of existing road facilities.
Localities in cooperation with the Commonwealth should ensure that urban design
standards for transportation system components allow for the efficient movement of
vehicles; accommodate safe pedestrian and bicyclist movement; and encourage userfriendly access to transit. More flexibility in the design of transit infrastructure and facilities
that enhance safety should be provided. Additionally, localities, with cooperation of the
Commonwealth, should identify existing facilities that can be flexed or used by transit
vehicles on an as needed or scheduled basis in order to maximize the efficient use of
roadways to expand capacity. Examples are:
 The conversion of shoulders for bus use during peak rush hour - with safety practices
and improved infrastructure - will improve service and expand capacity on important
corridors.
 Express Bus, Commuter Bus, and Bus Rapid Transit as well as Light Rail and
Streetcar
(Revises and Reaffirms Previous Position)
CHAPTER 527 PLANNING
Land use provisions included in legislation during the 2012 Session changed
transportation planning requirements for jurisdictions. Specifically, the Virginia
Department of Transportation (VDOT) and the Commonwealth Transportation Board
(CTB) can decide whether local transportation plans are consistent with their current
priorities. If they decided this is not the case, they are able to withhold funding for
transportation projects in counties. While the Authority is appreciative of efforts to better
coordinate local and state transportation planning, it is also concerned that these
provisions essentially transfer the responsibility for land use planning from local
governments to the Commonwealth. Land use and zoning are fundamental local
responsibilities and these provisions can override the work done by our local governments
and our residents, property owners, and the local business communities on land use and
transportation plans. (Reaffirms previous position)
COORDINATION DURING REGIONAL STUDIES
it is vital that the Commonwealth continue to involve local and regional officials in any
studies or audits related to funding, planning, operations, organizational structure and
processes related to agencies in the Transportation Further, the Authority recommends
that the Code of Virginia be amended to specify that transportation studies related to
facilities wholly within one VDOT construction district should be managed by that
construction district rather than the VDOT Central Office, as regional VDOT staff is better
equipped to address the concern of the affected citizens and local governments. (Revises
and reaffirms previous position)
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FEDERAL
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM REAUTHORIZATION
In July 2012, Congress passed a two-year transportation reauthorization bill, Moving
Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21). The U.S. Department of Transportation
(USDOT) is currently implementing MAP-21. In consultation with states, Metropolitan
Planning Organizations (MPOs) and other stakeholders, USDOT is developing rules to
establish performance measures and standards for numerous programs. Congress is
also expected to begin considering the next transportation reauthorization bill soon. As
discussions on the rulemaking and possible future legislation continue, the Authority
believes that a number of significant issues should be considered, including:


The level of Federal investment in the nation’s transportation infrastructure, including
both maintenance of the existing system and expansion, must increase significantly;
 Coordination with regional agencies, such as the Northern Virginia Transportation
Authority, and local governments is important as USDOT develops rules to establish
performance measures and standards for numerous programs;
 The time required to complete the federal review process of significant new
transportation projects must be reduced, and the approval process must be
consistent across all modal administrations;
 To recognize the uniqueness of metropolitan areas, greater decision-making
authority for determining how transportation funding is spent should be given to local
governments and regional agencies, such as the Northern Virginia Transportation
Authority; and
 Safety and security must continue to be an important focus of transportation projects.
(Revises and reaffirms previous position)
DEDICATED FUNDING FOR WMATA
Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008 (PRIIA) Funding: WMATA is
the only major transit provider in the country without a permanent dedicated revenue
source for a significant part of their revenue base. Congress passed legislation that
authorizes $1.5 billion for WMATA over ten years, if the region adopts a dedicated funding
source(s) and provides an additional $1.5 billion to match the federal funds. All three
signatory jurisdictions have passed the compact amendments required to receive the
federal funding, and the non-Federal matches are in place. This authorization must
continue to be accompanied by annual appropriations. (Reaffirms previous position)
Metro 2025: The region is projected to continue to grow over the coming decades, placing
more pressure on a Metro system already nearing capacity. To address this need, Metro
developed a strategic plan that will guide decisions over the next 10 years and ensure
that the system continues to support the region’s competitiveness in the future. Metro
proposes a number of initiatives called Metro 2025, including: enhancement of rush-hour
capacity by upgrading to the use of all eight-car trains, resulting in the ability to move an
additional 35,000 customers per hour; expansion of high-volume rail stations to ease
congestion; and, completion of the bus Priority Corridor Network that includes a variety
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of improvements allowing buses to bypass traffic congestion. Continued support of Metro
2025 will help keep Metro and the Washington Metropolitan region moving forward. (New
position)
FUNDING FOR THE VIRGINIA RAILWAY EXPRESS
The Authority supports the Virginia Railway Express efforts to secure federal funding for
the following capital projects: high capacity railcars, positive train control; train storage of
rail equipment, station parking expansion, platform extensions and additions, and
expansion of commuter rail service. (Reaffirms previous position)
LIMITS ON COMMUTER RAIL RELATED LIABILITY
The Authority calls upon Congress to approve legislation to broaden the applicability of
existing statutory language in 49 USC, 28103 related to commuter rail related liability.
The language should be amended to reflect the existing liability standard of a $250M
annual aggregate limit while broadening the cap beyond passenger rail related claims for
property damage, bodily injury or death so that they apply to all claims brought by third
parties. (Reaffirms previous position)
FUNDING FOR TRANSPORTATION EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS
The Authority calls upon Congress to provide increased security funding to local and
regional transportation agencies in the metropolitan Washington area. (Reaffirms
previous position)
FUNDING FOR THE METROPOLITAN AREA TRANSPORTATION OPERATIONS
COORDINATION (MATOC) PROGRAM
The MATOC program is a coordinated partnership between transportation agencies in
D.C., Maryland, and Virginia that aims to improve safety and mobility in the region through
information sharing, planning, and coordination. The Authority calls upon Congress to
provide increased funding to transportation agencies in the metropolitan Washington area
to continue funding for MATOC’s operations. (Revises and reaffirms previous position)
COMMUTER PARITY
The Authority supports legislation that would permanently create parity between the level
of tax-free transit benefits employers can provide to employees for transit and for parking
benefits, as a way to make transit service more attractive to commuters who currently
drive alone. In addition, the Authority supports legislation to permanently extend the
current transit benefit to all branches of the federal government. (Reaffirms previous
position)
MARKETPLACE FAIRNESS ACT
The Authority supports passage of the Marketplace Fairness Act, as it will directly impact
our region’s road capacity and transit needs. The Commonwealth of Virginia's recently
passed transportation funding bill, HB2313, depends on federal passage of the
Marketplace Fairness Act. Should Congress enact the legislation, the Commonwealth
can begin collecting these taxes. Over half of the revenues generated from these sales
taxes will be allocated to the Commonwealth’s Transportation Trust Fund (construction
and transit), with the remainder being provided for local needs and public education. If
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the Marketplace Fairness Act is not enacted by January 1, 2015, the Commonwealth’s
gas tax will increase by 1.6% per gallon, but these funds will be primarily toward road
maintenance. (Reaffirms previous position)
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

VII

MEMORANDUM
To:

Planning Coordination Advisory Committee

From: Denise M. Harris, NVTA Program Coordinator
Date: November 20, 2014
RE:

HB2 Implementation Overview

1. October 14th HB2 Presentation Overview
On October 14, 2014, Virginia Deputy Secretary of Transportation Nick Donohue gave a
presentation to the Commonwealth Transportation Board (CTB) on HB2. During this
presentation three items were covered with the Office of the Secretary of Transportation
(OST) offering recommendations. Items reviewed included: solicitation of candidate
projects; geographic scale of weighing areas with the number of weighing frameworks;
and treatment of co-funded projects. Below is a synopsis of the presentation given to the
CTB.
a. Solicitation of Candidate Projects: In order for projects to be analyzed through
the HB2 process, a determination must first be made on how projects will be
solicited for consideration. OST developed three options for the CTB to consider,
including: any government entity may submit projects; only regional entities may
submit projects; only local governments may submit projects; or a hybrid model.
OST Recommendation: OST recommends a hybrid model where only regional
entities may submit projects in Corridors of Statewide Significance; regional and
local governments may submit projects for capacity needs on regional networks;
and only local governments may submit projects for improvements to promote
Urban Development Areas.
b. Geographic Scale of Weighing Areas with Weighting Frameworks: HB2
requires that the CTB establish different weighing factors for different areas of the
state. Geographic options considered by OST included: VDOT district based
weighting of the factors; urban and rural weighting of the factors; Planning District
Commission (PDC) based weighting of the factors; or PDC and Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) based weighting of the factors.
OST Recommendation: OST would like to develop a blended approach of 4-6
weighting frameworks based on analysis of relevant factors (i.e. population

growth, density, safety, economic performance, pollution, etc.). Then PDCs and
MPOs would be allowed to select which one of the 4-6 weighting frameworks they
want to apply within their boundaries. [Note: Northern Virginia is required to
weight congestion mitigation the highest.]
c. Treatment of Co-Funded Projects: HB2 requires that the benefits produced by a
project be analyzed on a basis of relative costs. OST presented several options for
how the scope of projects should be considered, including: total cost of a project;
cost of the project minus any non-state controlled funding; state cost to complete
the project, excluding toll-based financing costs, and non-state controlled funding
sources; or costs of a project minus non-state funding sources, toll-based financing
costs, and exempt state funding sources.
OST Recommendation: OST proposed that funds directly under the control of the
CTB be analyzed and any other funding sources be excluded from a project’s cost
for purposes of determining the project’s relative benefits. Included funds would
be: Federal Highway Safety Improvement Program and State Revenue Sharing
Program. Excluded funds would be: non-state public funding (local and regional
funds), private equity, and Federal Regional Surface Transportation Program funds
and CMAQ monies controlled by MPOs. There was no recommendation on how
to treat toll-based financing.
2. HB2 Next Steps







OST will develop weighting typologies and potential measures October December 2014.
Recommendations will be brought to the CTB and public in January – March
of 2015.
Draft HB2 process is due to be released in March 2015.
Public comment solicitation and regional workshops will be held March – May
2015.
Revised HB2 process will be presented to the CTB in May 2015.
Approval of HB2 process by CTB in June 2015.

3. HB2 Comment Request
During the September 11th Authority meeting, Deputy Secretary Nick Donohue requested
the Northern Virginia Transportation Authority provide comments on the developing HB2
process. Therefore, comments will be drafted for the Authority to consider at its
December 11th meeting. Members of the PCAC may review the full HB2 presentation
(http://www.ctb.virginia.gov/resources/2014/oct/pres/Presentation_Agenda_Item_7.pdf)
and/or watch the recorded CTB meeting (HB2 presentation begins at 1:27 on the October
14th http://www.windrosemedia.com/windstream/vdot-transportation/).
Attachment: Presentation on HB2
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ATTACHMENT

House Bill 2 Update
Nick Donohue
Deputy Secretary of Transportation
October 14, 2014

House Bill 2 Outreach
• Significant outreach to stakeholders across the
Commonwealth
– Presented to 11 metropolitan planning organizations and
scheduled to visit the remaining 3
– Spoke at association conferences including Virginia
Association of Counties, Virginia Municipal League, Virginia
Transportation Construction Alliance, Virginia Association of
Metropolitan Planning Organizations and the VDOT Local
Programs Workshop
– House Bill 2 is the main focus of the Fall Six-Year
Improvement Program hearings

• Additional outreach is necessary as this process moves
forward
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Key Issues Raised in Outreach
• Concern that one area of the state would be advantaged over
another
• Funding to be considered when determining a project’s
benefits
• Weighting of factors and the geographic areas for weighting
• Concern that prioritization is on a statewide basis
• Desire additional opportunities for public comment prior to
Board adoption of program
• Measures need to consider future as well as current impacts
from projects
• Concern over initial project development and preparing
projects to be scored
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Items for Discussion and Input
• Need input and direction from the Board on several
structural issues
–
–
–
–

Solicitation of candidate projects
Geographic scale of weighting areas
Number of weighting frameworks
Treatment of Co-funded projects

• Board will have additional input on issues after Staff
have been able to further develop issues and receive
input from stakeholders
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Solicitation of Candidate Projects
• Candidate projects will be solicited in summer of 2015
• Need Board’s guidance on entities that should be
eligible to submit projects for screening and scoring
• Staff have developed 3 options for the Board’s
consideration
– Any government entity with responsibility for
transportation
– Only regional entities
– Only local governments
– Hybrid model based on capacity need being addressed
by the project
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Solicitation of Projects – Option 1
• Allow any governmental entity to submit a project for
consideration
– Local governments, transit agencies, regional
organizations (MPOs, MPCs, authorities and
commissions

• Considerations
– All levels of government are given an opportunity to
compete
– Anticipate a large number of potential candidate
projects
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Solicitation of Projects – Option 2
• Allow only regional entities to submit projects for
consideration
– MPOs, PDCs, Authorities and Commissions

• Considerations
– Requires regional priorities setting
– Certain jurisdictions may be unable to advance projects
forward for consideration due to structure of regional
entities
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Solicitation of Projects – Option 3
• Allow only local governments to submit projects for
consideration
• Considerations
– All jurisdictions will be able to advance projects for
consideration
– Some capacity needs may not be addressed because
they extend beyond the boundaries of a single
jurisdiction
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Solicitation of Projects – Option 4
• Vary types of projects an applicant can submit based
on the type of capacity need being addressed
• Capacity needs on Corridors of Statewide
Significance – only regional entities may submit
projects
• Capacity needs on Regional Networks – both regional
entities and local governments may submit projects

• Improvements to promote Urban Development Areas
– only local governments may submit projects
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Solicitation of Projects – Option 4
• Considerations
– Links the type of project an applicant may submit to the
scale of the capacity need being addressed
– Requires regional priority setting for projects that
address capacity needs on Corridors of Statewide
Significance
– Ensures local governments will be able to submit
projects
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Solicitation of Projects Recommendation
• Staff recommend Option 4 to the Board
• Other recommendations
– Eligible entities can only submit projects in areas under
their jurisdiction
– Secretary with consultant from the Board has the right
to submit up to 2 projects for consideration in each
scoring round
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Geographic Scale – Discussion
• House Bill 2 requires that the CTB establish different
weighting of factors for different areas of the state
• Several options may be considered by the Board
–
–
–
–

District-based weighting of factors
Urban and rural weighting of factors
PDC-based weighting of factors
PDC and MPO-based weighting of factors

• Staff analyzed various indicators looking at the PDC
and MPO level to facilitate Board’s discussion
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Geographic Scale – Population Density
by PDC
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Geographic Scale – Weighted
Population Density by PDC and MPO

Source: 2010 US Census

Geographic Scale – Projected
Population Growth by PDC
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Geographic Scale – Annual Fatalities
and Injuries per Capita by PDC and MPO

Less than 70 fatalities + injuries per 10,000 population
70 to 82 fatalities + injuries per 10,000 population
82 to 90 fatalities + injuries per 10,000 population
Greater than 90 fatalities + injuries per 10,000 population

Source: Virginia Department of Motor Vehicles, TREDS

Geographic Scale – Annual Gross Domestic
Project per Capita by PDC and MPO

Greater than $52,000 per capita
$40,000 to $52,000 per capita
$33,000 to $40,000 per capita
Less than $33,000 per capita

Source: US Census, County Business Patterns

Geographic Scale – Discussion
• Across the Commonwealth there are significant
variances across the Commonwealth regarding
transportation outcomes and needs
– Between the 9 construction districts
– Within the 9 construction districts
– Within planning district commission boundaries

• Using too many weighting frameworks would reduce
the transparency and ease of use of the House Bill 2
process
– For example, if each MPO and PDC had their own
weighting frameworks there would be 35 frameworks
18

Geographic Scale – Staff
Recommendations
• Board should use a blended approach
• Develop 4-6 weighting frameworks based on analysis
of relevant factors across the Commonwealth
including population growth, density, safety,
economic performance, pollution, etc
• Allow MPOs and PDCs to select which one of the 4-6
weighting framework they would like to apply within
their boundaries for projects
– PDCs would not select weighting typology for areas
covered by an MPO
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Evaluation of Co-Funded Projects
• House Bill 2 requires that the benefits produced by a
project be analyzed on a basis of relative costs
• Many local governments, some regions, and private
entities co-invest their own transportation funds with
the state to bring projects to completion
– Regional funding sources in Hampton Roads and Northern
Virginia
– Local bond programs
– Federal funds controlled by MPOs
– Private equity
– Toll-based financing
– State exempt project funding
20

Evaluation of Co-Funded Projects
• Guidance is needed from the Board on the scope of costs
that should be considered when determining a project’s
relative benefit to its costs
• Options for the Board
– Total cost of a project
– Cost of a project minus any non-state controlled funding
– State cost to complete project, excluding toll-based financing
costs, and non-state controlled funding sources
– Should all tolls be treated the same? HOT Lanes vs. full facility tolling

– Cost of a project minus non-state funding sources, toll-based
financing costs, and exempt state funding sources
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Evaluation of Co-Funded Projects
• 495 HOT Lanes under potential options
– $2,068M represents the projects total costs
– $1,673M in costs when private equity is excluded
– $495M in costs to the state to complete the project

• Illustrative Project A
– $35M represents the project’s total costs
– $30M in costs when local match for revenue sharing
program is excluded
– $17M in costs when non-state funds, and $5M state
revenue sharing and $3M in Highway Safety
Improvement Program funds are excluded
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Evaluation of Co-Funded Projects –
Staff Recommendations
• Staff recommends to the Board that funds directly under the
control of the Board be included and other funds be excluded
from a project’s cost for purposes of determining the project’s
relative benefits
• Excluded funds would include:
– Non-state public funding (local and regional funds)
– Private equity
– Federal Regional Surface Transportation Program funds and Congestion
Mitigation Air Quality funds controlled by MPOs

• Included funds:
– Federal Highway Safety Improvement Program
– State revenue sharing program funds

•
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No recommendation at this time on toll-based financing

Schedule for House Bill 2
Implementation
• Develop weighing typologies and potential measures
for Board October through December 2015
• Discussion and selection of measures and weighting
typologies by Board and public January to March
2015
• Draft HB2 process released in March 2015
• Public comment solicited and regional workshops
held March-May 2015
• Revised HB2 process presented to the Board in May
2015
• Approval of HB2 process by the Board in June 2015
24

Discussion of Next Steps in
HB2 Implementation
• Board will consider revised FY15-20 Six-Year
Improvement Program at November meeting. Staff
recommends:
– Reducing $130M in revenue reductions from Program in
amounts proportionate with CTB Formula
– De-allocating $416M from 62 projects to prepare for the
implementation of House Bill 2

• Board may approve or modify these
recommendations
• Staff will report to Board at future meetings on the
status of issues discussed today
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VIII
NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
MEMORANDUM
FOR:

Planning Coordination Advisory Committee
Northern Virginia Transportation Authority

FROM:

Denise M. Harris, NVTA Program Coordinator

DATE:

November 20, 2014

SUBJECT: TransAction 2040 Update -Stakeholder Listening Session
_____________________________________________________________________________
1. Purpose. To inform the Planning Coordination Advisory Committee (PCAC) of the
outcome of the Transaction 2040 Update Subcommittee’s Listening Session held on October
9, 2014, with an open comment period until November 6, 2014. The purpose of the
Listening Session was to seek public input for consideration in the development of the scope
of work for the update of TransAction 2040.
2. Background. Northern Virginia Transportation Authority (NVTA) updates its long range
transportation plan every five years. TransAction 2030 was adopted in 2007 and
TransAction 2040 was adopted in December 2012, thus triggering the next update. As such,
the TransAction 2040 Update Subcommittee met several times in July and August to discuss
appropriate first steps. Recognizing that NVTA places high importance on regional input
throughout the planning process, the Subcommittee considered it prudent to engage the
public and key stakeholders as early as possible. Invitations to the Listening Session were
issued in September to the NVTA, NVTA Committees, as well as key stakeholders within
the NVTA database. The NVTA Public Information Officer (PIO) worked with local
jurisdictional PIO’s to ensure outreach was comprehensive. Stakeholders were encouraged
to forward the invitation to other interested parties.
3. Listening Session Participation and Comments
Below is a synopsis of the attendees and speakers for the October 9, 2014 Listening Session
held at Fairfax City Hall in Fairfax, Virginia from 5:00 – 6:30 pm.



41 people signed in
15 people spoke, including in order of presentation:
o Keith Meurlin, Washington Airports Task Force
o Kimberly Alexander, City of Manassas Park
o Delegate Jim LeMunyon, Virginia General Assembly
o Douglas Stewart, Virginia Sierra Club
o Rob Whitfield, Fairfax County Taxpayers Alliance
o Brian Fauls, Loudoun County Chamber of Commerce
o Nancy H. Smith, Northern Virginia Transportation Alliance
o Stewart Schwartz, Coalition for Smarter Growth
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o
o
o
o
o
o
o


Allen Muchnik, Virginia Bicycling Federation
Steve Huntoon, Arlingtonians for Sensible Transit
Delegate Vivian Watts, Virginia General Assembly
Jenifer Joy Madden, Vienna Resident
David Dixon, Mount Vernon Chapter of Sierra Club
Carl Hampton, Fairfax Resident
Councilman Jonathan Way, City of Manassas

4 responses were submitted online. All but one were from people who attended and
spoke at the Listening Session. Written comments were submitted by:
o Nancy H. Smith, Northern Virginia Transportation Alliance
o Jeffrey Parnes (comments meant for CTB October 16th Public Workshop)
o Chen Li, Citizen
o Jennifer Joy Madden, Fairfax County Transportation Advisory Commission, on
behalf of herself

4. Major themes of comments in the Listening Session
Several consistent themes were presented during the Listening Session as important
considerations for the scope of work in the TransAction 2040 Request for Proposal. Themes
emphasized included:










Regionalism: comments ranged from defining regionalism to the importance of
regionalism in transportation programming.
Congestion Relief: speakers spoke to the importance of congestion relief as the main
goal.
Accessibility: many speakers spoke to the need of accessibility of multiple modes.
Geographic Balance: speakers commented on the need for geographic balance of
transportation programming across the region.
Cost Effectiveness: speakers spoke to the need to ensure investments are strategic for
congestion mitigation.
Accountability and Transparency: speakers spoke to the need to continually publicize
how transportation programming works and how taxpayer dollars are spent through a
tracking progress.
Land Use: speakers spoke to the need to consider current and future land use in
transportation programming.
Multi-modal: speakers spoke to the need to consider all modes in transportation
programming.
Projects: speakers spoke to the need for the plan to focus on the implementation of
projects. This included implementing mega transportation projects, improving congestion
on roadways, upgrading capacity and routes on transit, and others spoke to the need to
implement bicycle/pedestrian projects.

Attachment: Draft Listening Session Meeting Notes
Compilation of submitted written comments
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VIII.A
TransAction 2040 Update Listening Session Meeting Notes
October 9, 2014
City Hall – Fairfax
10455 Armstrong Street, Fairfax, Virginia
5:00 P.M. – 6:30 P.M.









Mayor Silverthorne welcomed attendees to the City of Fairfax.
Northern Virginia Transportation Authority Chairman Marty Nohe opened the
Listening Session and introduced other Authority members in attendance.
Northern Virginia Transportation Authority Executive Director Monica Backmon
introduced other elected officials in attendance and Dan Malouff, Chair of the
TransAction 2040 Update Subcommittee.
Dan Malouff, Chair of the TransAction 2040 Update Subcommittee, gave a
powerpoint presentation which included an overview of the history of NVTA,
TransAction 2040 goals, and the intent of the Listening Session. He ended the
presentation by offering three suggested questions for speakers to consider in their
remarks. The questions were:
o What do you believe should be the guiding principles for the update of
TransAction?
o What would you like to see included and/or addressed in the update of
TransAction? For example, the 2040 Performance Evaluation Criteria
included:
 Provide an integrated, multimodal transportation system.
 Provide responsive transportation service to customers.
 Respect historical and environmental factors.
 Maximize community connectivity by addressing transportation
and land use together.
 Incorporate the benefits of technology.
 Identify funding and legislative initiatives needed to implement the
Plan.
o What methods, process, and/or topics are most important to you for
inclusion in the update of TransAction 2040?
Kala Quintana, NVTA PIO, opened the floor to speakers by calling up each
speaker by order in which they signed in. The Listening Session panel consisted
of NVTA Chair Martin Nohe, NVTA member Sharon Bulova, NVTA Executive
Director Monica Backmon, and NVTA TransAction 2040 Update Subcommittee
Chair Dan Malouff.
41 attendees signed in; 14 requested to speak, 15 spoke.

Speaker Comments in Order of Presentation:
1.

Keith Meurlin – Washington Airports Task Force. Mr. Meurlin stated
regionalism needs to be looked at instead of pet projects. He also stated the
federal government is no longer the key to economic vitality. He stated there
needs to be a connection between the three region’s airports to ensure economic
growth, good access, and a diversity of airlines at airports. He offered that the
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plan should look at what is biggest bang for buck to allow movement north-south
and east-west; if not, the region risks losing airlines. [Written comments
submitted]
2.

Kimberly Alexander – City of Manassas Park. Ms. Alexander stated the
primary concern from citizens in her city is Route 28. She would like the plan to
include identification of Route 28 in the TransAction update that reflects the
recommendations from the Virginia Department of Transportation’s (VDOT)
short-term study. Ms. Alexander stated funding from NVTA comes directly from
taxpayers so projects in TransAction should be regionally and geographically
balanced.

3.

Delegate Jim LeMunyon – Virginia General Assembly. Delegate LeMunyon
stated this is an opportunity to do something different from the past plan updates.
The principal objective should be to come up with map of Northern Virginia
transportation system and determine what it will look like when transportation
problems are solved. He stated this will enable taxpayers to visualize what can
happen. The vision should be explicitly to congestion reduction and put projects
in the plan that will reduce congestion on regional basis. He stated these are the
kinds of projects that are required to be selected for funding. He also suggested
looking at land use assumptions without preconceived ideas for the future. He
further stated that projects should be rated with congestion reduction being the
only criteria; other criteria should be tie-breakers. [Written comments submitted]

4.

Doug Stewart – Virginia Sierra Club. Mr. Stewart stated the plan should focus
on accessibility, cost effectiveness and environmental stewardship. There should
be accessibility within local activity centers and connecting activity centers.
Additionally there should be a focus on shifting from Single Occupancy Vehicles
(SOVs) to other modes; assessing cost-effectiveness at a finer grain level;
understanding trips do not have to be long to be big to be regionally significant
(e.g. benefit to building out street network in Tysons Corner); and that the unit of
analysis should be people. The plan should also mesh with VTrans 2040. He
offered that a consultant should develop a plan that is innovative in public
outreach (e.g., social media, Mindmixer). [Written comments submitted]

5.

Rob Whitfield – Fairfax County Taxpayers Alliance. Mr. Whitfield stated he
believes there has not been much transparency in the past year since the passage
of HB 2313. He is looking for projects to be funded that solve regional problems.
He criticized an Arlington project for serving an aquatic center. He stated there
needs to be a proper definition of a regional project in terms of contribution to
reduction of regional congestion. For transit, he believes there is a failure to tackle
the issue of cost effectiveness. He would like to see the requirement of an
evaluation on transit similar to that required of highway projects. He stated he is
seeking legal opinion related to the Jurisdiction and Agency Coordinating
Committee (JACC).
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6.

Brian Fauls – Loudoun County Chamber of Commerce. Mr. Fauls stated the
guiding principle should be regional projects that contribute to regional
congestion reduction. He believes the plan should look at large projects like I-66
widening, Route 28, Route 7, American Legion Bridge, a third Potomac River
crossing, and other mega projects with the biggest bang for the buck. He stated
economic development should be next as a guiding principle, followed by time
savings. He supports evaluating public transportation investments in the same
manner as highway investments. He offered there is no requirement to spend all
money up front. Money should be banked for big regional projects. (Written
comments submitted)

7.

Nancy H. Smith – Northern Virginia Transportation Alliance. Ms. Smith
stated projects from the Authority should focus on regional benefits, not simply
jurisdictional boundaries. She stated here should be a top down approach to
identifying strategic investments for region rather than funding the smaller scale
projects. She stated NVTA should look at what is the best investment for the
region in long term. She would like to move away from attempting to spend all
the money collected in one year; instead she proposed saving up for big picture
regional projects in combination with state, federal, and P3 funding (e.g. 8-car
Metrorail trains, I-66, a new river crossing, and Fairfax County Parkway). She
stated there should be a balanced investment based on documented needs and
demand, not just modal balance. She would like to move the greatest number of
people while reducing travel time and congestion. The process and methods
should emphasize time savings and reducing congestion on primary roads that
will have benefits throughout the network. People should be provided the same
information on ratings for transit as highway. (Written comments emailed)

8.

Stewart Schwartz – Coalition for Smarter Growth. Mr. Schwartz stated
MWCOG’s Region Forward is on the right track. He offered that 70% of
Arlington and 37% of Fairfax commute trips are non-auto. He stated there are
mixed use transit accessible communities, smart land use, street networks, and
bicycle/pedestrian connections in the core. The middle suburbs have transit
stations with mixed-use and interconnected activity centers. Accessibility is
important. He believes elimination of congestion relief is not possible. The region
needs to give people more choices which results in a network of choices. He
stated there needs to be more choices in peak hour. He stated land use is the core
of what needs to be addressed. He believes a sole criteria of congestion relief is a
problem and prevents transit projects from being funded. There needs to be
multiple criteria. Consequently, Mr. Schwartz stated HB 2 is better than HB 599.
The plan must look at accessibility and competitiveness in new way.

9.

Allan Muchnick – Virginia Bicycling Federation. Mr. Muchnick stated plans
are often disconnected from their goals. He stated there is a disconnect of not
tracking what has been implemented from plan update to plan update, especially
pedestrian and bicycle improvements. Tracking shows accountability in spending.
He is frustrated with the length of time to implement bike projects. The NVTA
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funds are paid for by non-motorists so they should fund transit, bicycle, and
pedestrian projects with equity. He believes the region should encourage people to
get out of cars by implementing, within each regional corridor, at least one highquality bicycle route. The overarching theme of the plan update should be
environmental and economic sustainability. (Written comments submitted)
10.

Steve Huntoon – Arlingtonians for Sensible Transit. Mr. Huntoon stated
support for bus rapid transit as he believes it is one fifth of the cost. He stated
buses are faster and there is incompatibility with other streetcar projects. The
Crystal City terminus on Blue Line is already overcrowded. As a general matter
he supports cost effective congestion reduction as a primary principle. He spoke
further about benefits of buses over streetcars. He supports the incorporation of
public opinion in transportation planning decision making. (Written comments
submitted)

11.

Delegate Vivian Watts – Virginia General Assembly. Delegate Watts stated
congestion relief is a goal but that it is an end result that builds on other criteria.
Taken alone it supports building more pavement, which may not achieve other
goals such as Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) reduction. Vehicle reduction is
important. Consistency and reliability of the transit systems are important. There
should be a move from High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes to fixed transit
routes. She stated all these components have the necessity of reliability. She
further stated regionalism should have the best bang for buck in reducing vehicles
on roads but consider neighborhoods, inner areas, and access for all people (e.g.,
Green Spring Village seniors). She concluded that regionalism is not just about
bringing people in and around, but also quality of life issues for residents.

12.

Jenifer Madden – Vienna Resident. Ms. Madden stated there should be
performance evaluation criterion of incorporating technology. She offered that
there is a Virginia Tech study on the use of connected vehicles to create efficiency
on highway and reduce accidents. In the next 5-10 years, vehicles that sense each
other (not driverless vehicles) could revolutionize transportation. She stated
NVTA should invite Virginia Tech to speak on the benefits of this technology and
other technology solutions (e.g., platooning, on-call transit, public transit facilities,
and dedicated lanes for connected vehicles).

13.

David Dickson – Sierra Club (Mount Vernon Chapter) and Arlington Resident.
Mr. Dickson agreed with statements made by Mr. Stewart. He stated the vision
and goals of TransAction 2040 are pretty good. He mentioned MWCOG’s Region
Forward as a sample plan and the need to sustainably connect activity centers. He
disagreed with the Arlingtonians for Sensible Transit statement.

14.

Carl Hampton – Fairfax resident. Mr. Hampton stated he has not heard
discussion anywhere about interconnection of traffic signals to help control traffic
and improve the flow of traffic. He believes this could result in significant
benefits, with considerable cost savings compared to building infrastructure.
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Concluding the speakers registered to present, Chairman Nohe encouraged people to
provide feedback by stating the comment period is open until November 6th. He then
invited any further comments from attendees wishing to step forward.
1.

Council Member Jonathan Way – City of Manassas. Council Member Way
stated that the study needs close coordination with the Transportation Planning
Board’s CLRP.

2.

Rob Whitfield – Fairfax County Taxpayers Alliance. Mr. Whitfield inquired
about how the update of TransAction 2040 will coordinate with the update of
VDOT’s VTrans 2040.

No further speakers offered comments. The Listening Session concluded at 6:30 pm.

5

VIII.B

