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AGENDA
HRTPO LRTP SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING
MARCH 6, 2019
CALL TO ORDER 11:30 A.M.
The Regional Building, 723 Woodlake Drive, Chesapeake, Virginia
1.

Call to Order

3.

Submitted Public Comments

2.

4.
5.
6.

7.
8.
9.

10.

11.

Public Comment Period (Limit: 3 minutes per individual)
Approval of Agenda

Minutes of April 4, 2018

Potential Enhancements to the Project Prioritization Tool
2045 LRTP: Scenario Planning
2045 LRTP: Vision and Goals
For Your Information

Old/New Business
Next Meeting

Adjournment

AGENDA ITEM #1:

CALL TO ORDER

The meeting will be called to order by the Chair at approximately 11:30 a.m.
AGENDA ITEM #2:

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

Members of the public are invited to address the LRTP Subcommittee. Each speaker is limited
to three minutes.
AGENDA ITEM #3:

SUBMITTED PUBLIC COMMENTS

There are no written submitted public comments.
AGENDA ITEM #4:

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Members are provided an opportunity to add or delete items from the agenda. Any item for
which a member desires an action from the LRTP Subcommittee should be submitted at this
time, as opposed to under “Old/New Business”.
AGENDA ITEM #5:

MINUTES OF APRIL 4, 2018

Summary minutes of the April 4, 2018 LRTP Subcommittee meeting are attached.

Attachment 5

AGENDA ITEM #6:

POTENTIAL ENHANCEMENTS TO THE PROJECT PRIORITIZATION
TOOL

The HRTPO Project Prioritization Tool was developed to assist regional decision-makers in
prioritizing transportation projects based off technical merits and regional benefits,
evaluating projects based on Project Utility (project effectiveness), Economic Vitality
(potential for economic gain), and Project Viability (project readiness). The Tool, which has
been used in the past two Long-Range Transportation Plan updates and in the identification of
the Regional Priority Projects, was designed to be updated periodically to reflect current
conditions and regional priorities.
For the past few months, HRTPO staff has been working with the Project Prioritization
Working Group and other HRTPO advisory committees to develop potential enhancements to
the Tool.

Ms. Dale Stith, Principal Transportation Planner, will brief the LRTP Subcommittee on this
agenda item.
Handout 6

RECOMMENDED ACTION
Review and discuss potential enhancements to the Project Prioritization Tool, recommending
TTAC endorsement for HRTPO Board approval.

Summary Minutes
HRTPO Long‐Range Transportation Plan Subcommittee
Meeting of April 4, 2018

1. Call to Order
Chair Paul Holt called the meeting to order at 10:51 a.m. in the Regional Building Board
Room, with the following in attendance:
Members in Attendance:
Paul Holt (Chair, JC)
Benjamin Camras (CH)
Steve Froncillo (CH)
Earl Sorey (CH)
Lindy Harper (GL)
Mike Hayes (HA)
Garrett Morgan (NN)
Bridjette Parker (NN)
Bryan Stilley (NN)
Jeffrey Raliski (NO)
Sherry Earley (SU)
Robert Gey (VB)
Phil Pullen (VB)
Tara Reel (VB)

Katie Shannon (VB)
Carolyn Murphy (WM)
Aaron B. Small (WM)
Tim Cross (YK)
Ray Amoruso (HRT)
Keisha Branch (HRT)
Jamie Jackson (HRT)
Rhonda Murray (NAVY)
Jeff Florin (VPA)
Dawn Odom (VDOT)
Eric Stringfield (VDOT)

HRTPO/HRPDC Staff:
Mike Kimbrel
Dale Stith
Theresa Brooks
Leonardo Pineda II
Keith Nichols

John Mihaly
Sam Belfield
Steve Lambert
Kathlene Grauberger

Others Recorded Attending:
Ray Hunt (VDOT)
Angela Biney (VDOT)
Caleb Brooks (VDOT)
Jerry Pauley (VDOT)
Karen McPherson (McPherson Consulting)
2. Public Comment Period
Since the meeting began prior to 11:30 AM, the public comment period was moved to the
end (per disclaimer on the website that addresses early meeting starts). There were no
public comments.
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3. Submitted Public Comments
There were no submitted public comments.
4. Approval of Agenda
Chair Holt asked for additions or deletions to the LRTP Agenda. Hearing none, Mr. Jeff
Florin Moved to approve the agenda as written; seconded by Mr. Eric Stringfield. The
Motion Carried.
5. Approval of February 7, 2018 Minutes
Chair Holt reported that the LRTP summary minutes from the February 7, 2015 meeting
were included in the April 4, 2018 LRTP Subcommittee Agenda. Chair Holt asked for any
additions or corrections to the minutes. Hearing none, Mr. Tim Cross Moved to approve the
minutes as written; seconded by Ms. Carolyn Murphy. The Motion Carried.
6. Project Consistency with the Long‐Range Transportation Plan
Recent policy changes in the SMART SCALE process require that all project submissions
must be consistent with the regional fiscally‐constrained Long‐Range Transportation Plan
(LRTP), or have an accompanying resolution of support from the MPO. At the March 7,
2018 Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC), the issue of project
consistency with the LRTP was raised and the recommended action was to further discuss
the issue in more detail with the LRTP Subcommittee.
Ms. Dale Stith briefed the LRTP Subcommittee members on this agenda item. In her
presentation, Ms. Stith briefly reminded members that the 2040 LRTP revenue forecast
includes SMART SCALE funding assumptions and reviewed the current HRTPO LRTP
amendment policy for SMART SCALE projects, which was approved by the HRTPO Board at
its meeting on September 15, 2016. Under this policy, HRTPO staff preference for SMART
SCALE applications is for the project to already be included in the current LRTP. If a
locality receives SMART SCALE funding for a regionally‐significant project not included in
the LRTP, then:
 the locality must identify a current LRTP project within its jurisdiction from which
to transfer LRTP planning funds; or
 if there are insufficient LRTP planning funds on projects within the jurisdiction of
the locality receiving SMART SCALE funds, then consensus from the LRTP
Subcommittee with a recommendation to TTAC will be needed before an
amendment can be considered by the HRTPO Board.
Previous rounds of SMART SCALE did not require all project submissions be consistent
with the adopted LRTP, resulting in the need for the current amendment policy. As part of
Round 3 of SMART SCALE, all projects are required to be consistent with the adopted LRTP
or must provide a resolution of support from the respective MPO Policy Board.
According to the current HRTPO Guidance on SMART SCALE, in response to a request for
HRTPO support of project applications, HRTPO staff will review proposed projects to
ensure consistency with the current, fiscally‐constrained LRTP and the fiscally‐
2
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constrained TIP, as applicable. For projects found to be consistent with the fiscally‐
constrained LRTP, an HRTPO resolution of support will be provided to the Applicant
(resolutions of support will not be issued for projects not currently consistent with the
LRTP).
The LRTP Subcommittee discussed the following two issues at length:
1) Regarding whether SMART SCALE project submissions relating to studies included
in the LRTP should be considered consistent, the Subcommittee expressed both
concern and support.


Initial concerns expressed were that studies cannot be funded under SMART
SCALE, however, this was clarified that project applications would be for the
construction of projects (or phases of a project) that are currently reflected
as a study in the LRTP.



Additional concerns included maintaining fiscal‐constraint as construction
cost estimates are higher than study estimates.



Support for considering studies as consistent with the LRTP included
permitting flexibility within the LRTP planning process, recognizing that a
project could have progressed from the study phase to construction phase in
the years between Plan adoption and current day, and acknowledging that
fiscal‐constraint can be maintained by employing the current LRTP
amendment policy for SMART SCALE projects.

2) Several localities expressed concern that since the regional prioritization process
and the state SMART SCALE prioritization process do not evaluate projects using the
same metrics, several of their most competitive potential SMART SCALE projects are
not currently included in the LRTP. These localities further maintained that there
needs to be enough flexibility in the LRTP planning and/or amendment process to
aid in the localities pursuit of funding.


Suggestions to address this issue included better aligning the regional
prioritization process with the state’s SMART SCALE prioritization process –
Ms. Stith explained that reviewing the regional Project Prioritization Tool for
potential improvements, including better aligning the regional Tool with
SMART SCALE, is underway but will not be complete in time for Round 3. Ms.
Dawn Odom remarked that the regional prioritization process has worked
well for the HRTPO and that whether to modify the Tool to better align with
the state process that has changed with each Round and has the potential to
change with Administrations should be considered at length before
proceeding. Chair Holt recommended that the Subcommittee further discuss
the issue in‐depth before actually making modifications.
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Another suggestion was to not include SMART SCALE assumptions in the
long‐range revenue forecast – Ms. Stith stated that this could be a guiding
principle to consider for the 2045 LRTP depending on what the SMART
SCALE forecast will be, however, that the current 2040 LRTP already
includes SMART SCALE assumptions.



Another suggestion was to consider project applications not currently
included in the LRTP as consistent subject to receiving SMART SCALE funds,
and amending the Plan and fiscal‐constraint based on the current policy. Ms.
Stith stated that a “contingent consistency” was not likely to be approved.



Another suggestion was to re‐visit the HRTPO Guidance on SMART SCALE to
allow for the Board to consider issuing resolutions of support for projects not
currently included in the LRTP.

After further discussion, the following motions were made:
Mr. Robert Gey Moved to recommend that TTAC consider modifying the HRTPO Guidance
on SMART SCALE to allow the HRTPO Board to consider issuing resolutions of support for
projects not currently included in the fiscally‐constrained LRTP, with the understanding
that if said projects receive SMART SCALE funding, the LRTP would be amended to
maintain fiscal‐constraint according to the current LRTP SMART SCALE amendment policy,
seconded by Mr. Earl Sorey. The Motion Carried with Mr. Jeff Raliski voting in opposition.
Mr. Tim Cross Moved to recommend to TTAC that any construction project (or phase of a
project) that comes out of a study currently included in the LRTP be considered consistent
with the LRTP, and that if said project receives SMART SCALE funding, the LRTP would be
amended to maintain fiscal‐constraint according to the current LRTP SMART SCALE
amendment policy, seconded by Mr. Gey. The Motion Carried.
7. 2045 LRTP: Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) Base Year (2015) Update and
Boundary Review
Mr. Leonardo Pineda II provided a brief status report to the LRTP Subcommittee regarding
the review of TAZ base year data and boundary review.
8. Old/New Business
None.
9. Next Meeting
The next LRTP Subcommittee meeting is tentatively scheduled for May 2, 2018 at 11:30
a.m. to 1:30 p.m. (following the TTAC meeting).
ADJOURNMENT 12:46 p.m.
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AGENDA ITEM #7: 2045 LRTP: SCENARIO PLANNING
In November 2016, HRTPO staff hosted a Scenario Planning workshop to exchange best
practices and perspectives with regional stakeholders and national peers. Using lessons
learned from the workshop, concepts from VTrans 2040, and LRTP Subcommittee
engagement, HRTPO staff has been diligently taking steps to incorporate scenario planning
into the development of the 2045 LRTP.
Another regional effort, the Regional Connectors Study (RCS), is also implementing scenario
planning, spring boarding off the work done by the LRTP Subcommittee and HRTPO staff, with
a much more robust scope incorporating land use allocation and economic models that can
interact with our regional travel demand model. A webinar describing some initial scenario
structure and assumptions (building base data, placetypes, identifying drivers and trends,
etc.) was recently presented to the RCS Working Group (Attachment 7-A).

The scenario planning effort of the 2045 LRTP and the RCS will analyze 3 alternative
scenarios in addition to the 2045 baseline scenario. Regional input will be essential for this
process and we strongly encourage members to view the recorded webinar (link
below) and associated slides (Attachment 7) prior to the March 6, 2019 LRTP
Subcommittee meeting, and be prepared to discuss.
Ms. Dale Stith, Principal Transportation Planner, will brief the LRTP Subcommittee on this
agenda item.
Webinar Download Link: https://eFTP.mbakerintl.com/message/rob5Jy9qvze1QbLqT8JNoP
(an audio file can be provided if you have trouble accessing the download link)
Attachment 7
RECOMMENDED ACTION

For information and discussion.
AGENDA ITEM #8:

2045 LRTP: VISION AND GOALS

HRTPO staff has coordinated with the RCS consultants to employ a regional survey. Using
draft survey questions vetted through the LRTP Subcommittee, a statistically-valid regional
survey was conducted (Attachment 8-A). Stakeholder interviews were also conducted as part
of the RCS (Attachment 8-B). In addition to these efforts, HRTPO staff has initiated a webbased survey comprised of the previously LRTP Subcommittee vetted questions not asked as
part of the statistically-valid public survey. These products, along with Federal and State
planning factors, will be used to identify regional priorities and concerns and will inform the
development of the Vision & Goals for the 2045 LRTP.
HRTPO staff would like to obtain subcommittee input on the visioning process. To help with
this discussion, a copy of the Vision Statement & Goals from the 2040 LRTP (Attachment 8-C)
is provided.

Ms. Dale Stith, Principal Transportation Planner, will brief the LRTP Subcommittee on this
agenda item.
Attachment 8-A
Attachment 8-B
Attachment 8-C

RECOMMENDED ACTION
For information and discussion.
AGENDA ITEM #9:

FOR YOUR INFORMATION

A. 2045 LRTP Candidate Projects
a. Outreach for candidate projects for the 2045 LRTP has been initiated. As part of
the visioning survey, the public will also have an opportunity to submit
candidate projects for consideration.
B. Regional Connectors Study Update
a. Based on an HRTPO Board approved Guidance for Scope of Work (October
2017), the RCS was being developed to inform the 2045 LRTP. At its February
21, 2019 Meeting, the HRTPO Board, based on a recommendation from the RCS
Steering Committee, approved to decouple the RCS timeline from the 2045
LRTP (providing more time for the RCS to be developed).
b. The website for the RCS is live: https://www.connectorstudy.org/
AGENDA ITEM #10:

OLD/NEW BUSINESS

AGENDA ITEM #11:

NEXT MEETING

Wednesday, April 3, 2019 (immediately following TTAC)

HRTPO
SCENARIO PLANNING UPDATE
Februar y 14, 2019

1

Scenario Planning Schedule
Regional Connectors Study - Phase 2
Schedule
Task No

Task

JAN

FEB

MAR

APR

2019
JUN
JUL

MAY

AUG

SEPT

OCT

NOV

DEC

2020
JAN

TASK 4 CONDUCT SCENARIO PLANNING
4.1

Building the Base Data, Models, and Scenarios

4.2

Defining Alternative Future Scenarios

4.3

Defining Measures of Success

4.4

Evaluate 2015 Current Regional Conditions

4.5

Modeling the 2045 Baseline Alternative

4.6

Building the Alternative Scenarios






 





  


 


  
 







Draft Deliverables
Final Deliverables
Steering Committee Meetings and Presentations
Working Group Coordination Meeting
Draft Task Schedule



HRTPO to approve updated Prioritization Tool
2015 Regional Travel Demand Model available
2045 Regional Travel Demand Model available
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HRTPO
TASK 4.1 UPDATE – LAND USE COMPONENTS OF
BUILDING THE BASE DATA, MODELS, AND SCENARIOS
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Task 4.1c: Build Place Types
Task Summary:
1.
2.
3.

Profile existing and future land use types in the region to develop a unified set of Place Types
that describe regional development patterns
Develop quantitative summaries of each Place type that summarize land uses, developed
areas, and environmental data for each
Develop summary visualizations of each Place type, to clearly explain them to stakeholders
and the public

DRAFT

Starting Assumptions
• Place types will need to accommodate several purposes in this study:
• Allocate to match 2015 (existing) development (The Virtual Present)
• Allocate to match 2045 (future) development (The Virtual Future)
• Allocate to match Beyond 2045 Alternate Scenario development
• Place types should relate to development in the region
• Place types should relate to localities’ future land use categories
• Place types should be usable by the TPO and the region for future planning efforts

Therefore:

Utilize the HRTPO’S REGIONAL LAND USE MAP as the basis for the development of
Place Types in this study

DRAFT

HRTPO Regional Land Use Map
Why it’s useful:

• Covers the entire region (HRPDC boundaries)
• Methodology approved by the HRTPO Board & coordinated
with localities’ staff
• Used & updated by HRPDC staff
• Developed an accepted methodology for “the merging of 16
local comprehensive plans and existing land uses.”
• Key tool for inter-local and regional planning

Google Earth visualization tool
Sample land use conversion table for Virginia Beach

DRAFT

HRTPO Regional Land Use Map

Basic Categories

How it works:

• Uses the same basic land use categories for both Existing and
Future land uses
• Uses the regional parcel dataset
• Does not have any data associated with each category (e.g.
population, employment, density, etc.)
Detailed Categories

Sample Future Land Use

DRAFT

Building Place Types
1. Profile existing and future land use types in the
region to develop a unified set of Place Types that
describe regional development patterns

Create a set of quantifiable
Place Types based on the
regional Land Use Categories

DRAFT

Building Place Types

Profile each Land Use using
sample locations in the
Region

DRAFT

Building Place Types

For each Land Use, sample
multiple locations

Use ¼ mile diameter sample
areas for each location

DRAFT

Building Place Types

Average = 4.9 jobs/acre

Utilize U.S. Census data to calculate
actual population and employment in
each sampled Land Use

Average the jobs and population in each
sampled area to come up with a Typical
Density/Intensity for each Place Type

DRAFT

Building Place Types

Average = 17.3 people/acre

Average = 12.7 jobs/acre +
19.2 people/acre

Same process for Residential and Mixed Use

DRAFT

Building Place Types

RESULT:

Standardized
DENSITY/INTENSITY &
POPULATION/EMPLOYMENT
data for each Land Use

DRAFT

“Virtual Present”
Task 4.1d: Build “Virtual Present” Map of the Region
Task 4.1f: Calibrate “Virtual Present” to TAZ control totals
Task Summaries:
1.

2.
3.

allocating the Place types onto the GIS base map of the region to match the existing pattern
of development and land uses on the ground today
output to a GIS map of the Region that converts the existing land uses to Place types, with
resulting data derived from the Place types about land use, environmental features,
accessibility and transportation characteristics
modify the Place type allocation in the Virtual Present so that the population and industry
employment totals match the 2015 controls in each TAZ according to the Travel Demand
Model

DRAFT

Allocating Place Types
TAZ 834 in
Portsmouth
CONTROL TOTALS:
Emp. = 426 jobs
Pop. = 2,362 people

Allocating Place Types
Applying 1-Acre
Place Type Grid onto
TAZ

Allocating Place Types
Applying Existing
Land Uses (from
Regional Map) onto
Place Type Grid

Medium Density
Residential

Open Space

Community
Commercial
Light
Industrial
High Density
Residential

Allocating Place Types
98 people

Applying Jobs &
Population totals for
each Place Type

468 people

0 people

352 people
878 people

2,758 people
322 jobs

267 jobs

Need to be reconciled
with Control Totals for
TAZ:

36 jobs

962 people

Sum from allocating
Place Type totals:

19 jobs

2,362 people
426 jobs

Allocating Place Types

Reconciling Place Type allocation with TAZ Control Totals

Place Type
totals:
2,758 people
322 jobs

TAZ Control
Totals:
2,362 people
426 jobs

Applying Development Factors:
2,758 people X 0.86 Development Factor = 2,362 people
322 jobs X 1.32 Development Factor = 426 jobs

What is a Development Factor?

The ratio between “typical” Place Type development
and actual TAZ development

Next Steps
1.

Apply the quantified grid
of Place Types to the
existing Land Uses for
the Region

2.

Apply Development
Factors to reconcile
each TAZ control total

3.

Yields a 2015 “Virtual
Present” map of the
Region

The Result:

A Regional dataset
that matches up the
Regional Land Use
Map with the TAZ
Control Totals

DRAFT

HRTPO
TASK 4.1 UPDATE – ECONOMIC COMPONENTS OF
BUILDING THE BASE DATA, MODELS, AND SCENARIOS

22

Economic Objectives – Task 4.1
Research to support later development of economic “drivers” for use in scenario planning:
1. Understand TPO’s current and forecast future economic conditions – establishes baseline

conditions from which alternative scenarios will pivot

2. Identify economic risks & opportunities that may affect spatial and industry patterns of long
term regional growth – start identifying building blocks of potential alternative scenarios

23

Principles guiding economic research
 TPO’s 2045 growth forecasts to be regarded as conservative baseline – alternative future
scenarios will involve plausible additional growth
 Propose to hold incremental growth constant across 3 alternative scenarios and to focus
on the implications of different visions of economic futures
 Alternative scenarios should investigate the balance between military activity and
economic diversification in the region
 Alternative economic futures should be sufficiently different so as to result in different
spatial patterns and types of development, with associated implications for travel
patterns and modal reliance

24

Alternative Economic Futures
Regional
Employment

Key questions:

Scenario forecast with
additional growth

 How much additional
growth is plausible?

Baseline forecast

 What might the
composition of that
growth be?

Year
2045

DRAFT
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1. Understand TPO’s current and
forecast future economic conditions

26

Current
Industry
Clusters

DRAFT
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Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics,
HRPDC Regional Benchmarking
Study

DRAFT
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2015 to 2045 TPO Forecast Summary
HRTPO Population and Employment, 2015 & 2045
Population / Employment

2,500,000
2,000,000
1,500,000
1,000,000
500,000
-

2015

2045

Population

Employment

DRAFT
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2015 to 2045 Industry Composition
HRTPO Employment by Super Sector, 2015 & 2045
450,000

+8%

400,000

Next step: Explore more detailed industry
composition of growth

Employment

350,000
300,000

+6%

250,000

+7%

200,000
150,000
100,000
50,000
-

Retail

Office
2015

Industrial

Other

2045
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Forecast Methodology
 Two forecasts: Southside and Peninsula
 Population & employment generated using REMI model
• Regional control totals constrain localities (top-down process)

 Population growth driven by

• Employment growth (in-migration for jobs)
• Natural change (births & deaths)

 Other variables generated using bottom-up process
• Review of comprehensive plans & development patterns
• Woods & Poole provided household forecasts
• Workers & vehicles based on past trends

31

2. Identify economic risks &
opportunities that may affect patterns
of long term regional growth

32

Sources of Information
 Industry composition
•
•
•
•

© 2019

HREDA Go-to-Market Strategy (2019)
HRPDC Regional Economic Development Strategy (2015)
HRPDC Regional Benchmarking Study (2018)
Old Dominion University State of the Region Report (2015)

33

Industrial Patterns – Risks
 Jobs lost since Great Recession

• 50,000 civilian jobs lost, 30,000 recovered; a further 20,000 military jobs lost

 Growth in gross product weaker than similarly-sized metros
• Annualized growth of 0.5% in 2014-2017

 Region remains highly reliant on military/civilian DoD employment
• 25% of regional employment in 2013, and shrinking

 Income and wages lags behind U.S.

• Regional per capita incomes $3,000 lower than U.S. average; income from wage and salaries has

decrease since 2011 even as incomes rise due to increases in personal transfers/government benefits

© 2019
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Industrial Patterns – Opportunities
Regional Economic Development Strategy:
 Grow and maintain three pillars of the regional economy
• Federal
• Port/maritime
• Tourism/arts & culture

 Nurture new opportunities (i.e., diversifying the economy)

© 2019
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Industrial Patterns – Opportunities
 Go-to-Market Strategy, Target Business Sectors
• Shared services: provision of high value internal support functions to corporate operations for U.S.
clients, including finance and human resources
• Software development and IT: Development of software applications, support and consulting
services for U.S. and international markets
• Transportation technology: Specialized manufacture, assembly, and repair for regional maritime
transport equipment market; transfer of shipbuilding capabilities to production of railcars, buses,
trucks, sensors, etc.
• Distribution: Regional distribution/logistics centers for Eastern U.S. market.
• Food and beverage processing: Specialized food processing for domestic and international markets
(meat, dairy, coffee, seafood)

© 2019
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Next Steps
 Investigate plausible additional growth
• Go-to-Market Strategy growth goals
• Alternative published forecasts

 More detailed investigation into:

• Port of Virginia forecasts
• Regional large economic development sites

 Understand demographic changes in baseline forecast (e.g. age cohorts, labor force
participation)
 Begin characterizing potential economic drivers of scenarios

37

HRTPO
TASK 4.2 UPDATE – DEFINING ALTERNATIVE FUTURE
SCENARIOS

38

Framework Scenario Development
 Steps to developing scenarios
1.
2.
3.
4.

Establish the baseline scenario
Identify the “storylines” for alternative scenarios
Affirm the scenarios with Working Group and Steering Committee
Define drivers within the major parameters:

1.
2.
3.

Demographic/location drivers
Economic drivers
Technology drivers

Certain drivers are linked to others (e.g.,
retirees pair with healthcare industry)

5. Quantify the drivers for each alternative scenario
6. Develop a narrative for each alternative scenario

39

Framework Scenario Matrix
SCENARIOS

DRIVER PARAMETERS
AND TOOLS

DRIVER EXAMPLES

DEMOGRAPHICS
Population;
& LAND USE
Locations of Growth;
Land Use Allocation Model Generational Mix;

ECONOMICS
TREDIS and vFREIGHT
Models

Industry
Diversification;
Port Activities;
Tourism

TECHNOLOGY
Travel Demand Model

CV/AV
Implementation;
Shared Mobility
Costs and Usage

BASELINE

SCENARIO 1

2045 SE Forecasts;
Baseline Place Types;

SCENARIO 2

SCENARIO 3

Baseline Data
Baseline Data
Baseline Data
(with scenario-based
(with scenario-based
(with scenario-based
adjustments)
adjustments)
adjustments)
Sea Level Rise Projection* Sea Level Rise Projection* Sea Level Rise Projection*

2045 SE Forecasts;

Baseline Data
(with scenario-based
adjustments)

Baseline Data
(with scenario-based
adjustments)

Baseline Data
(with scenario-based
adjustments)

Baseline Assumptions

Scenario-based
Assumptions

Scenario-based
Assumptions

Scenario-based
Assumptions

DRAFT
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Potential Scenario Economic Narratives – Illustrative Only


Baseline Scenario: HRTPO 2045 forecast



Scenario 1: The Defense Economy
• Baseline plus growth in military/DoD employment
• National consolidation of military facilities within Hampton Roads
• Port of Virginia (Assumption 1)
• Growth also occurs in defense-related industries (e.g., federal civilian, marine transportation)



Scenario 2: Regional Industry Targets (Steering into existing strengths)
• Static military/DoD employment
• Growth in travel to the region
• Port of Virginia (Assumption 2)
• Baseline plus employment growth from significant economic diversification
• Diversification occurs according to regional industry targets (e.g., shared services, tourism, marine transportation)



Scenario 3: Something Completely Different - National Industry Targets
• Static military/DoD employment
• National consolidation of military facilities outside of Hampton Roads
• Port of Virginia (Assumption 3)
• Baseline plus employment growth from significant economic diversification
• Diversification occurs according to national growth industry targets

DRAFT

Additional Driver Assumptions for Discussion
Assuming the big economic shifts will drive growth, what other uncertain trends should be
considered within the scenarios?
 Demographic and Land Use Drivers

• Considering two types of millennials to differentiate – military and tech sector (different preferences)
• Would a high retiree scenario be of interest? What land use preferences would they have?

 Technology Assumptions

• Will have a combination of levers built in to the model plus additional levers we define
• Any specific concerns or must-haves?
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Executive Summary
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Purpose
 The Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization (HRTPO) conducted the regional survey to help
inform a regional long-term vision for 21st century transportation options for the Hampton Roads region. The
survey was developed to better understand the priorities and travel experiences of people in the Hampton
Roads region.
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Methods


Statistically valid survey mailed to 20,000 randomly selected households within the Hampton Roads region (see Appendix B).



Follow-up reminder postcard mailed one week after the survey mailing.



Respondents could choose to take the survey online (available in English, Spanish, and Tagalog).



Most were completed by mail (73%) and 23% were completed online.



An unweighted total of 1,612 people responded to the survey invite, for a response rate of 9%.



The following demographics were underrepresented – African Americans, those with incomes under $25,000, and those under 35 years of age.
To ensure these diverse groups were represented, a total of 120 respondents from the Precision Sample online panel completed the online
version of the survey.



To ensure demographic representation, data were weighted by age using the 2012 – 2016 American Community Survey (ACS) data to match
the demographic profile of the Hampton Roads region.



Overall, an unweighted total of 1,732 people completed the survey for a margin of error of +/- 2.4%.



Figures in the report summarize frequencies for the survey questions.



Note that some totals in the charts may add up to somewhat less or somewhat more than 100% due to rounding, and in some cases where
respondents provided multiple responses.



Only statistically significant relationships are discussed throughout the report. To achieve the cut-off for statistical significance, regressions
must have a 0.05 significance level (a 95 percent confidence level).
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Traveling in the entire Hampton Roads Region: Key Findings
When looking at the Hampton Roads region overall, respondents were concerned about congestion and reported areas of improvement, but were
not highly critical of the overall roadways in the region.


Respondents thought making traffic faster was a top priority overall for the region while maintenance, congestion and tolling were the biggest
transportation-specific concerns.



When asked how to reduce congestion, most wanted improvements to existing roadways and to match improvements with future growth and
development.



Time spent traveling greatly affects quality of life, although most in the region reported being satisfied with the time it took to commute to
work.



Regardless of whether it was weekend or weekday, respondents felt lukewarm about the impact traffic had on their ability to travel for
recreational activities.



Respondents were split over the utilization of public transit in the region, but for those who did not use it, convenience and preferences for
driving their own car limited their usage of public transit.



In general, people preferred television to learn more about planned future improvements to the region, but saw social media and the radio as
other viable avenues of communication.
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Traveling between the Peninsula and the Southside: Key Findings
Traveling between the Peninsula and the Southside was a key source of frustration among respondents.


Location greatly impacts quality of life as many respondents reported making major life choices to avoid using the roadways connecting the
Peninsula to the Southside.



Though a majority described the connectors as slow, many also said that increasing predictability of travel time would ease the pain of dealing
with congestion. Only a third of respondents were unsure if increasing predictability would affect how they used the roads.



People are traveling in the region for a variety of reasons, but the most commonly reported are for errands and visiting family/friends.



Compared to the entire Hampton Roads region, fewer people regularly drove alone between the Peninsula and the Southside.
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Demographic Profile – Part 1
Gender

Ethnicity

Female

Hispanic or Latino origin

56%

Male

6%

44%

Race
White

Household Income
Less than $25,000
$25,000 to $35,000
$35,000 to $50,000

Black or African American

30%

Asian or Asian American

6%
10%

$50,000 to $75,000

13%

$75,000 to $100,000

14%

$100,000 to $150,000
6%

More than $200,000

5%

36%
2%

American Indian or
Alaska Native
Native Hawaiian or
Pacific Islander

.5%

Other

.5%

1%

Age

17%

$150,000 to $200,000

60%

18-24
25-34
35-44

See Appendix C (pg. 39) for comparison to the Census’s
American Community Survey
Due to rounding, or options where participants could
select multiple answers, percentages may not sum to
100%. Rounding occurs on all demographic slides.
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45-54

15%
20%
16%
18%

55-64

16%

65+

17%
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Demographic Profile – Part 2
Do you have children under 18
years of age living at home?
No

65%

Yes

35%

What type of community do you
live in now?
Suburban

61%

Urban
Small town/village
Rural

30%
5%
4%

Due to rounding, or options where participants could
select multiple answers, percentages may not sum to
100%. Rounding occurs on all demographic slides.
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Demographic Profile: Respondent Home City/County
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Detailed Findings
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How to Read Findings in This Report
Charts in this report include total results for all respondents. In the example below, we identify some important
chart elements to facilitate interpreting them.
What are the TOP 3 transportation problems you are
most concerned about in the Hampton Roads region?

Base: people who answered
the question, which is used
to calculate the overall
percentages.

Base: all respondents. Multiple responses allowed.
Percentages add to more than 100%.

Age of and poor condition of roads, bridges
(n = 1,604)

Looking deeper
 Statistically significant relationships appear on
the same page or on a subsequent page. The
magnifying glass icon denotes these findings.
 Relationships consider all else (e.g.,
demographics) to be equal. In this example,
respondents who thought limited public
transportation was one of the top 3
transportation problems in the region were more
likely to have identified as Hispanic/Latino, even
when accounting for influences like other
demographics.

51%

Slow traffic (n = 1,564)

49%

Tolls (n = 1,552)

45%

Safety (n = 1,565)

37%

Rising transportation costs (n = 1,538)

33%

Limited public transportation (n = 1,525)

28%

Limited biking/walking options (n = 1,514)

24%

Mobility needs of elderly and disabled
residents (n = 1,533)

12%

Impacts to the environment (n = 1,506)

11%

Movement of freight (n = 1,497)

5%

Other (n = 1,491)

3%
0%
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Crime, job creation, and traffic are top of mind as the most
important issues for the Hampton Roads region.
What are the TOP 5 most important issues facing
the Hampton Roads region?

 Over half of respondents thought reducing crime
(55%) was the most pressing issue facing the
region.
 Almost half cited long term job creation (48%)
and making traffic faster (47%) as important
issues as well.

Statistically significant
relationships on next page.

Base: all respondents. Multiple responses allowed.
Percentages add to more than 100%.
55%

Reduce crime (n = 1,598)
Long-term job creation (n = 1,558)

48%

Make traffic faster (n = 1,558)

47%

Build and maintain a competitive regional
economy (n = 1,568)

44%

Improve connections between the Peninsula and
Southside (n = 1,566)

42%

Deal with climate change, greenhouse gas
emissions, and rising sea level (n = 1,555)

37%

More diverse and affordable housing (n = 1,540)

36%

Improve parks and recreational opportunities (n
= 1,524)

30%

Preserve open space/farmland (n = 1,558)

29%

Clean up the environment/improve air quality (n
= 1,527)

28%

More regional cooperation (n = 1,550)

25%

Improve urban centers and towns (n = 1,518)

25%
17%

Keep local people in the region (n = 1,520)

5%

Other (n = 1,493)

0%
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taxes, and better
transportation planning.
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Relationships: Pressing issues for Hampton Roads
 Respondents who consider building and maintaining a
competitive regional economy to be one of the top issues
facing the Hampton Roads region were:
• 2 times less likely to be Hispanic/Latino
• More than 2 times more likely to be White
• 2 times more likely to say newspaper is the best way to
keep people informed
 Respondents who consider more diverse and affordable
housing to be one of the top issues facing the Hampton
Roads region were:
• 3 times more likely to be People of Color
• 2 times more likely to say newspaper is the best way to
keep people informed.

 Respondents who consider improving urban centers and
towns to be one of the top issues facing the Hampton Roads
region were:
• 2 times more likely to say television and direct mail are
the best way to keep people informed
 Respondents who consider keeping local people in the
region to be one of the top issues facing the Hampton Roads
region were:
• 2 times more likely to say newspaper and direct mail are
the best way to keep people informed
 Respondents who consider an option not listed on this
survey to be one of the top issues facing the Hampton Roads
region were:
• More than 8 times more likely to be White
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A majority of respondents asked for a balance between developing
within city and non-city areas.
 A majority (56%) of respondents preferred
balancing new development between cities and
outside the cities.

When considering the location of new
development, which do you prefer?
Base: all respondents (n = 1,476).
Balance priorities between cities and
outside the cities

56%

More development in cities

22%

Neither area - no new development

15%

More development outside cities

7%

0%
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Aging conditions, slow traffic, and tolls were the most concerning
transportation problems.
 Overall, respondents were most concerned with
aging roads/bridges (51%), slow traffic (49%),
and tolls (45%).
 Rising transportation costs (33%) as well as
the limited options for public transportation
(28%) and biking/walking (24%) were also a
concern for some.

What are the TOP 3 transportation problems you
are most concerned about in the Hampton Roads
region?
Base: all respondents. Multiple responses allowed.
Percentages add to more than 100%.
Age of and poor condition of roads,
bridges (n = 1,604)

51%

Slow traffic (n = 1,564)

49%

Tolls (n = 1,552)

45%

Safety (n = 1,565)

Statistically significant
relationships on next page.

37%

Rising transportation costs (n = 1,538)

33%

Limited public transportation (n = 1,525)

28%

Limited biking/walking options (n = 1,514)

24%

Mobility needs of elderly and disabled
residents (n = 1,533)

12%

Impacts to the environment (n = 1,506)

11%

Movement of freight (n = 1,497)

5%

Other (n = 1,491)

3%
0%

Attachment 8A
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lights, benches & shelters at
bus stops, and bad driver
behavior.
20%
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40%

50%
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Relationships: Top regional transportation problems
 Respondents who selected tolls were:
• More than 2 times less likely to be Hispanic/Latino
 Respondents who selected rising transportation costs were:
• More than 2 times more likely to think television is the
best way to keep people informed.
 Respondents who selected limited public transportation
were:
• More than 2 times more likely to be Hispanic/Latino
• More than 2 times more likely to think websites or social
media are the best way to keep people informed
 Respondents who selected limited biking/walking options
were:
• More than 2 times more likely to be Hispanic/Latino
• More than 2 times more likely to travel for recreation
 Respondents who selected “other” were:
• More than 2 times more likely to travel for work
• More than 2 times less likely to say television was the
best way to keep people informed

 Respondents who selected mobility needs of elderly and
disabled residents were:
• More than 2 times more likely to be male
• More than 2 times more likely to say newspaper or
websites were the best way to keep people informed
• More than 2 times less likely to travel for work in the last
7 days
 Respondents who selected impacts to the environment
were:
• More than 2 times less likely to say television is the best
way to keep people informed
• 2 times more likely to say email is the best way to keep
people informed
 Respondents who selected moving freight were:
• More than 3 times more likely to say newspapers or
email were the best ways to keep people informed.
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Most respondents reported driving alone in the region.
 Half of respondents (50%) drove alone
everyday in the Hampton Roads region within
the last 7 days. A quarter (25%) said they
drove alone 4 – 6 days of that last 7 days.
 Walking, busing, and carpooling were also
popular among respondents. At least once in
the last 7 days: 49% walked, 33% carpooled,
and 15% took the bus.

Statistically significant
relationships on next page.

In the last 7 days, how many days did you use each of the following ways
to travel in the Hampton Roads region?
Base: all respondents.

0 Days

1 day

2 days

3 days

4 days

5 days

6 days

7 days

Drive alone (n = 1,624)

11%

5%

4%

6%

6%

12%

7%

50%

Walk (n = 1,256)

51%

11%

9%

8%

5%

4%

2%

10%

Carpool (n = 1,201)

66%

7%

11%

4%

4%

3%

1%

4%

Bus (n = 1,166)

85%

4%

2%

2%

2%

2%

0.4%

3%

Uber or Lyft (n = 1,160)

79%

6%

6%

3%

1%

2%

1%

2%

Bicycle (n = 1,179)

81%

7%

4%

2%

2%

2%

1%

1%

Light Rail (n = 1,160)

90%

3%

2%

2%

1%

2%

0.3%

1%

Vanpool (n = 1,150)

94%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

0.3%

1%

Taxi (n = 1,157)

90%

5%

2%

1%

1%

1%

0.3%

1%

Passenger Ferry (n = 1,159)

92%

4%

1%

1%

1%

0.2%

0.0%

1%

Work from home (n = 1,143)

78%

6%

4%

1%

3%

Other (n = 22)

49%

8%

0.0%

14%

Other includes:
paratransit, motorcycle,
as passenger.
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Other includes:
2%
2%
3%
paratransit, motorcycle,
as passenger.
6%
16%
7%
0.0%
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Relationships: How did you travel in the Hampton
Roads region within the past 7 days?
 Respondents who drove alone were:
• 3 times more likely to have traveled for work in the past 7 days

 Respondents who used light rail were:
• 2 times less likely to be Hispanic/Latino

 Respondents who used passenger ferries were:
• 4 times less likely to be Hispanic/Latino
• 2 times less likely to travel in the Hampton Roads region for work in the last 7 days

 Respondents who used a taxi were:
• 3 times more likely to be Hispanic/Latino or People of Color

 Respondents who used Uber or Lyft were:
• More than 2 times more likely to be Hispanic/Latino

 Respondents who biked were:
• More than 3 times more likely to be Hispanic/Latino
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Errands and shopping were the most common activity for traveling
in the Hampton Roads region.
In the last 7 days, why did you travel in the
Hampton Roads region?

 In the last 7 days, 85% of respondents reported traveling
in the Hampton Roads region for errands/shopping.

Base: all respondents. Multiple responses allowed.
Percentages add to more than 100%.

 Traveling to or from work accounted for 69% of
respondents reasons for traveling.

Errands/shopping
(n = 1,566)

 About half of respondents had traveled in the region to
visit family or friends (57%), medical appointments
(48%), or recreational activities or vacation (44%).

85%

Travel to or from work
(n = 1,503)

69%

Visit family or friends
(n = 1,664)

57%

Medical appointments
(n = 1,522)

Looking deeper

Recreational activities or vacation
(n = 1,563)

 Respondents who traveled to school were:
•
•

2 times more likely be younger
3 times more likely to be Hispanic/Latino

22%

Travel to or from school
(n = 1,595)

2 times more likely to say the radio is the best way to keep
people informed

 Respondents who traveled for recreation/vacation were:
•

44%

Non-commute work-related travel
(n = 1,593)

 Respondents who traveled for errands/shopping were:
•

48%

More than 2 times more likely to be White

17%

Travel to airports
(n = 1,502)

9%

Other
(n = 1,494)

3%
0%
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volunteering,
traveling to church,
and moving.
40%

60%
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Commute time for work varied among respondents.
Is your main place of employment at
home?
Base: all respondents who have traveled to work
in the Hampton Roads region within the last 7
days (n = 322).
No

Yes

How many minutes does it typically take you to
commute from home to work AND from work to
home?
Base: all respondents who have traveled to work in the
Hampton Roads region within the last 7 days and who do not
work from home (n = 883).

14%

Commute from home to work

Commute from work to home

Less than 10
minutes
86%

14%
13%

10 - 14
minutes

14%

11%

15-19
minutes

 Most people (86%) who reported traveling to
work, have a main place of employment
outside their home. Other respondents
worked from home within the last 7 days.

 The time it takes respondents to commute
either to or from work was distributed over the
time categories, with no commute category
having more than 15% of responses.

13%

20-24
minutes

15%

13%
12%

25-29
minutes

8%
9%

30-34
minutes

10%

35-44
minutes

12%
12%
12%

7%

45-59
5%

60+ minutes
0%
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The majority of respondents live near their place of work.
 61% of respondents reported living within 15 miles of
their work.

What is the approximate one-way distance in miles
between your home and your work?
Base: all respondents who have traveled to work in the
Hampton Roads region within the last 7 days and their
main placement of employment is not at home (n =883).

 However, almost a quarter (23%) of respondents lived
over 20 miles away from their work

0-5 miles

21%

6-10 miles

See Appendix A (pg. 34) for
frequency of workplace by city and
zip code.

25%

11-15 miles

15%

16-20 miles

15%

21-25 miles

7%

26-30 miles

7%

31-35 miles

4%

36-40 miles

1%

41-45 miles

1%

46-50 miles

1%

51 or more miles

2%

I work from home

1%
0%
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Respondents are split on their opinions concerning commuting to
work in the region.
The time it takes you to commute to work:
Base: all respondents who have traveled to work in the Hampton Roads region within the last 7 days and their main
placement of employment is not at home (n=874).

Needs no improvement

31%

Needs a little improvement

Needs moderate improvement

33%

Needs a lot of improvement

20%

15%

 Almost two thirds (64%) of respondents think their commute to work needs either no improvement (31%) or only
a little improvement (33%).
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The majority of respondents have access to transit, but don’t use it.
 Almost half (52%) of respondents have access to transit but do
not use it, while a quarter (26%) have no transit access in the
Hampton Roads region.

How do you use public transit services (bus,
light rail, ferry) in the Hampton Roads
region?
Base: all respondents (n = 1,605).
I have access to transit but I don't
use it

52%

I have access to transit and I use it
occasionally

16%

I have access to transit and I use it
often

6%

I have no access to transit

26%

0%
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Respondents prefer taking their own car instead of transit.
 A majority of respondents (56%) prefer driving their
own car.
 Some cited bus routes as a barrier for using public
transit. 38% said it does not stop near their home.
35% said it does not go near their destination.
 Time commitment was another concern with 41%
reporting that transit takes too much time.

Looking deeper
 Respondents who said transit does not stop near their
home were:
•

2 times more likely to live in urban or suburban
communities

What are the TOP 3 barriers to you using the transit
services or using them more frequently?
Base: all respondents. Multiple responses allowed. Percentages
add to more than 100%.
I simply prefer driving my own car
(n = 1,559)
Transit takes too much time
(n = 1,551)

41%

Transit does not stop near my home
(n = 1,521)

38%

Transit does not go where I need it to go
(n = 1,500)

35%

I don't know enough about using transit
(n = 1,538)

24%

Transit does not come frequently enough
(n = 1,497)

23%

Transit does not come early enough or run
late enough
(n = 1,498)

 Respondents who said using transit is not safe were:
•
•

56%

14%

Transit is not comfortable
(n = 1,603)

More than 2 times more likely to be younger
More than 2 times more likely to say the radio is the best
way to keep people informed

10%

Using transit is not safe
(n = 1,517)

7%

Other
(n = 1,491)

5%
0%
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Other includes: unable to
accomplish errands, buses not
on schedule, driving is quicker,
complicated commute, and
difficult for older adults.
20%

40%
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People feel that slow traffic can limit recreational travel, but the
extent of the impact is split.
How often does slow traffic limit your travel for fun activities during...
Base: all respondents.
Never

Weekdays
(n = 1,641)

7%

Weekends
(n = 1,635).

8%

0%

Rarely

Often

44%

44%

20%

40%

60%

Always

39%

11%

38%

11%

80%

100%

 Regardless of whether it is weekday or weekend, a majority of respondents felt that slow traffic limited
recreational travel either rarely (44%) or often (39% for weekdays and 38% on weekends).
 Few people cited the extremes of either never (7% for weekdays and 8% on weekends) or always (11%) feeling
that slow traffic limits travel for recreational activities.
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Majority of respondents think improving roads and planning for
future growth will reduce congestion.
 Improving how existing roads work (57%) and
matching transportation improvements with plans
for future growth & development (54%) were the
most popular ways to reduce congestion.

Looking deeper
 Respondents who prefer more/wider freeways
are 2 times less likely to be Hispanic/Latino.
 Respondents who prefer matching
transportation improvements with plans for
future growth are 2 times more likely to think
direct mail is the best way to keep people
informed.
 Respondents who prefer improving existing
roads are 2 times more likely to be White.

What do you think are the 5 BEST WAYS to reduce
congestion in the Hampton Roads region?

Base: all respondents. Multiple responses allowed. Percentages
add to more than 100%.
57%

Improve
existing
roads
work(n(n
1,587)
Improve
howhow
existing
roads
work
= =1,587)
Match
transportation
improvements
with
plans
Match
transportation
improvements
with
plansfor
for
future growth
and development
(n = 1,586)
future growth
and development
(n = 1,586)
More or wider freeways
More or wider freeways (n = 1,563)
(n = 1,563)
Clear
crashes
Clear
crashesfaster
faster
(n = 1,543)
(n = 1,543)

54%
44%
41%
34%

or wider
non-freeway
roads
1,540)
MoreMore
or wider
non-freeway
roads
(n (n
= =1,540)
More
public
transit
rail, ferry,
(n =
More
public
transit
(e.g.(e.g.
bus,bus,
lightlight
rail, ferry,
etc. ) etc
(n =)1,534)
1,534)
Provide more passenger rail service between cities (n
Provide more passenger rail service between cities (n = 1,535)
= 1,535)
Provide faster and more reliable
rail service
Provide passenger
faster and more
reliable
between
(n between
= 1,534)cities (n = 1,534)
passenger
railcities
service

30%
28%
28%
26%

Add Add
turnturn
lanes
at intersections
(n(n
= =1,550)
lanes
at intersections
1,550)

23%

Improve
public
transit
works
1,522)
Improve
howhow
public
transit
works
(n(n
= =1,522)
Improve
traveler
information
1,531)
Improve
traveler
information
(n(n
= =1,531)

20%

Provide
lanes
sidewalk
1,518)
Provide
moremore
bikebike
lanes
andand
sidewalk
(n(n
= =1,518)

19%

traffic
circles/roundabouts(n
1,503)
AddAdd
traffic
circles/roundabouts(n
= =1,503)
Improving
education
avoid driving
Improving
ways to avoid
drivingways
aloneto(carpooling)
(n =alone
1,504)
(carpooling) (n = 1,504)
Other (n = 1,491)
Other (n = 1,491)

0%
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10%
7%

Other includes: increasing law
enforcement, focus on tunnel
congestion, and better on/off ramps.

20%

40%

60%
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The most popular way to travel between the Peninsula and the
Southside is by driving alone.
 Almost half (45%) reported driving alone
between the Peninsula and the Southside at least
one day within the last 7 days. 10% said they
drove alone everyday.
• In contrast, 50% of respondents drove alone
everyday in the general Hampton Roads region.

Looking deeper
 Respondents who use the bus were:




More than 5 times more likely to be People of Color
More than 2 times less likely to say the radio or social
media are the best way to keep people informed
More than 2 times less likely to live in rural or small
town communities

 Respondents who use Uber or Lyft were:


More than 3 times more likely to be Hispanic/Latino

In the last 7 days, how many days did you use each of the following
ways to travel between the Peninsula and the Southside?
Base: all respondents.

0 Days 1 day

2 days 3 days 4 days 5 days 6 days 7 days
0 days reported

Drive Alone (n = 1,489)

55%

12%

9%

5%

3%

4%

2%

10%

Bus (n = 1,205)

90%

3%

0.2%

2%

1%

1%

0.4%

2%

Uber or Lyft (n = 1,193)

88%

4%

3%

1%

1%

1%

1%

2%

Carpool (n = 1,226)

85%

7%

4%

1%

2%

1%

0.4%

1%

Vanpool (n = 1,193)

94%

2%

1%

1%

0.3%

1%

1%

0.3%

Taxi (n = 1,192)

93%

3%

2%

1%

1%

1%

0.0%

1%

Other (n = 21)

31%

40%

15%

7%

4%

0.0%

0.0%

4%

Other includes:
company car, travel
with children, and
wheelchair.
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People travel between the Peninsula and the Southside for
errands/shopping and visiting friends or family.
 Similar to the Hampton Roads region in general, people
most commonly traveled between the Peninsula and the
Southside for errands/shopping (23%) and visiting family
or friends (22%).

In the last 7 days, why did you travel between
the Peninsula and the Southside?
Base: all respondents. Multiple responses allowed.
Percentages add to more than 100%.
Errands/shopping
(n = 1,515).

23%

Visit family or friends
(n = 1,513)

Statistically significant
relationships on next page.

22%

Recreational activities or vacation
(n = 1,517)

17%

Travel to or from work
(n = 1,500)

16%

Medical appointments
(n = 1,511)

12%

Non-commute work-related travel
(n = 1,499)

9%

Travel to or from school
(n = 1,488)

5%

Travel to airports
(n = 1,490)

3%

Other
(n = 1,488)

9%
0%
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Relationships: Reasons for traveling between the
Peninsula and the Southside in the last 7 days
Respondents generally did not travel between the Peninsula and the Southside in the last 7 days. However, there were some key
statistically significant relationships.
 Respondents who traveled between the Peninsula and the Southside for school were:
• More than 8 times more likely to be Hispanic/Latino
 Respondents who traveled between the Peninsula and the Southside for non-commute work-related travel were:
• 2 times more likely to say newspaper is the best way to keep people informed
• 4 times more likely to have traveled though the Hampton Roads region for recreation in the past 7 days
 Respondents who traveled between the Peninsula and the Southside for airport-related travel were:
• More than 3 times less likely to say direct mail or social media are the best ways to reach people
• 3 times more likely to have traveled though the Hampton Roads region for work in the past 7 days
 Respondents who traveled between the Peninsula and the Southside for Other-related travel were:
• More than 2 times less likely to have traveled though the Hampton Roads region for recreation in the past 7 days
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Many respondents believe the roadways connecting the Peninsula
to the Southside are slow and impactful.
How slow are the roadways (bridges, tunnels)
that connect the Peninsula to the Southside?
Base: all respondents (n = 1,637)

 86% of respondents said the roadways connecting the
Peninsula to the Southside were slow to some degree.
41% thought they were very slow, 32% moderately
slow, and only 13% thought they were slightly slow.

Don't know

Not slow at all

Slightly slow

Moderately slow

Very slow

3%

11%

13%

32%

41%

Have you ever made a housing or employment
decision to avoid needing to use the roadways
that connect the Peninsula to the Southside?
Base: all respondents (n = 1,643).
Yes

55%

No

46%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

 A majority of respondents (55%) said that they have
made a housing or employment decision to avoid
needing to use the roadways that connect the Peninsula
to the Southside.

60%
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Respondents were split on how the certainty of travel time would
impact their use of the crossings
If you were more certain of the travel time on the roadways that connect the Peninsula to
the Southside, how much more often would you use the crossings?
Base: all respondents (n = 1,646).
Don't know

13%

No more often

18%

Slightly more often

30%

Moderately more often

23%

Much more often

17%

 70% said they would use the crossings more often if they were more certain of travel times on the roadways
connecting the Peninsula to the Southside. However, the extent to which they would use the crossings varied.
Many (40%) respondents said they would use the crossings at least moderately more often. 30% reported they
would use the crossings slightly more often, and 31% said they would not use the crossings more often or that
they were unsure.
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Respondents like to stay informed through television.
 The 3 most popular ways to receive information
on planned improvements to the roadways are
through: television (70%), social media (51%),
and radio (46%).

What do you think are the 3 BEST WAYS to keep the
public informed about planned improvements to the
roadways in the Hampton Roads region?
Base: all respondents. Multiple responses allowed. Percentages
add to more than 100%.
Television
(n = 1,652)

70%

Social media (such as Facebook, Twitter)
(n = 1,534)

51%

Radio
(n = 1,558)

46%

Direct mail
(n = 1,556)

38%

Newspaper
(n = 1,587)

30%

Websites
(n = 1,536)

31%

Email
(n = 1,518)

25%

Other
(n = 1,489)

2%
0%
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20%

Other includes: roadway
alerts/billboards, text
message notifications,
and VDOT 511.
40%

60%

80%
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Appendix A: Primary Workplace (City/County)
Where is your primary workplace (City/County)?

Base: all respondents who have traveled to work in the Hampton Roads region
within the last 7 days and who do not work from home (n = 276).
Norfolk 28%
Virginia Beach 21%
Hampton 13%
Chesapeake 12%
Newport News 7%
Portsmouth 7%
Williamsburg 5%
Suffolk 3%
North Charleston, SC 1%
Gloucester 1%
Cofield, NC 1%
James City 1%
Fort Eustis 0.3%
Glen Allen 0.3%
Elizabeth City, NC 0.1%
Fort Lee 0.1%
Phoebus 0.1%
Surry 0.1%
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Appendix A: Primary Workplace (Zip Code)
Where is your primary workplace (Zip Code)?

Base: all respondents who have traveled to work in the Hampton Roads region within the last 7 days and who do not work from
home (n = 276).
23666

8%

23323

2%

23451

1%

23692

0.1%

23320

7%

23702

2%

23703

1%

23701

0.1%

23462

6%

23606

2%

23704

1%

23801

0.1%

23185

5%

23605

1%

23608

1%

23883

0.1%

23511

5%

23456

1%

23661

1%

27909

0.1%

23510

4%

23669

1%

23707

1%

23060

0.3%

23508

4%

23322

1%

23245

1%

23461

0.3%

23505

4%

23507

1%

23434

1%

23601

0.3%

23454

3%

23188

1%

23681

1%

23651

0.3%

23452

3%

23455

1%

27922

1%

23708

0.3%

23453

3%

23360

1%

20371

0.1%

27011

0.3%

23502

3%

25456

1%

22520

0.1%

23061

0.4%

23435

2%

29401

1%

22910

0.1%

23315

0.4%

23464

2%

23459

1%

23321

0.1%

23445

0.4%

23504

2%

23513

1%

23437

0.1%

23450

0.4%

23665

2%

23602

1%

23509

0.1%

23460

0.4%

23709

2%

23604

1%

23517

0.1%

23503

0.4%

23607

2%

23324

1%

23518

0.1%

23551

0.4%

23663

0.1%

23668

0.4%
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Appendix B: Survey Instrument (Introduction)
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Appendix B: Survey Instrument (Questions 1-18)
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Appendix B: Survey Instrument (Questions 19-29)
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Appendix C: Comparison to the American Community Survey
Demographics
Gender

Age

Ethnicity

Race

Census

Female

56%

51%

Male

44%

49%

18-24

15%

15%

25-34

20%

20%

35-44

16%

16%

45-54

18%

17%

55-64

16%

16%

65+

17%

17%

6%

6%

White/Caucasian

60%

62%

Black/ African American

36%

29%

Asian/Asian American

2%

4%

American Indian or Alaskan Native

1%

0.3%

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander

.5%

0.1%

Race(s) not listed here (please specify)

.5%

1%

2 or more races

6%

2%

30%

19%

$25,000 to less than $35,000

6%

9%

$35,000 to less than $50,000

10%

14%

$50,000 to less than $75,000

13%

20%

$75,000 to less than $100,000

14%

14%

$100,000 to less than $150,00

17%

15%

$150,000 to less than $200,000

6%

6%

$200,000 and over

5%

4%

Hispanic

Less than $25,000

Household Income

Survey Sample

Due to rounding, or options where participants could select multiple answers, percentages may not sum to 100%. Rounding
occurs on all demographic slides.
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Appendix C: Comparison to the American Community Survey
Demographics
Chesapeake

Home County

Survey Sample

Census

17%

13%

Franklin

1%

0.5%

Gloucester County

1%

2%

Hampton

9%

8%

Isle of Wight County

2%

2%

James City County

4%

4%

Newport News

10%

11%

Norfolk

15%

15%

Poquoson

1%

1%

Portsmouth

6%

6%

Southampton County

0%

1%

Suffolk

5%

5%

Virginia Beach

24%

26%

Williamsburg

3%

1%

York County

3%

4%

Due to rounding, or options where participants could select multiple answers, percentages may not sum to 100%. Rounding
occurs on all demographic slides.
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Appendix D: Detailed Methods
PRR developed a statistically valid mail survey in consultation with HRTPO and Michael Baker International. PRR mailed the survey to 20,000
randomly selected households within the Hampton Roads region. A follow-up reminder postcard was also mailed one week after the survey mailing.
This mail survey had 29 questions and provided postage for easy mail back. Respondents could choose to take the survey online (available in
English, Spanish, and Tagalog) using a unique ID code included in the mailing. A copy of the survey is provided in Appendix B.
A total of 1,124 surveys were undeliverable, resulting in a total of 18,876 potential respondents for the survey. An unweighted total of 1,612
people responded to the survey invite, for a response rate of 9%. PRR then compared the respondents demographics to those of the adult
population in the Hampton Roads region. We found that the following demographics were underrepresented – African Americans, those with
incomes under $25,000, and those under 35 years of age. To ensure that these diverse groups were represented, a total of 120 respondents from
the Precision Sample online panel completed the online version of the survey. This resulted in less need to weight the data to reflect the actual
demographics of the Hampton Roads region. To ensure demographic representation, data were weighted by age using the 2012 – 2016 American
Community Survey (ACS) data to match the demographic profile of the Hampton Roads region. Overall, an unweighted total of 1,732 people
completed the survey for a margin of error of +/- 2.4%. Most surveys (77%) were completed by mail and 23% were completed online.
Figures in the report summarize frequencies for the survey questions. Only statistically significant relationships are discussed throughout the
report. To achieve the cut-off for statistical significance, regressions must have a 0.05 significance level (a 95 percent confidence level). PRR used
odds ratios which are measures of the effect between a predictor (e.g., type of residential community) and an outcome (e.g., selecting the most
important issue facing the region). Generally, the outcome compares people in two groups: those who selected the most common response, and
those who did not. Odds ratios of 1 represent that the influences on the outcome (i.e., response) are equally likely in both groups. Only odds ratios
that represent a difference of at least “two times” more/less likely are reported.
When calculating regressions, we accounted for the unique contribution of several variables including: age, gender, income, residential community,
race, ethnicity, traveling for work, and traveling for recreation. To account for self-selection effects common in multi-mode survey, we accounted for
if someone responded online versus via mail. Note that some totals in the charts may add up to somewhat less or somewhat more than 100% due
to rounding, and in some cases where respondents provided multiple responses.
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2040 LRTP Vision Statement: With an engaged public, the 2040 Long‐Range
Transportation Plan sets forth a vision to develop a well‐balanced transportation
system that promotes good quality of life while enhancing the unique character of
Hampton Roads.

FEDERAL PLANNING FACTORS
Support the economic vitality of the
metropolitan area, especially by
enabling global competitiveness,
productivity, and efficiency.

VTrans2040
PLANNING
GOALS

2040 LRTP PLANNING GOALS

Economic
Competitiveness
and Prosperity

Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area,
enabling global competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency.

Enhance travel and tourism.
Increase the safety of the
transportation system for motorized
and non‐motorized users.
Increase the security of the
transportation system for motorized
and non‐motorized users.
Protect and enhance the
environment, promote energy
conservation, improve the quality of
life, and promote consistency
between transportation
improvements and State and Local
planned growth and economic
development patterns.

Safety for All Users

Ensure the security of the region's transportation
infrastructure and its users.

Healthy
Communities
and Sustainable
Transportation
Communities

Increase accessibility and mobility
for people and freight.
Enhance the integration and
connectivity of the transportation
system, across and between modes,
for people and freight.

Increase the safety of the transportation system for all users,
including minimizing conflicts between motorized and non‐
motorized modes.

Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy
conservation and improve the quality of life.
Consider the impact of transportation investments on the
environment.
Promote compatibility between transportation
improvements and planned land use and economic
development patterns.
Increase accessibility and mobility of people and goods.

Accessible and
Connected Places

Provide a variety of transportation options that
accommodates all users.
Increase the coordination of the transportation system,
across and between modes, for people and goods.

Promote efficient system
management and operation.
Improve the resiliency and reliability
of the transportation system and
reduce or mitigate stormwater
impacts of surface transportation.
Emphasize the preservation of the
existing transportation system.

Proactive System
Management

Promote an efficient and reliable regional transportation
system.

Preserve and maintain the existing transportation system.
Engage a diverse public in the development of the region’s
transportation system.
Continue to work towards finding dedicated and sustainable
revenue sources for transportation to close the funding gap.
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