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Agenda

Call to Order
Public Comment Period (Limit: 3 minutes per individual)
> Introductions

» Public Comments Previously Received
Includes comments received during meetings of the MPO Board and
Transportation Technical Committee, as well as comments received by
MPO staff via electronic mail.

Tab A — Public Comments Previously Received

» Designing Our Future
e The stakes:
MPO's role in regional competitiveness
Federal review
Unsurpassed opportunities

e Goals for the day:
Decisions about organizational governance require the full and thoughtful
participation of every MPO Board Member and Stakeholder. They set the
course for the future viability of both the organization and the region.

Note: The retreat work is very important but the MPO Board will not be
requested to vote on action items until the next Board meeting on March
18, 2009.

» Ground Rules for the Day

To maximize full participation, the discussions will be facilitated. The
facilitators will also direct the review and agreement of ground rules.
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» Vision
e Group discussion to describe the future state of the HRMPO
e “The full potential of the HRMPO will be realized when...”
e Big thinking, not wordsmithing

» The Paradox: Local Representation/Regional Thinking and Action
e The challenges and opportunities of a regional focus as a Board

Lunch Break

» Transformation: the Paradox as Progress
e Working with a common purpose and modeling regional thinking, discussion
on organizational governance and other critical “first choices.”

1. Consensus Voting

Given the significant reform progress of the Hampton Roads MPO, the
MPO staff as well as the Best Practices Study, recommend that the
MPO Board strive to achieve “consensus” on all future actions.

In order to achieve a clear consensus, it is recommended that any
proposed action item brought before the MPO Board meet two criteria
for approval:

1. The members voting for the action must represent a simple majority
of the total number of voting members on the Board.

2. Those members representing a local government voting on an
action agenda item must cumulatively represent at least 66 percent
of the population of the metropolitan planning area based on official
figures of the Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service.

2. Chief Administrative Officers as Alternative Voting Members
The most recent draft of the MPO bylaws specifies that “the
representative of each voting locality shall be an elected official

appointed by the governing body of the locality.”

With respect to Alternates, the draft bylaws state “in the case of
localities, the alternate shall be an elected official.”
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Governance Question: Should Chief Administrative Officers from cities
and counties be allowed to serve as alternate voting members on the
MPO Board?

. Additional Stakeholders to Serve on MPO Board

Governance Question: Should additional stakeholders be added to the
MPO Board as members and, if so, should additional stakeholders be
included as voting or non-voting members?

To aid in the discussion, a sample list of potential additional
stakeholders is included below:

Potential Additional Stakeholders
Chief Administrative Officers of each locality
General Assembly Members
Chair of the Citizen Transportation Advisory Committee (CTAC)
Railroads
Trucking Associations
Military
Local Airport Authorities

Tab #3 - Current MPO Board Members

. MPO Advisory Committees

The current MPO advisory committees consist of the Transportation
Technical Committee (TTC), Transportation Advisory Committee
(TAC), and the MPO Committee.

One discussion question is: Has the MPO Committee completed its
charge or should it be continued, perhaps renamed and given a
different mission, such as providing guidance related to public
involvement?

Two proposed MPO advisory committees currently under consideration
are the Citizen Transportation Advisory Committee (CTAC) and the
Freight Transportation Advisory Committee (FTAC). The MPO
Committee has expressed support for the establishment of both of
these committees and the MPO Best Practices Study recommends the
establishment of both of these committees.

Other discussion questions are: Should one or both of the proposed
advisory committees mentioned above be established? Are there
other advisory committees that should be established at this time?
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Overriding question: What are the roles of advisory committees and
how does the MPO Board productively partner with them?

Tab #4 - Additional Information and Discussion Questions

. MPO Legislative Liaison

The MPO Board has considered whether to establish a new staff
position to act as a legislative liaison for the MPO or to engage the
services of existing legislative liaisons who currently serve a number of
localities and Hampton Roads Transit. At the December 2008 MPO
Board meeting, the Board voted to use the existing legislative liaisons
through the end of the 2009 legislative session and evaluate the
effectiveness of that approach.

During the January 2009 MPO Board meeting, several members
expressed an interest in having further discussions during the retreat
regarding whether to create a new legislative liaison staff position.

. MPO Meetings: Times and Accessibility

Some MPO Board members and members of the public have
expressed concern and/or support for altering the time and/or location
of MPO-related public meetings to make the meetings more accessible
to citizens wishing to attend.

Process guestion: How can the objective for increased accessibility be
met?

Tab #6 - Considerations Useful to this Discussion

. Naming Options for HRMPO

According to the definition in federal regulations, a Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) is the policy board of an organization
created and designated to carry out the metropolitan transportation
planning process.

Federal regulations do not, however, require that an organization use
“metropolitan planning organization” as its common name. It has been
suggested that it might be helpful to public understanding for the name
to include the word “transportation”, since MPQO'’s are specifically
responsible for transportation planning.

Tab #7 — Sample List of Alternate Names Used By Other MPOs
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8. MPO Bylaws

One of the Programmatic Recommendations included in the
Quadrennial Certification Review Final Report was to establish MPO
bylaws. With legal assistance from the Virginia Beach City Attorney’s
Office, the MPO Committee has been in the process of developing a
set of MPO bylaws for several months.

IMPORTANT - The decisions of the MPO Board on the above
discussion items will need to be addressed in the final version of the
MPO bylaws prior to approval by the Board.

Tab #8 — Draft MPO Bylaws

. Draft FY 2010 Unified Planning Work Program

The Hampton Roads MPO Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP)
describes transportation planning work to be performed for the
Hampton Roads metropolitan planning area (MPA) by the MPO,
Hampton Roads Transit (HRT), Williamsburg Area Transit Authority
(WATA), and the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) for the
next one to two year period. Each task in the UPWP includes
information on who will perform the work, the schedule for completing
the work, resulting end products, and proposed funding and source of
funds.

It should be noted that FY 2010 funding information has not yet been
provided to the MPO, so budget information is not included in the
attached draft that has been made available for public review and
comment. Budget information will be added to the UPWP as soon as
the funding information becomes available and a second draft of the
UPWP will be made available for public review and comment prior to
completing work on the final document for approval by the MPO Board.

Tab #9 — Draft FY 2010 UPWP Document

» Reviewing the Consensus Process

= Group assessment of working through completed agenda items.

= End-of-day reflection on the paradox of local representation and the

opportunity for regional thinking and action.

» Next Steps

Adjournment

Action items for the March 18, 2009 MPO Board meeting.



PUBLIC COMMENTS RECORDED AT MPO BOARD MEETINGS
Meeting of September 17, 2008
Mr. Burnie Mansfield

"Good morning. | am Burnie Mansfield. 1 live in Chesapeake. 1 live in the South
Norfolk part which is close to the Jordan Bridge. | am president of the
Chesapeake Council of Civic Organizations which is an umbrella group for the
civic leagues in the city of Chesapeake. I'm also a member of the Chesapeake
Port Authority as being secretary of the Chesapeake Port Authority. | came to
address my concerns about the Jordan Bridge, the closing of the — the proposed
closing of the Jordan Bridge. Sir, do you want me to continue with that?

"I am really sad that this presentation that | guess you might see today has not
been brought up to the Chesapeake Port Authority. We haven't seen it. | am
probably the only one on the Chesapeake Port Authority who has seen this by
being a member of the different civic organizations or being president of CCCO.
My concern is that the Jordan Bridge is not a South Norfolk issue, but it is also a
regional issue, it is an evacuation route for Norfolk, Virginia Beach, Indian River
and parts of Chesapeake. We did see when Hurricane Isabelle, | believe it was,
when that closed the two tunnels, that all the traffic that had to leave the City of
Norfolk would come over the Jordan Bridge. And we just witnessed where this
fellow tried to drive his car over the Gilmerton Bridge, tried to jump the Gilmerton
Bridge, the big gridlock we had, so my concern is | lived — when the City of South
Norfolk had this bridge, it was in great condition and then in 1977 when the City
of Chesapeake took it, nothing has been done maintenance-wise to this bridge.

"And with the tolls, | have asked the question where are the tolls going for this?
In 1995, as the pulleys and the cables were broken, they took the span down and
put it on a barge and carried it to a Shipyard or somewhere on the ground and
inspections could have been done for the safety of the people that travel across
this and repairs could have been done to the span when it was down. But
somebody chose not to do any kind of repairs whatsoever on this bridge. | am
also concerned of being a facility manager on the waterfront, for the safety of my
people. But the issue sometimes is the safety of this bridge, that if it wasn't safe
in, | believe '95, to look at and do repairs, you know, why didn't they do that then
if they are concerned with the safety?

"Another safety in this presentation they had was they are comparing it to the
Minneapolis Bridge and the Jordan Bridge. They are comparing apples to
oranges on that. The Minneapolis Bridge — | went on the internet so | would
know what | was talking about because | gave a forum on this same thing — if one
part goes, the whole bridge falls, but the Jordan Bridge is in three sections, it is
steel, not concrete which if that rusted, then we did see that happen.

"So my concern today is that you gentlemen, it is a regional issue that | really feel



it really is a big concern and also | was speaking with somebody this morning.
They put — when they put 464 and put that big interchange, it spent millions and
millions of dollars on that interchange and that was supposed to go across the
Jordan Bridge so we are going to have an interchange as we hear about the
bridge going to nowhere, this is the interchange going to nowhere so money has
been spent over the years on this interchange to go across the Jordan Bridge
and finally to hook up with 264 over in Portsmouth. So, anyway, | do have a lot
of concerns about this as a regional issue and thank you today for me being able
to express my concerns with the community and a lot of civic leagues. Thank
you, sir."

Mr. Frank Lilley

"My name is Frank Lilley. | reside at 905 Ohio Street in South Norfolk section. |
was president of the civic league and | represent the South Norfolk Civic League
today, president for 3% years.

"It kind of concerns me being here because normally we are on the same side of
the table with the city of Chesapeake. Chesapeake is great as far as bringing its
communities into the decision-making process; however, | don't know what
happened with this deal. This didn't take place with the Jordan Bridge. This one
just kind of got laid on everybody. | hate to say it was done underhandedly but
until somebody can prove us otherwise, that's the way it appears. We found out
when everybody else found out. We kind of knew it was in trouble, the
Minnesota collapse kind of gave us a small insight and Virginian-Pilot was
starting to report some stuff, but we were still — as a community leader, | thought
we would be brought in and if it was some real critical issues, we would have
been let know what they were.

"You know we have talked to the Shipyard, we have talked to the civic leagues
over in Portsmouth and we had a civic league meeting the other night and the
way it is panning out is this: We have the whole community, everyone on this
side of the table, and we have the engineering department, public works on this
side of the table by themselves. | can't find a single person outside of the staff in
the city that's for this closure. | mean no one. You talk to the Shipyard, they are
adamantly — | don't know if they are here today — they are adamantly against this
closure. As a matter of fact, they are drafting a letter to their Congressman. They
were as surprised as we were and | think things could have been done better.
We understand the safety concerns, things were let go as Mr. Mansfield said.
We are at a point — no sense, you know, looking at what should have been done,
we are at this situation now but we think these critical elements that are being
found on the bridge right now can be repaired. The bridge is basically in sections.
It can be floated down and there could be some kind of private-public
partnership. It is just the options are not being explored fully and this is a vital,
vital link to our area and our community. It is unfortunate we are on opposite
sides of the table from the city on this one but we think this is too important to
regional transportation and the Portsmouth residents are concerned because



they feel like they don't have any other say when it comes to Chesapeake and
they really don't on this matter.

"Anyway, | appreciate you taking the time to listen to me. | think other options can
be explored. And ourselves as well as the Shipyard feel like the presentation you
will be seeing today, the pictures were cherry picked and just see past all that.
Thank you. "



PUBLIC COMMENTS RECORDED AT MPO BOARD MEETINGS

Meeting of October 15, 2008

Mr. John Gergely

“My name is John Gergely. 1 live on Winterhaven Drive in Newport News. | don't
represent any particular group. My subject is based on the last meeting when they —
when you were discussing the weighted voting and the stakeholders voting privileges. |
wished to speak at the time, but you were running out of time and | totally understand
that and Mayor Frank said to submit a note to him which | did and | have copies which |
will pass out. But basically when you are discussing the weighted voting versus the
stakeholders, what hit me was you're watering down the rights of the various
communities by allowing more stakeholders voting rights in the MPO. | really feel that
the Virginia Port Authority and various groups that are — that you are considering for
voting rights are not really stakeholders, potential interest, they are subsidized special
interest by the state so they're really competing for state dollars and being allowed voting
rights and the MPO kind of is a conflict of interest. | really think that the voting should
stay with just the cities. | realize you have to come up with some weighted thing
because you have large cities and large populations but it certainly should not include
special interests that rely on taxes by — on tax support. | really think that should not be
part of the voting of the MPO and | will hand a copy of the letter | sent to Mayor Frank
over to one of these clerks and you-all can get them later on. Thank you very much.”



PUBLIC COMMENTS RECORDED AT MPO BOARD MEETINGS

Meeting of December 17, 2008

Steve Johnson

"Mr. Jeffrey Fikes had asked me to come and just make a couple brief comments on the
benefits of the teleworking program to my organization. And | will just take my three
minutes and | hope this is an appropriate meeting to do this, but he thought it would be
okay to go ahead and just make my comments.

"I am the Executive Director of the Endependence Center in Norfolk and we have been
doing the teleworking program for a little over a year now and we have 30 employees
and about 10 employees benefit from the telework program. The majority of the people
using it are people with disabilities, and there are some different issues that people with
disabilities of course have to face in the workplace, and we've found for some of the
individuals they have been able to avoid having to get transportation, which is very
difficult for the disability community, and then the time it takes to drive to and from work.
There are stamina issues and just being able to work at home a couple days a week we
found that productivity has gone up, morale has gone up, it is a good benefit, good perk
to be able to offer as an employer and it certainly is a way to help with the traffic issues.

"We have found that it doesn't work for every employee. You have to have an employee
with the right attitude who you can trust and make sure their job description okays
working at home. In my case, as a Director, | have to do a lot of stuff related to budgets
and grant writing and sometimes being able to telework gives me that space and that
time to do it uninterrupted, and is very positive for productivity. And | just want to
encourage the Department of Transportation to continue that program, and | think it is
something that could really benefit the traffic issues being dealt with in Hampton Roads.
And that's it."

Henry Ryto

"Good morning. My name is Henry Ryto, I'm a resident of Virginia Beach where | ride
the bus virtually daily including this morning's meeting and | wanted to address you this
morning on part of what is your agenda item number 6 which is the transfer of $1.5
million of funds towards helping to pay for a study of a light rail extension not only from
Newtown Road to the Virginia Beach oceanfront but from EVMS up to the Norfolk Naval
Base. | certainly wholeheartedly support the study as | myself live along bus route 20
which is the busiest bus route in all of Hampton Roads. It runs most of it up and down
Virginia Beach Boulevard from Virginia Beach's oceanfront to the Cedar Grove Transfer
Center just outside of downtown Norfolk. And anybody who has been out on it at peak
periods, it is usually standing room only. So we have got a problem from a transit
standpoint. How are we going to relieve route 20. And while the Virginian-Pilot earlier
this year ran an editorial where they wanted to put additional rush hour buses on route
20, the problem with that is, you still have the stop and go traffic on the Boulevard so
instead of having two late buses per hour, you would have four late buses per hour,
which only makes so much sense.



"Eventually you are going to have to go up and down that Norfolk-Southern right-of-way
with some sort of transit and given that Norfolk has already started construction on the
light rail it could simply dovetail to extend that light rail out to the Beach. | would like to
thank the City of Norfolk for agreeing to this portion of the study to look from EVMS to
the Naval Base which makes more sense for Virginia Beach to join in because from our
standpoint when you are going westbound we are not only talking about going downtown
now but also having access to both the Navy Base and ODU.

"I'd just like to thank you for the opportunity to speak to you this morning."”
John Gergely

"My name is John Gergely, and I'm a resident of Newport News. Soon, and | believe it
will be February, you will be asked to get together on the bylaws. | understand a vote
was going to be today but as of the meeting Monday from the committee it will be put off
until February. And as you go back to your city council members, | would like you to
ponder the two things that are in the bylaws, the current bylaws as written or the draft
will affect the smaller communities that are part of this group. In particular, it is the
weighted voting and special interest voting powers. The special interest, I'm talking
about the various transit authorities and the Virginia Port Authority which is intended to
be added, the others now have voting seats but Virginia Port Authority would be added
by the bylaws. This is an organization, folks, that flaunts their independence from the
state by, you know, insisting on their own travel way methods, their own pay systems,
not wanting to make their accounting procedures open but they lobby the state for help
so | think they should not be a voting part of this organization.

"When you go to the weighted voting, the way it is set up now, Virginia Beach will have
five votes, the way it is planned Norfolk will have three and the special interest groups
will have five votes together. That's 13 votes. It doesn't take much more to have a total
majority, so | think the smaller communities of this area need to really ponder with their
city councils the regional cooperation and what they can expect if they pass these
bylaws as written.

An example of the regional cooperation is the recent Norfolk resolution the Norfolk City
Council passed against the Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel improvements. Now most of
the Peninsula area communities are in favor of it, there are recent seminars held and the
legislators that asked for the study that VDOT did complained that the study did not -
VDOT didn't do it, they got consultants to do it — but the study did not answer their
request which was to improve the Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel without endangering
rights-of-way over in Norfolk and the other side so they wanted a minimum improvement
and what they gave them was a Cadillac. And it upset Delegates Hamilton and Oder
who actually asked for the study because they didn't get what they wanted.

"So that's the kind of regional cooperation you can expect particularly if you get this
weighted voting. The little cities and communities will not have any say. Thank you very
much."

Reid Greenmun

"Good morning, my name is Reid Greenmun. | live in the City of Virginia Beach and I'm
coming to you today as the Transportation Committee Chairman of the Virginia Beach



Taxpayers Alliance. For those of you that are interested, my remarks are available on
the desk over there in a paper form.

"The VBTA has been greatly interested in the MPO for many years and we applaud a lot
of the recent changes under the leadership of our new Executive Director Dwight Farmer
and we're very pleased we're here today and have an opportunity to speak to you as a
collective body. This is great, but we think that we need more in the future. We have a
lot of important discussions that need to take place and | think just as we have with
boards of supervisors, and we have with city councils, we should be allowed the right to
address each agenda item for up to three minutes because these are complicated
issues. What we are asking you to do is to consider moving these meetings into the
evening to make them more accessible to the public. | have to take vacation time from
my job and make arrangements in order to be here today because | work during the
work week. | would like to be a lot more active but it is difficult for me to find time to
come here.

"In addition to those things, evening meetings, three minutes for each agenda item which
we think is reasonable, the VBTA has met and we strongly support weighted voting. We
think that the taxpayers are best represented when they have an equitable amount of
voice in relation to the amount of taxes that they pay for the recommendations of this
body so we strongly support weighted voting. However we think the 75,000 citizens per
vote is a tad high, Poquoson has 11,700 people, it is just not equitable. We would like to
see that lowered to 25,000 people. We agree with Mr. Gergely in that we don't feel
Hampton Roads Transit, Williamsburg Area Transit Authority, VDOT, the Department of
Rail and Public Transportation, and especially the Virginia Port Authority should have
voting rights. In discussing this with Mr. Farmer, however, we feel that the federal
government strongly recommends the Department of Transportation to have voting voice
on the MPO and we would be willing to accept that but we would encourage you to have
those other four organizations given nonvoting member status.

"In making these meetings more accessible to the public so we can be more active
involved in what you are doing, we would like you to take note from City of Virginia
Beach. Record these things and put on streaming video. It is a fabulous tool. It doesn't
cost a lot and it really allows what you are doing to get out to the public. It meets the
goals of your best practices and what the general review was talking about. We are not
engaging the public enough with what is going on here so streaming video would be
terrific. | noticed in the best practices we talked about bringing all the stakeholders to the
table but seldom do we mention the taxpayers. | just want you to know Hampton Roads
is blessed with many taxpayers organizations and member cities so what we would like
you to do is consider working more with the taxpayers. In closing, to Mr. Ryto's
comments about the light rail study the VBTA does not oppose a light rail study of
running light rail out to the Navy Base we think that is a wise and intelligent thing to
pursue. We do, however, oppose extending the light rail down the Norfolk-Southern
corridor because the environmental impact study and information the last time it was
done proved that that was not a wise use of our tax dollars. It had too low a ridership and
was a waste of money. So we oppose that and | thank you for your time today.”



PUBLIC COMMENTS RECORDED AT
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Meeting of November 5, 2008

Mr. James W. Long, Director of Parking and Transportation at Old Dominion University,
spoke in praise of the relationship between ODU and HRT/TRAFFIX regarding the
efforts to reduce traffic on campus through the Bus Pass and NuRide programs
coordinated by TRAFFIX. Mr. Long concluded by stating that TRAFFIX is working with
ODU to develop a full Transportation Demand Management program for ODU to include
carpools, vanpools, the guaranteed ride home program and a marketing plan for the
University.

LCDR Chad Brooks, Assistant Public Works Officer at Naval Station Norfolk,
commended HRT and TRAFFIX for their assistance in working with the Navy to address
the traffic challenges faced on and near the Naval Station. He noted the aggressive
training initiative to teach the sailors that these ridesharing and public transportation
measures are critical to the Navy, both for parking on the base as well as the
partnership with the community to reduce traffic. LCDR Brooks expressed his gratitude
for the very successful relationship with HRT and TRAFFIX and the programs they have
developed for the Navy, and stated his desire that this partnership continue into the
future.

Ms. Deborah King, 1805 Barkading Ct, Virginia Beach, stated that she worked with
Stewart Title and Settlement in Chesapeake and expressed her appreciation for being
chosen for the Telework program that allows her to work from her home. She stated
that the program has benefited her financially and has allowed her to better serve her
clients and expressed hope that the Telework program be allowed to continue.

Ms. Lynn Petrie, 4917 Orleans Drive, Portsmouth, stated that she also worked for
Stewart Title and participates in the Telework program. She stated that being part of this
program has allowed her to completely avoid the traffic between home and work while
at the same time increasing her productivity for her employer.



PUBLIC COMMENTS RECORDED AT
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Meeting of January 7, 2009

Mr. Reid Greenmun, Transportation Chairman of the Virginia Beach Taxpayers Alliance
addressed the TTC on a number of issues, including the timing and location of MPO
and TTC meetings such that they would be more accessible to interested citizens. Mr.
Greenmun expressed his views on the merits of weighted voting being considered by
the MPO and the composition and criteria for selecting members for the proposed
Citizens Transportation Advisory Committee. He also addressed the criteria used for
selecting the preferred alternative for the Third Crossing Study, expressing his concern
that the alternatives were evaluated based on supporting economic development versus
addressing congestion.



1/5/2009

1/9/2009

PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

Ms. Judith Brown

Your office is planning public transportation, right? But your website
doesn't tell us how to get to your office by bus. Please add that information
to the website.

Mr. Reid Greenmun

Please include the following as input into the public feedback for inclusion
in the Draft FY 2010 UPWP. According the the HRMPO website, public
comments are required to be submitted by January 21%, 2009. Today is
January 9™, 2009.

Please add to the list of “planning factors” criteria beginning on page 3, a
new criteria as “PF 1". Please renumber the remaining planning factors
down the list.

New PF 1

Evaluate each transportation project using an assessment based upon its
impact for reducing traffic congestion within the region’s transportation
system. This shall be used as the most critical factor in determining which
projects the MPO shall select and for prioritizing the decision to plan, fund,
and construct projects. The greatest shall be considered for projects that
offer the greatest reduction in reducing regional commuting traffic
congestion.

As | stated in my remarks before the MPO TTC on 1/6/2009, the project
selection criteria developed by the TTC does not include any criteria for
choosing which transportation projects are selected based on the amount
of existing commuter traffic congestion the new project will reduce. This is
a glaring oversight that has lead to decisions in the past that should not be
repeated in the future. The highest profile example of this is the decisions
made following the assessment of the 2000 Hampton Roads Crossing
Study and the selection of CBA 9 (the T-Connector “3" Crossing to benefit
the Port of Virginia over adding similar lane capacity to the HRBT (CBA 1).
Given the project selection criteria developed by the TTC the selection of
CBA 9 over CBA 1 was a logical outcome, albeit a poor decision. In
studying this decision the VBTA has concluded that the failure of the TTC
Project Selection criteria to includes “reducing existing commuter traffic
congestion” as a primary project selection criteria resulting in the MPOs
endorsement of the T-Connector “3" Crossing” and not the obvious
conclusion to add more lane capacity to the HRBT.



As | stated in my remarks before the MPO TTC on 1/6/2009, the decision
by the MPO not to include additional lane capacity for the HRBT, instead,
placing all their political capital behind the Virginia Port Authority’s “3™
Crossing” project threatens to tear apart the regional cooperation that the
MPO has worked so very hard to foster. The issue of the MPO decision
not to include additional lane capacity for the HRBT as a result of the
Hampton Roads Crossing study has resulted in considerable acrimony
and growing dissatisfaction between the Peninsula localities and the
“Southside” localities that are members of the MPO. Had the HRPDC and
MPO project selection criteria adopted the recommended change the
VBTA is proposing, that being to give significant weighting to the projects
that will most reduce existing commuter traffic congestion, perhaps the
many years of stagnation for advancing the MPQO’s 20 year transportation
plan and major regional projects could have been avoided.

Poll after poll has clearly revealed that the citizens of our region are
seeking relief from commuter traffic congestion, especially the bottleneck
of severe congestion often found at the HRBT. Polls and surveys haven't
revealed that the majority of citizens living in our region are demanding
that the Port of Virginia is provided with a massively expensive T-
Connector “3™ Crossing” needed to accommodate their planned
expansion.

What is done is done — however, moving forward the VBTA would
appreciate if the MPO would update their performance factors and their
project selection criteria to place greater emphasis on projects that will
unburden our region’s commuters rather than projects that are intended to
advance speculative “economic development” goals.

The second highest factor in selecting projects should be safety. The
VBTA notes that safety is already addressed in performance factor PF 2
(below). Cost is always a consideration and the VBTA strongly
recommends that every cost benefit analysis conducted for transportation
projects include criteria for determining the “best bang for the buck” in
regard to the proposed project’'s impact for reducing existing traffic
congestion.

The VBTA recommends that PF 1 (Support the economic vitality of the
metropolitan area, especially by enabling global competitiveness,
productivity, and efficiency) be given the least consideration as a factor
with selecting regional transportation projects and when determining the
priority for making improvements to our region’s existing transportation
infrastructure.




1/20/2009

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to the process for developing
our region’s Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP).

Sincerely,

-Reid Greenmun

Transportation Committee Chairman
Virginia Beach Taxpayer’s Alliance (VBTA)
Cell: (757) 615-4533

Mr. Ray Taylor

With this email, | am submitting comments for, and other items for
consideration as concerns, the draft FY-2010 MPO UPWP document.

In parallel with the many other constructive MPO reform activities that are
going on, there are many superb upgrades and refinements that have
been entered in to this new draft document for the first time. The
expanded Introduction and the reformatting as was described at the last
TTC meeting are terrific.  Inclusion of several new topics (public
involvement, land use, etc.) will profoundly help next's years work. Still,
the document needs or may need further upgrades as described in the
attached set of comments.

Very best regards,
Ray Taylor
671-7751

Contents of attachment are included below:

January 20, 2009
Memo for the HRMPO

Subject: Draft HRMPO FY-2010 UPWP document

| have reviewed subject document and offer the following comments and
suggestions:

General comments:

1. Issuing this draft UPWP for public comments without any financial
data when it is, in effect, a budget document should not be considered
a normal process. It is impossible to make budget based comments
when there is no financial information. It also seems that it would be
difficult at best to produce even a draft without financial information.



Many new and important tasks will require attention if FY-2010
because of the federal audit and because of the extensive MPO
reform processes being, or needing to be, addressed in the next
budget (UPWP) document. For example, what fraction of the
HRMPO'’s resources will be devoted to public involvement and to the
TIP development efforts compared to last year?

a. It will be necessary to re-issue the revised draft UPWP again for
public comment purposes once the financial data is obtained
and integrated, and the plan is adjusted accordingly.

The list of end products in several sections of the UPWP should be
tightened up and made more explicit. The only way to improve the
MPQO'’s budgetary effectiveness is to be more precise in the UPWP
about what will we pay for and what we will get.

Recommend, early in the document, that a paragraph be devoted
to explaining what is being changed in this annual plan of work
compared to last year’s plan of work. This is a common entry for
many MPOs and an excellent way to inform the public, the staff, the
stakeholders about the coming year's regional transportation
strategy and tactics.

a. Specifically, list what work areas have been decreased (in real
numbers or in relative terms) and why, and list what work
projects are new or have been expanded, and why.

b. Spell out the new top line goals and objectives for FY-2010.

c. Spell out staff adjustments and re-alignments necessary to
execute this new UPWP for the coming year.

d. List MPO-related contracts that will be carried over and those that will
be terminated.

Early in the UPWP document, its effective date, its inclusive dates,
and the relationship of those dates to the federal fiscal year and to
the state fiscal year should be described.

Consider adding Work Elements for next year that should be of
interest, or that will be new MPO endeavors worth calling attention
to and accomplishing:

a. Allocate resources to MPO Board training (schedule formal fed
training, schedule visiting speakers, develop and maintain a



Board member MPO Board Book, conduct MPO Orientation
sessions for new Board members, etc.).

. Allocate resources to the development of MPO performance
factors (internal and external), an important federal and
consultant recommendation during the recent reform committee
sessions. As may be appropriate, relate this effort to the fed-
required MPO self-certification procedures, or allocate
resources to this in a separate work element.

. Allocate resources to the subject of Transportation Security
which, since 9-11, is the newest of the now eight required
federal transportation planning factors. This factor is especially
important since Hampton Roads is home to major military and
economic (port) installations and has so many vulnerable
bridges and tunnels. Probably, we should be a leader in
analysis and usage of this planning factor.

. Allocate resources to the HRMPO’'s efforts to seek

transportation study grants (freight movement, security, etc.) in
order to boost income streams and in order to exercise national,
state, and regional leadership.

. Allocate resources to national AMPO membership and to Board
and staff attendance at the national AMPO conference or other
national level conferences.

Consider allocating resources to an MPO-sponsored Annual
Regional Transportation Symposium as one new public
involvement endeavor. List more precisely the number and type
of Public Hearings the MPO intends to conduct next year and
allocate the resources required in this UPWP document.

. Allocate resources to the efforts needed to update the MPQO’s
Designation document and other legal documents as will be
necessary in order to archive the changes and improvements
accomplished during the MPO reform process.

. Allocate resources to the efforts required for the coordination of
planning and programming work with other proximate MPOs
(Tri-Cities, Richmond, and North Carolina) as encouraged by
the feds.

Allocate resources to efforts required to monitor, provide Board
briefings, and to make inputs as concerns the next federal
Transportation Re-Authorization Act.



It may be useful to quote (include) the relevant federal language: 8§
450.308 Funding for transportation planning and unified planning
work programs: (c) Except as provided in paragraph (d) of this
section, each MPO, in cooperation with the State(s) and public
transportation operator(s), shall develop a UPWP that includes a
discussion of the planning priorities facing the MPA. The UPWP
shall identify work proposed for the next one- or two year period by
major activity and task (including activities that address the
planning factors in § 450.306(a)), in sufficient detail to indicate who
(e.g., MPO, State, public transportation operator, local government,
or consultant) will perform the work, the schedule for completing the
work, the resulting products, the proposed funding by activity/task,
and a summary of the total amounts and sources of Federal and
matching funds.

Specific Comments:

Page 1:

5" line: The text indicates the UPWP covers a “one or two year
period”. Which is it, a one or a two year document?

5™ line: The text notes that the UPWP is a “tool”. This term does
not convey its greater importance. The document is a budget
document that depicts plans for spending federal aid and related
funds and a document that requires state and federal approval.

2" paragraph: The text notes that federal funding comes “primarily
from two sources”. What does this mean? Do federal funds also
come secondarily from something else? It would be best to list
each and every funding source (PL, PL state match. PL local
match, SPR, SPR match, etc.)

Page 2, LRP paragraph:

5™ line: It is very useful to have called attention to the eight federal
planning factors, which are then listed later in the document.
Recommend noting here in this paragraph that the factors are
described later on page xxxx.

The paragraph does not state that the LRP must be fiscally
constrained

Suggest re-title the paragraph as the CLRP paragraph. The MPO,
elsewhere, has been using the CLRP regularly in a wide variety of
contexts.



Page 2, TIP paragraph:

e 5" line: The text notes that the TIP “may” include regionally
significant projects. Should the word, “may” be changed to “must’?
If not, what are the criteria for when or when not?

e Suggest added text to this paragraph that conveys the importance
of this document (it is where the rubber meets the road; it is the
step prior to actual budget decisions, etc.), and to document that
financial data in the TIP throughout consists of “obligated” dollars.

Page 3, Planning Factors:
e Recommend changing the title to Federally Required
Transportation Planning Factors in order to recognize their
importance.

Page 5, MPO paragraph:
e 3"line: the phrase “together with the state” should also include the
region’s public transit agencies.
e Last line: The text notes that MPO approval is required. Is federal
approval also required? If so, edit as such.

Page 5, Core functions:
e 1% entry: This may be a matter of choice, but recommend editing
the line to read: Establish and manage a fair and impatrtial setting
“that results in” effective regional decision-making ... This helps
draw attention to the MPQO’s decision-making responsibility.

Page 6, HRPDC paragraph:
e Recommend deleting this paragraph. It does not bear on or fulfill
federal requirements; it is a hold-over paragraph.
e Recommend retaining a modified map—an MPO map.

Page 8, Advisory Committee paragraphs:
e Recommend including the CTAC and FAC advisory committees
and showing in the UPWP budget the costs for running these
organizations.

Page 8, Metropolitan Transportation Plan paragraph:

e Would “re-developed, based upon updated regional socio-
economic data” be a better set of words than the term “updated” in
order to convey the level of work required and the wholly different
character of each successive CLRP?

Page 8, the TIP paragraph:
e 3"line. The text notes that the TIP is “usually updated annually”.
Is there an HRMPO policy on this? What will be the periodicity of
this critically important TIP document’s updates?



e 4" line: As concerns the STIP update policy, different pages on
VDOT's website say different things. The rule, however, seems to
be that the STIP must be updated at least each two years. All this
needs to be clarified.

Page 8, Air Quality:

e 3"lJine: Add the asterisked words in the sentence: Before the LRP
and TIP can receive “MPO Board” final approval; they must be
tested for conformity.

e Use this paragraph to describe the air quality conformity
determination process, the related inter-agency consultation
process that is required, and the role of the HRAQC thereto.

Page 11, Local Match definition:
e Explain how each of the PL, SPR, 5303 local matches is obtained.

Page 11, Regionally Significant definition:

e Does this term only refer to air quality parameters, or is it invoked
by other parameters as well? Where do we list the regionally
significant projects? How do these projects actually affect the
planning and programming process?

Page 15, End Products:
e Are the pass-through agreements and the quarterly progress
reports posted on the website or otherwise made available to the
public?

Page 15, Budget
e No data shown

Page 21, Public Participation:

e In this overall document, the terms PIP and HR Transportation
Participation Plan are used, but as a rule the term Public
Participation Plan (PPP) has been used regularly by the MPO
Reform Committee as it studies these matter and used regularly
also by the consultant in his recommendations and reports.
Recommend adopting the PPP term.

Page 21:

o 2 paragraph; The text notes that several new programs have
been “implemented” and then notes that a Title VI Plan and a
revised PIP are among those programs. If it is more accurate,
recommend noting that these (and other) programs “are being
developed” and that line items in this UPWP will provide the
resources (budget) for these tasks.



Page 23, the Budget paragraph:
e No information shown (really need that information in this section)

Page 24, CLRP:

e Recommend changing the title of this section to Constrained Long
Range Plan (CLRP) as explained earlier in these comments
document.

e An update of the 2030 CLRP is not included as a work element in
this section. It is recognized that this will have to be done some
day (to regain fiscal constraint adherence) and may be triggered by
an Amendment that is necessarily submitted for other reasons. For
this fiscal year (for this UPWP), that may be a proper call, but it is a
topic that warrants MPO Board discussion and decision.

Page 25, 2034 CLRP:

e The work Elements section includes the Transit Vision Plan project
which is funded separately (not by PL, 5303, SPR, and matching
funds). This is a superb project and should be listed in the UPWP.
There may be other projects for which the HRMPO has grant
awards that should also be listed in the UPWP.

Page 29, Land Use:

e 1% line: The text indicates that one city asked for this work.
However, this new land use coordination work is really a new
national objective, and it has been given attention by scores of
MPOs nationwide. Recommend re-writing this section to refer to
the higher national calling and objectives rather than a mere single
city request. This new work will be very difficult and it is very
important. It will need the support that could come from referencing
national policies, national goals, and national trends.

Page 30, TIP:

e In the Work Elements section, reference is made to the 2011-2014 TIP
and the 2010-2013 TIP. Meanwhile, we will spend resources this year
amending the 2009-2012 TIP. For effective budget planning purposes,
this needs to be clarified.

e In this paragraph, as on page 8, it is not clear what the periodicity for
updating the TIP is supposed to be.

Page 31, Schedule:

e |If we are planning a budget, then the decision about conducting a
CMAQ and RSTP Selection Process this year should be
established (we either fund it or we do not). | thought this was an
annual effort.



Page 35, Safety:
¢ In this section and elsewhere in the text, it is implied that Safety is
considered in the CMP process. As one of the eight federal
required transportation planning factors, it also needs to be
explicitly considered when developing (or amending) the CLRP and
TIP documents. This point needs to be made somewhere.

kkkkkkkkk

Submitted by
Ray Taylor



CURRENT MPO BOARD REPRESENTATION

To assist in discussions regarding potential changes to the representation on the MPO
Board, the current Board representation is included below.

VOTING MEMBERS

Chesapeake: Alan P. Krasnoff Poquoson: Gordon C. Helsel, Jr
Gloucester County: Brenda G. Garton Portsmouth: Douglas L. Smith
Hampton: Randall A. Gilliand Suffolk: Selena Cuffee-Glenn

Isle of Wight County: Stan D. Clark Virginia Beach: William D. Sessoms, Jr
James City County: Bruce C. Goodson Williamsburg: Jeanne Zeidler

Newport News: Joe S. Frank York County: James O. McReynolds

Norfolk: Paul D. Fraim

Hampton Roads Planning District Commission
Dwight L. Farmer, Executive Director/Secretary

Transportation District Commission of Hampton Roads
Michael S. Townes, President/Chief Executive Officer

Williamsburg Area Transit Authority
Mark D. Rickards, Executive Director

Virginia Department of Transportation
Dennis W. Heuer, District Administrator — Hampton Roads District

NON-VOTING MEMBERS

Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation
Daniel Rudge, Chief of Planning

Virginia Port Authority
Jerry A. Bridges, Executive Director

Virginia Department of Aviation
Randall P. Burdette, Director

Federal Highway Administration
Roberto Fonseca-Martinez, Division Administrator — Virginia Division

Federal Transit Administration
Letitia A. Thompson, Regional Administrator, Region 3

Federal Aviation Administration
Terry Page, Manager, Washington Airports District Office

Hampton Roads MPO Retreat — February 11, 2009



ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND DISCUSSION QUESTIONS REGARDING
MPO ADVISORY COMMITTEES

The discussion on additional MPO advisory committees should include:

How each advisory committees interacts with the Board

The make-up of the membership of each committee

How committee members are selected and/or appointed

How committee officers are selected and/or appointed

Cost and staff requirements associated with advisory committees

With regard to staff requirements associated with advisory committees, the MPO Best
Practices Study states that “at least one-half of a full-time equivalent position will be
needed to administer to and provide staffing support for (each) standing advisory
committee.”



CURRENT AND PROPOSED MPO ADVISORY COMMITTEES

CURRENT COMMITTEES
Transportation Technical Committee (TTC)

The Transportation Technical Committee (TTC) shall be an advisory committee to the
MPO Board. Its voting membership shall be comprised of three members of each
locality in the MPO, two members from the Virginia Department of Transportation, one
member from the Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation, one member
from the Virginia Port Authority, and one member from each public transit agency. The
Federal Highway Administration and the Federal Transit Administration shall be non-
voting members. The representatives of each locality shall be appointed by the Chief
Administrative Officer of the locality, the members from the state agencies shall be
appointed by the State Secretary of Transportation and the members from each public
transit agency shall be appointed by the respective executive director. On an as-
needed basis, the MPO Chair may invite additional persons to participate in committee
meetings in a non-voting capacity. The committee shall maintain a regular meeting
schedule.

Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC)

The Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) shall be comprised of the Chief
Administrative Officer of each MPO member locality, the Williamsburg Area Transport,
the Transportation District Commission of Hampton Roads, the Virginia Department of
Rail and Public Transportation, and the Virginia Port Authority. The committee shall
also include the VDOT Hampton Roads District Administrator, and a VDOT Executive
Staff Representative. A representative of the Federal Highway Administration and of the
Federal Transit Administration shall be non-voting members. MPO Board voting
members shall inform the Chair and Executive Director of the names of the designated
members. The committee shall be a standing advisory committee of the MPO Board
and shall meet from time to time as circumstances require to act upon matters referred
to it by the MPO Board.

MPO Committee

The MPO Committee was established by the Board during its meeting on April 16,
2008, to oversee the work to address a number of issues associated with MPO reform
in response to the findings of the Quadrennial Certification Review. The MPO
Committee includes appointed members of the Board plus representatives from
Hampton Roads Transit, Williamsburg Area Transit Authority, the Virginia Department of
Transportation, the Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation, and the
Federal Highway Administration.



PROPOSED COMMITTEES
Citizen Transportation Advisory Committee (CTAC)

The Citizen Transportation Advisory Committee (CTAC) shall serve as an advisory
committee to the MPO Board and shall provide public input to the MPO Board on
transportation issues. The CTAC shall consist of thirty members, each of whom shall
be a resident of an MPO-member locality. Members shall be appointed by the MPO
Board based on recommendations from the Nominating Committee. Initial terms shall
be staggered: ten members shall be appointed for one-year terms; ten members shall
be appointed for two-year terms; and ten members shall be appointed for three-year
terms. Thereafter, all members shall be appointed to three-year terms. In the event
that an appointed member does not complete his or her term, then the Nominating
Committee shall recommend a replacement for appointment by the MPO Board to serve
the unexpired portion of the term. No member shall serve more than two successive
terms (even if one of the terms was for less than three years). The MPO Chair shall
appoint one of the members of the CTAC as Chair of the CTAC for a three-year term.

Freight Transportation Advisory Committee (FTAC)

The Freight Transportation Advisory Committee (FTAC) shall serve as an advisory
committee to the MPO Board and shall provide input to the MPO Board on freight-
related transportation issues as well as raise the awareness of the importance of freight
transportation. The FTAC shall consist of nine members. Members shall be appointed
to three year terms by the MPO Board based on recommendations from the Nominating
Committee. Initial terms shall be staggered: three members shall be appointed for one-
year terms; three members shall be appointed for two-year terms; and three members
shall be appointed for three-year terms. Thereafter, all members shall be appointed to
three-year terms. In the event that an appointed member does not complete his or her
term, then the Nominating Committee shall recommend a replacement for appointment
by the MPO Board to serve the unexpired portion of the term. No member shall serve
more than two successive terms (even if one of the terms was for less than three
years). The MPO Chair shall appoint two members of the FTAC to serve as co-chairs of
the FTAC for three-year terms, one shall be a private sector freight expert and one shall
be a voting member from the MPO Board. The private sector co-chair shall be a non-
voting member of the MPO Board.



MPO MEETINGS: TIMES AND ACCESSIBILITY

There has been some concern expressed by MPO Board members, as well as in some
comments received by the public during MPO Board meetings, that the time and/or location
of MPO-related public meetings may need to be reconsidered with respect to making the
meetings more accessible to citizens wishing to attend.

Some of the issues pertinent to this discussion are:

1.

2.

Adequate room size
Facilities compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
Accessibility via Public Transportation
a. Transit routes and schedules, including evenings
b. Transit routing from “outlying areas”
Audio/video capabilities, including recording of meeting

Cost

Parking
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NAMING OPTIONS FOR HRMPO

During the December MPO Board meeting, Mayor Paul Fraim suggested that the Board may
want to consider renaming the organization to make it clearer to the public what it is that the
organization does.

According to the definition in federal regulations, a Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO) is the policy board of an organization created and designated to carry out the
metropolitan transportation planning process. Federal regulations do not, however, require
that an organization use “metropolitan planning organization” as its common name. Some
people have noted that it might be helpful if the name included the word “transportation”,
since MPQO'’s are specifically responsible for transportation planning.
To aid in the discussion, MPO staff reviewed the names used by organizations listed on the
website for the Association of Metropolitan Planning Organizations (AMPO). “MPO”
appeared to be the most commonly used name, followed by Council of Governments (COG).
Some of the other names listed on the AMPO website are shown below in no particular
order.

1. Metropolitan Transportation Planning Organization (MTPO)

2. Transportation Planning Organization (TPO)

3. Transportation Planning Board (TPB)

4. Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)

5. Regional Transportation Board (RTB)

6. Regional Transportation Council (RTC)

Hampton Roads MPO Retreat — February 11, 2009



UPDATED DRAFT
12/5/08

Bylaws of the Hampton Roads Metropolitan Planning Organization

ARTICLE |
Preamble

1.01 The Bylaws of the Hampton Roads Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) shall
serve to guide the proper functioning of the metropolitan transportation planning process by
the Metropolitan Planning Organization for Hampton Roads, Virginia. These bylaws
provide general procedures and policies for the MPO Board for fulfilling the requirements of
the Metropolitan Planning Agreement for the Hampton Roads area; 23 CFR 450.300 et seq.
and other applicable provisions of federal law; Governor L. Douglas Wilder’s Designation
Letter of July 1, 1991; and Virginia Code 8§ 33.1-23.03:01 (or, if recodified or otherwise
relocated, the successor provisions).

ARTICLE Il
Definitions

Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA) — The geographical area determined by agreement
between the MPO for the area and the Governor and in which the metropolitan
transportation planning process is carried out.

Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPQO) — The policy board of an organization
created and designated to carry out the metropolitan transportation planning process.

Metropolitan Planning Agreement — A written agreement among the MPO, State, and
public transportation operators serving the MPA that identifies the mutual responsibilities of
those entities in carrying out the metropolitan transportation planning process.

Metropolitan Transportation Planning Process — The federally-mandated continuing,
cooperative, and comprehensive transportation planning process that results in plans and
programs that consider all surface transportation modes and supports metropolitan
community goals.

Planning District Commission (PDC) — A political subdivision of the Commonwealth of
Virginia chartered under the Regional Cooperation Act by the local governments of each
planning district. The purpose of PDCs is to encourage and facilitate local government
cooperation and state-local cooperation in addressing regional problems of greater than local
significance.

Transportation Management Area (TMA) — An urbanized area with a population over
200,000, as defined by the Bureau of the Census and designated by the U.S. Secretary of

Attachment 3



Transportation, or any additional area where TMA designation is requested by the Governor
and the MPO and designated by the U.S. Secretary of Transportation.

Urbanized Area (UZA) — A geographical area with a population of 50,000 or more, as
designated by the Bureau of the Census.

Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) — A statement of work identifying the planning
priorities and activities to be carried out within the metropolitan planning area. A UPWP
includes a description of the planning work and resulting products, and specifies who will
perform the work, time frames for completing the work, and the source(s) of funds.

ARTICLE Il

Membership

3.01 General. The MPO Planning Area consists of the Cities of Chesapeake, Hampton,
Newport News, Norfolk, Poquoson, Portsmouth, Suffolk, Virginia Beach, and
Williamsburg, as well as, the Counties of Gloucester, Isle of Wight, James City, and York.
Voting Membership in the MPO Board is as follows:

City of Chesapeake City of Virginia Beach

Gloucester County City of Williamsburg

City of Hampton York County

Isle of Wight County Williamsburg Area Transit Authority
James City County Transportation District Commission of
City of Newport News Hampton Roads

City of Norfolk Virginia Department of Transportation
City of Poquoson Virginia Department of Rail and Public
City of Portsmouth Transportation

City of Suffolk Virginia Port Authority

Non-Voting Members:

Virginia Department of Aviation

Federal Transit Administration

Federal Highway Administration

Federal Aviation Administration

Chief Administrative Officers for all Member Localities

2 General Assembly representatives (One Senator, One Delegate)
Chair of the Citizens Transportation Advisory Committee
Railroads (CSX and Norfolk Southern)

Peninsula Airport Commission and Norfolk Airport Authority

3.02 Voting Representation. The representative of each voting locality shall be an elected
official appointed by the governing body of the locality. Each public transit organization
shall be represented by its Executive Director, and each state agency shall be represented by
an official designated by the State Secretary of Transportation.




3.03 Alternates. Each voting member shall designate an alternate authorized to act in the
absence of the voting member’s representative. In the case of localities, the alternate shall
be an elected official. For public transit members, the alternate should be an official of the
agency’s management team authorized to act in the absence of the Director. The State
Secretary of Transportation shall designate alternates for state agency members.

3.04 Non-Voting Members. In addition to those non-voting members listed in 3.01, the
MPO Board may extend an invitation to any additional parties deemed necessary and
appropriate to become a non-voting member of the MPO Board. The Director of an agency
invited as a non-voting member shall appoint the agency’s representative to the MPO Board
and shall notify the Chair and Executive Director/Secretary of the appointment. The
General Assembly representatives shall be appointed by the Hampton Roads Legislative
Caucus and shall consist of one senator and one delegate, one of whom resides in a
Southside locality and the other of whom resides in a Peninsula locality. The appointed
senator and delegate shall continue to serve as a MPO Board member until his or her current
term of elected office concludes.

ARTICLE IV

Voting

4.01 General. Voting shall be weighted with respect to locality members based on one (1)
vote per 75,000 inhabitants. Voting weight shall be recalculated effective July 1 every two
(2) years in accordance with the most current data from the Weldon Cooper Center for
Public Service. In accordance with the Weldon Cooper Center’s 2007 Population Estimates,
the following members shall have one (1) vote: the counties of Gloucester, Isle of Wight,
James City, and York, and the cities of Hampton, Poquoson, Portsmouth, Suffolk, and
Williamsburg. The cities of Chesapeake and Newport News shall have two (2) votes, the
City of Norfolk shall have three (3) votes, and the City of Virginia Beach shall have five (5)
votes. The Williamsburg Area Transit Authority, the Transportation District Commission of
Hampton Roads, the Virginia Department of Transportation, the Virginia Department of
Rail and Public Transportation, and the Virginia Port Authority shall each have one (1) vote.

4.02 Reconsideration. Any member who voted on the prevailing side may make a motion
for reconsideration at the meeting during which the vote was taken. Such a member may
make a motion to reconsider at the next regularly scheduled meeting, but only if the member
informed the Chair and the Executive Director, in writing, within five business days of the
original vote, of the member’s intention to make the motion to reconsider. The Executive
Director shall provide a copy of any such written notice to all MPO Board members. A
motion to reconsider cannot be renewed if it has been voted on and defeated except by
unanimous consent of those present at the meeting.

4.03 Alternate Voting Members

4.03.01 Voting. At any given meeting, if an MPO Board voting member is absent, the
MPO Board member’s alternate may vote in place of the absent member.



4.03.02 Notice. Each MPO Board voting member shall provide the Executive Director with
the name and contact information for the member’s alternate.

ARTICLE V

Meetings

5.01 Regular Meetings. Regular meetings of the MPO Board shall be held at 9:30 a.m. on
the 3" Wednesday of each month at a place to be determined by the MPO Chair. The MPO
Board may change the date and fix the time and place of any regular meeting at any prior
meeting and may adjourn any meeting from time-to-time or to another place. The October
meeting shall be the Annual Meeting of the MPO Board.

5.02 Special Meetings. Special meetings of the MPO Board may be called by the Chair at
the Chair’s discretion or by any five (5) voting members of the MPO Board upon five (5)
business days notice to all members, of the time, place and purpose of the special meeting.
In accordance with the provisions of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act, public notice
of special meetings shall be given contemporaneously with the notice provided to members
of the MPO Board (ref.: Va. Code § 2.2-3707). The contents of the notice and the locations
for notice placement shall be as set forth below in subsection 5.04.

5.03 Quorum. A majority of the voting members of the MPO Board shall constitute a
quorum for the transaction of business.

5.04 Notices. Public notice of each regular MPO Board, committee, or subcommittee
meeting shall be given not less than three working days prior to the date of such meeting, in
accordance with the provisions of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act (ref.: Va. Code
§ 2.2-3707). Such notice shall provide the date, time, and location of the meeting and shall
be posted in both the reception area of the Regional Building in Chesapeake and the
administrative offices of the Hampton Roads Planning District Commission. Notice also
shall be posted on the MPO Web site and, if feasible, in MPO newsletters. Staff is also
charged on an on-going basis with improving and further disseminating notice of meetings
in order to encourage and facilitate public involvement.

5.05 Meetings Open to the Public. In accordance with the provisions of the Virginia
Freedom of Information Act, all meetings of the MPO Board or any committees or
subcommittees established by the MPO Board shall be open to the public unless lawfully
convened into a closed session in accordance with the Act (ref.: Va. Code 88 2.2-3707 and -
3712). No meeting during which MPO business is discussed shall be conducted through
telephonic or electronic means where the members are not physically assembled. In
accordance with the Act, a “meeting” is any gathering of three or more members of the
MPO Board or any MPO-appointed committee or subcommittee (unless the committee or
subcommittee has only three members, in which case the gathering of two members shall
constitute a “meeting”) (ref.: Va. Code § 2.2-3701). In accordance with the Act, any person
may photograph, film, record or otherwise reproduce any portion of an open meeting (ref.:




Va. Code § 2.2-3707(H).

5.06 Public Comment. Time shall be allotted for public comment at MPO Board
meetings. Any person desiring to address the MPO Board shall register with the staff of the
Executive Director prior to the opening of the meeting. The time limit for speakers is three
minutes per person. The Executive Director of the MPO shall assign a staff member to keep
time for each speaker. Time cannot be pooled or assigned to any person other than the
person who registered to speak. A member of the public may submit written comments or
other materials to the Executive Director for distribution to the MPO Board.

5.07 Minutes and Materials Furnished to Members. In accordance with the provisions of
the Virginia Freedom of Information Act, minutes shall be recorded at all open meetings,
and at least one copy of all agenda packets and, unless exempt under the Act, all materials
furnished to members of the MPO Board shall be made available for public inspection at the
same time such documents are furnished to members of the MPO Board, and, when feasible,
shall be posted on the MPO Web site prior to the meeting (ref.: Va. Code § 2.2-3707).
Minutes shall include a record of any votes taken and shall be in conformance with the
requirements of the Freedom of Information Act (ref.: Va. Code § 2.2-3707(1)).

ARTICLE VI

Officers and Duties

6.01 Officers. The officers of the MPO Board shall consist of a Chair, Vice-Chair,
Secretary, and such subordinate officers as may from time-to-time be elected or appointed
by the MPO Board. The MPO Board shall hold an annual organizational meeting for the
purpose of electing officers at the first meeting after October 1 of each year. The officers
shall be elected by a majority of those present and voting.

6.02 Chair. The Chair shall be a voting MPO Board member and preside at all meetings
of the MPO Board at which the Chair is present, and shall vote as any other voting MPO
Board member. The Chair shall be responsible for the implementation of the policies
established and the actions taken by the MPO Board; shall have all of the powers and duties
customarily pertaining to the office of Chair of the MPO Board; and shall sign official
documents of the MPO Board and perform such further duties as may be assigned to the
Chair by the MPO Board.

6.03 Vice-Chair. The Vice-Chair shall be a voting MPO Board member and, in the event
of the death, resignation or absence of the Chair, or of the Chair’s inability to perform any of
the duties of the office of the Chair or to exercise any of the Chair’s powers, perform such
duties and possess such powers as are conferred upon the Chair including without limitation
the power to call meetings as provided in Article 1V hereof; shall sign official documents of
the MPO Board; and shall perform such other duties as may from time-to-time be assigned
to the Vice-Chair by the Chair or by the MPO Board.

6.04 Secretary. The Secretary shall cause MPO Board members to be given notice of all
regular and special meetings of the MPO Board, and shall attend all such meetings and



cause to be kept a record of their proceedings, which shall be a public record, and copies of
which shall be provided to MPO Board members with the notice of the next succeeding
regular meeting of the MPO Board. The Secretary shall perform all of the duties incident to
the office of the Secretary and such other duties as may from time-to-time be assigned to the
Secretary by the Chair or by the MPO Board.

6.04 Terms of Office. All officers shall be elected at the Annual Meeting of the MPO
Board to serve for a term of one (1) year, or until their successors are elected or until they
resign or are removed from office by the MPO Board. Any vacancy occurring in an office
shall be filled for the unexpired term by the MPO Board at the next regular meeting
following the occurrence of such vacancy, or at a special meeting called for that purpose.

6.05 Term Limitations. The Chair and Vice-Chair may serve not more than two (2)
consecutive one (1) year terms in succession, provided however that each such officer may
serve for a third or fourth consecutive term if an extension is approved by a majority of the
voting members of the MPO Board. Any Chair or Vice-Chair who serves a partial term
shall not be considered as serving a full term for purposes of this limitation. No person shall
simultaneously serve as the Chair of both the MPO Board and the Hampton Roads Planning
District Commission. Additionally, if the Chair of the Hampton Roads Planning District
Commission is a member who represents a Southside locality, then the Chair of the MPO
Board shall be a member who represents a Peninsula locality. If the Chair of the Hampton
Roads Planning District Commission represents a Peninsula locality, then the Chair of the
MPO Board shall be a representative of a Southside locality.

6.06 Election. At least ninety (90) days prior to the Annual Meeting at which officers will
be elected, the Chair shall appoint a Nominating Committee, consisting of a representative
of each MPO member locality. At the annual meeting, the Nominating Committee shall
submit the names of one or more persons who are willing to serve for each office to be
filled. Further nominations may be made by any voting MPO Board member at the meeting
at which the election is held. Election of officers shall be by recorded vote.

ARTICLE VII

Committees

7.01 Standing Committees. The standing committees of the MPO Board shall be: the
Transportation Technical Committee, the Transportation Advisory Committee, and the
Citizen Transportation Advisory Committee. Each standing committee shall establish
bylaws to guide its function and the functions of its subcommittees. The bylaws of each
committee must be submitted to the MPO Board and approved prior to the effective date
thereof.

7.02 Ad Hoc Committees. The Nominating Committee shall be an ad hoc committee of
the MPO Board. The MPO Chair or the MPO Board may establish additional ad hoc
committees from time to time to advise the MPO Board.




7.03 Committee Meetings. The meetings of any standing or ad hoc committee (or
subcommittee thereof) shall be open to the public as described in subsection 5.05, and public
notice of such meetings shall be provided as described in subsection 5.04.

7.04 Transportation Technical Committee. The Transportation Technical Committee
(TTC) shall be an advisory committee to the MPO Board. Its voting membership shall be
comprised of three members of each locality in the MPO, two members from the Virginia
Department of Transportation, one member from the Virginia Department of Rail and Public
Transportation, one member from the Virginia Port Authority, and one member from each
public transit agency. The Federal Highway Administration and the Federal Transit
Administration shall be non-voting members. The representatives of each locality shall be
appointed by the Chief Administrative Officer of the locality, the members from the state
agencies shall be appointed by the State Secretary of Transportation and the members from
each public transit agency shall be appointed by the respective executive director. On an as-
needed basis, the MPO Chair may invite additional persons to participate in committee
meetings in a non-voting capacity. The committee shall maintain a regular meeting
schedule.

7.04.1 Duties. The TTC shall provide technical review and assistance in transportation
planning and transportation-related air quality planning. Members are responsible for
providing, obtaining, and validating the required latest official travel and social-economic
planning data and assumptions for the regional study area. Members are to ensure proper
use of the data and assumptions by the MPO with appropriate travel forecast related models.
Additional and specific responsibilities may be defined from time to time by the MPO
Board.

7.05 Transportation Advisory Committee. The Transportation Advisory Committee
(TAC) shall be comprised of the Chief Administrative Officer of each MPO member
locality, the Williamsburg Area Transport, the Transportation District Commission of
Hampton Roads, the Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation, and the
Virginia Port Authority. The committee shall also include the VDOT Hampton Roads
District Administrator, and a VDOT Executive Staff Representative. A representative of the
Federal Highway Administration and of the Federal Transit Administration shall be non-
voting members. MPO Board voting members shall inform the Chair and Executive
Director of the names of the designated members. The committee shall be a standing
advisory committee of the MPO Board and shall meet from time to time as circumstances
require to act upon matters referred to it by the MPO Board.

7.06 Citizen Transportation Advisory Committee. The Citizen Transportation Advisory
Committee (CTAC) shall serve as an advisory committee to the MPO Board and shall
provide public input to the MPO Board on transportation issues. The CTAC shall consist of
thirty members, each of whom shall be a resident of an MPO-member locality. Members
shall be appointed by the MPO Board based on recommendations from the Nominating
Committee. Initial terms shall be staggered: ten members shall be appointed for one-year
terms; ten members shall be appointed for two-year terms; and ten members shall be
appointed for three-year terms. Thereafter, all members shall be appointed to three-year




terms. In the event that an appointed member does not complete his or her term, then the
Nominating Committee shall recommend a replacement for appointment by the MPO Board
to serve the unexpired portion of the term. No member shall serve more than two successive
terms (even if one of the terms was for less than three years). The MPO Chair shall appoint
one of the members of the CTAC as Chair of the CTAC for a three-year term. Staff
assistance shall be provided to the CTAC as set forth in Article VIII.

7.07 Nominating Committee. The Nominating Committee shall be an ad hoc committee
of the MPO Board. It shall be composed of a representative of each MPO member locality,
and the Chair shall be appointed by the MPO Chair. The committee shall nominate
candidates for MPO Board officer positions as well as candidates for the Citizen
Transportation Advisory Committee. The Nominating Committee may convene a closed
meeting to discuss potential nominees if it does so in accordance with the Freedom of
Information Act. (ref.: Va. Code 8§ 2.2-3712). No votes may be taken during any closed
meeting. (ref.: Va. Code § 2.2-3712(G)). At the conclusion of the closed meeting, the
committee shall immediately reconvene in an open meeting and take a roll call or other
recorded voted to certify the meeting, in accordance with the Act. (ref.: Va. Code § 2.2-
3712(D)). Following certification of the closed meeting, the Chair may entertain a vote on
one or more candidates for nomination. The Chair shall promptly provide to the MPO Chair
and Executive Director a report of any nominations approved by the committee for
consideration by the MPO Board.

ARTICLE VI

Staff

8.01 Executive Director/Secretary. The Executive Director of the MPO shall be the
Executive Director of the Hampton Roads Planning District Commission. The Executive
Director shall perform the duties of the Secretary, as set forth in Article V, Section 5.04.
The Executive Director shall provide staff support to the MPO Board and its committees and
shall plan, organize and direct the activities of the staff in support of the mission and the
directions of the MPO Board. The Executive Director/Secretary shall work in coordination
with the Chair to prepare the agendas for the MPO Board meetings and the meetings of any
committee established by the MPO Board.

8.02 Additional Duties. The Executive Director and his staff, in addition to the duties set
forth in 8.01, shall provide professional support and advice to the MPO Board and its
committees, and shall prepare reports and analyses as required by state and federal
regulations.

8.03  Financial Transactions. All financial transactions by or on behalf of the MPO Board
shall be coordinated and managed by the Executive Director/Secretary. All revenues and
expenditures shall be received and disbursed by and through the established financial system
of the Planning District Commission (PDC), subject to approval of the MPO Board, in
accordance with PDC financial procedures. In addition to receiving transportation funding,
the PDC shall serve as the fiscal and contracting agency and will allow its staff to serve as



staff to the MPO Board. Financial transactions shall be in accordance with the UPWP.
ARTICLE IX
Procedures
9.01 Parliamentary Procedure. Except as otherwise provided in these rules, the most

recent edition of Roberts — Rules of Order, shall be used to conduct all meetings of the MPO
and its committees.

9.02 Governmental Agency and Public Body. The MPO Board is a “governmental
agency,” as that term is used in the State and Local Government Conflict of Interests Act,
and it is a “public body,” as that term is used in both the Virginia Freedom of Information
Act and the Virginia Public Procurement Act (ref.: Va. Code 88 2.2-3101, -3701, and -
4301). Accordingly, MPO Board members and committee and subcommittee members shall
be subject to the state laws and regulations that govern governmental agencies and public
bodies in Virginia, including the Virginia Freedom of Information Act, the State and Local
Government Conflict of Interests Act, and the Virginia Public Procurement Act, except
where specifically exempted by act of the General Assembly.

ARTICLE X

Public Participation Plan

The MPO shall develop and use a documented Public Participation Plan, as approved by the
MPO Board, that defines a process for providing citizens, affected public agencies,
representatives of public transportation employees, freight shippers, providers of freight
transportation services, private providers of transportation, representatives of users of public
transportation, representatives of users of pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation
facilities, representatives of the disabled, and other interested parties with reasonable
opportunities to be involved in the metropolitan transportation planning process in
accordance with 23 CFR 450.316.

ARTICLE XI
Amendments

Any MPO Board voting member may propose amendments to these bylaws by placing such
proposed amendments in writing before the MPO Board at a MPO Board meeting. No vote
shall be taken on the proposed amendments until the meeting that follows the meeting at
which the written amendments were provided to the MPO Board. The public shall be
provided access to inspect the proposed amendments. Approval of amendments shall
require an affirmative vote of 2/3 of the voting membership of the MPO Board.
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HAMPTON ROADS METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
DRAFT FY 2010 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM

NOTICE

This document represents the first draft of the FY 2010 UPWP. The purpose of this draft
is to allow for public review and comment on the tasks, work elements, end products,
and schedules included in the UPWP. At the time of this draft, FY 2010 PL, Section 5303,
and other budget information has not been provided to the Hampton Roads MPO, so it
was not possible to include budget information for each task nor was it possible to
construct the budget summary tables that will appear at the end of the final version of
this document. FY 2010 budget information will be added to the UPWP as soon as the
figures are available and will be included in a later draft of the document.
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