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ITEM #1:

CALL TO ORDER

The meeting is scheduled to be called to order by the chair at 10:30 a.m.
ITEM #2:

ELECTION OF HRTPO BOARD OFFICERS

The HRTPO Board Bylaws state that the HRTPO Board election of officers is to take place during
the first meeting after October 1st of each year. The officers of the HRTPO Board consist of the
Chair, Vice-Chair, and Secretary. As prescribed in the Bylaws, all officers shall be elected at the
Annual Meeting of the HRTPO Board for a term of one (1) year, or until their successors are
elected or until they resign or are removed from office by the HRTPO Board. The Chair and ViceChair may serve up to two (2) consecutive one (1) year terms in succession. The officers are
elected by a majority of those present and voting at the Annual Meeting.

As prescribed in the Bylaws, the HRTPO Board Chair is tasked with appointing a Nominating
Committee at least 90 days prior to the Annual Meeting. During the July 21, 2016 meeting of the
HRTPO Board, Chair Linda Johnson requested that the Nominating Committee convene and
develop a recommendation of nominations for the Annual Meeting.
Mayor William Sessoms, Nominating Committee Chair, will brief the HRTPO Board on this item.
RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Elect HRTPO Officers for 2016-2017.
ITEM #3:

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Members are provided an opportunity to add or delete items from the agenda. Any item for
which a member desires consideration by the HRTPO Board should be submitted at this time for
consideration under “Old/New Business”.
ITEM #4:

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR REPORT

The Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization Executive Director will provide a
report to the HRTPO Board.
Attachment 4
ITEM #5:

EMPLOYEE RECOGNITION

The employee listed below is recognized for her outstanding service to the HRTPO and reaching
a milestone anniversary between November 1, 2015 and October 31, 2016.
Ten Years
Dale Stith, Principal Transportation Planner
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Ella P. Ward, Chair
Michael J. Hipple, Vice-Chair

TO:

HRPDC/HRTPO Board Members

FROM:

Robert Crum, Executive Director

RE:

Executive Director’s October 2016 Report

Linda T. Johnson, Chair
Thomas G. Shepperd, Jr., Vice-Chair

A brief summary of ongoing work activities is presented below for review by
HRPDC/HRTPO Board members.

On September 27, the HRPDC All Hazards Advisory Committee hosted a regional
roundtable to discuss the Urban Areas Security Initiative (UASI) program and concerns
about the Hampton Roads community not being designated as a UASI community. Despite
Hampton Roads having the second highest number of military employees of any
metropolitan region in the country, and being home to the world’s largest naval base,
Hampton Roads does not receive funding through the UASI program to protect its national
security assets. The AHAC Roundtable included the region’s emergency management
professionals, state officials, staff from the region’s federal delegation and local legislative
liaisons. The meeting agenda included a review of the UASI program, an overview of how
UASI funding was used to benefit the Hampton Roads region before losing its UASI
designation and a discussion of the UASI ranking formula. The meeting concluded with the
identification of a 4-pronged strategy that will be presented as part of the HRPDC
Legislative Agenda.
The Regional Chief Administrative Officers Committee met on September 7 in Virginia
Beach, with the primary agenda item being a discussion of public safety issues and
opportunities for collaboration. At its June meeting, the HRPDC asked the CAO Committee
to discuss this topic and provide recommendations on possible opportunities for regional
collaboration to assist with public safety efforts. To begin this discussion, 13 police chiefs
attended the September 7 CAO Committee meeting to discuss current examples of regional
collaboration and opportunities. The CAO Committee will present a potential legislative
agenda item regarding this topic for consideration at the HRPDC’s October meeting.

The CAO Committee held its October meeting in York County and discussed the Hampton
Roads Crossing Study Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, the October HRPDC
meeting agenda, and a regional response to FEMA regarding their review of the City of
Hampton’s flood plain management program.
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The City of Hampton received a Community Assistance Visit (CAV) from FEMA Region III in
July 2015. During this review, FEMA Region III indicated that certain kinds of routine home
maintenance and cosmetic improvements could not be exempt from permit requirements
under the regulations of the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). Since this finding
could set a precedent for other jurisdictions, the CAO Committee recommended that a
regional letter be signed by HRPDC jurisdictions expressing concerns to the Hampton
Roads Congressional Delegation on this matter. This letter has been endorsed by the
region’s localities and will soon be forwarded to the appropriate federal representatives.
The Executive Director provided a presentation on Hampton Roads regional transportation
priority projects at a Joint Hampton Roads/Richmond Roundtable meeting that was held at
William and Mary on September 12. This presentation focused on the allocation of
Hampton Roads Transportation Funds to the I-64 Peninsula, 64 Southside/High Rise
Bridge, and I-64/264 projects, as well as the timeline for the advancement and completion
of these projects.
The Executive Director participated in the September 13 meeting of the Opportunity Inc.
Chief Local Elected Officials (CLEO). This meeting was hosted in the HRPDC Regional Board
Room.

The Executive Director attended the September 13 meeting of Chesapeake City Council to
present information and answer questions regarding the Hampton Roads Crossing Study
SEIS.

The Executive Director continues to work with community partners to explore
opportunities for a regional broadband initiative.

The Executive Director participated in a conference call on September 16 with
representatives of the Hampton Roads and Northern Virginia regions to discuss regional
transportation funding needs.
The Executive Director attended the September 21 meeting of Suffolk City Council to
receive a presentation on the Hampton Roads Crossing Study SEIS.

The HRPDC staff is reviewing cost effective options for completing an update to the
Regional Solid Waste Management Plan.
The HRPDC Coastal Resiliency Committee met on September 23. Agenda items included:
•
•
•
•
•

FEMA Requirements for Permitting Development in Special Flood Hazards Areas
Economic Impacts of Sea Level Rise
Survey of Perceptions of Sea Level Rise, Flooding and Adaptation
HRPDC Coastal Resiliency Program and Budget
Update on Federal, State and PDC Efforts Related to Sea Level Rise and
Recurrent Flooding
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The Executive Director provided a presentation to the Virginia Beach City Council on
September 27 on the Hampton Roads Crossing Study SEIS.
The Executive Director participated in a infrastructure panel discussion that included
Secretary of Transportation Aubrey Layne on September 28 at the Virginia Beach Town
Center.

The Executive Director provided a presentation to Hampton City Council on September 28
on the Hampton Roads Crossing Study SEIS.
The Executive Director provided a presentation to the Hampton Roads Military and Federal
Facility Alliance Board on September 29 on the UASI program and the importance of
Hampton Roads being designated as a UASI community.
On September 29, the Executive Director accompanied York County Supervisor Thomas
Shepperd to a meeting in Richmond with Commonwealth Transportation Board member
Marty Williams to discuss the importance of I-64 improvements between Hampton Roads
and Richmond.

On September 29, the Executive Director and HRMFFA Executive Director Craig Quigley
completed a tour of Naval Station Norfolk. As part of this tour, the Executive Directors met
with Captain Doug Beaver, Commanding Officer of Naval Station Norfolk and Captain
Richmond McDaniel, Executive Officer to share information on regional initiatives

On October 3, the Executive Director and HRMFFA Executive Director Craig Quigley met
with Rear Admiral John Scorby, Commander of the Navy Region Mid-Atlantic and his staff
to share information on regional initiatives.

On October 3, the Executive Director and HRTPO Deputy Executive Director were invited to
a meeting at the Virginia Port Authority to discuss the Hampton Roads Crossing SEIS.

Representatives of the HRPDC/HRTPO staff attended the Old Dominion University State of
the Region Address on October 4.
The Executive Director provided a presentation on the Hampton Roads Crossing SEIS to the
Norfolk/Virginia Beach Military Economic Advisory Committee on October 7.
The Executive Director held initial interviews for the HRPDC Deputy Executive Director
position on October 11.

HRPDC staff is advancing the following technical assistance projects upon request of its
member jurisdictions:
•
•
•

Surry County Subdivision Ordinance Update
Surry County Comprehensive Plan Update
Smithfield Comprehensive Plan Update
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•
•

ENVISION Hampton Roads Strategic Plan
Regional GIS Initiative

The HRTPO staff continues to work with a Steering Committee to explore opportunities for
expanding the Virginia Capital Trail into the Hampton Roads Region. Opportunities to
continue this trail into the region are being evaluated on both the Peninsula and Southside.
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ITEM #6:

COMMONWEALTH TRANSPORTATION BOARD MEMBER UPDATE: John
Malbon, CTB

The Commonwealth Transportation Board member is invited to address the HRTPO Board.
ITEM #7:

VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION UPDATE

The Virginia Department of Transportation representative is invited to address the HRTPO
Board.
ITEM #8:

VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF RAIL AND PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION UPDATE

The Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation representative is invited to address
the HRTPO Board.
ITEM #9:

VIRGINIA PORT AUTHORITY UPDATE

The Virginia Port Authority representative is invited to address the HRTPO Board.
ITEM #10: HRT AND WATA UPDATES
Transit agency representatives are invited to address the HRTPO Board.
ITEM #11: CITIZEN TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE (CTAC) UPDATE
The CTAC representative is invited to address the HRTPO Board.
ITEM #12: MILITARY LIAISONS UPDATES
Military liaisons are invited to address the HRTPO Board.
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ITEM #13: FY 2016 AUDITED FINANCIAL REPORT: Michael Garber, PBMares
SUMMARY:
PBMares, LLP has completed its annual review of the financial Statements of the Hampton Roads
Transportation Planning Organization (HRTPO) and the Hampton Roads Planning District
Commission (HRPDC).
Mr. Mike Garber, Partner at PBMares, and Ms. Nancy Collins, Chief Financial Officer,
HRTPO/HRPDC, will brief the HRTPO Board on this item.

BACKGROUND:

The independent Auditors’ Report states that the statements present fairly, in all material
respects, the basic financial statements of the HRPDC/HRTPO. There were no material
weaknesses or deficiencies identified in any of the internal controls or processes of the financial
activity, and all information was free of any material misstatements. The audited financial
statements, along with supplemental management letters, have been posted on both websites.
Additional information that may be of value to the Board is the breakdown of the Fund Balance
and the FY 2016 Audited Financial Statements (attached).
Attachment 13
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RECOMMENDED ACTION (Action to be taken under Meeting Agenda Item 21-C)
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FUND BALANCE REPORT
FROM FY2015 - FY2016
FY2015**

FY2016

TOTAL FUND BALANCE (note 1)**
LESS:
DESIGNATED*
RESERVES**
Minus: Prepaid Exp
GASB 45*
LEAVE*

5,544,215

5,351,116

(951,963)
(194,875)
(41,557)
(1,391,066)
(460,241)

(781,163)
(244,875)
(45,881)
(1,000,000)
(300,638)

AVAILABLE FUND BALANCE

2,504,513

2,978,559

2,901,292
1,543,828
16,413
4,461,533
1,752,400
41,557
(414,063)
(291,189)
(6,023)
5,544,215
(951,963)
(194,875)
(41,557)
(1,391,066)
(460,241)
2,504,513

2,801,038
1,857,576
114,983
4,773,596
1,212,295
45,881
(535,091)
(134,803)
(10,762)
5,351,116
(781,163)
(244,875)
(45,881)
(1,000,000)
(300,638)
2,978,559

*From Audited Financial Statements
**From Year-End Balance Sheet
CASH IN BANK:
BB&T Investments
LGIP Investments
Checking
TOTAL CASH IN BANK
Plus: A/R
Plus: Prepaid Exp
Minus: A/P
Minus: Contracts A/P
Minus: Misc A/P
CASH AVAILABLE:
DESIGNATED
RESERVES
Minus: Prepaid Exp
GASB 45 (Assigned)
LEAVE (Assigned)
AVAILABLE FUND BALANCE (Unassigned)
DIFF

0

0

Note 1: From Balance Sheet
**Based on FY2015 Audit.
Total Assets
Minus: Capital Assets
Minus: Accounts Payable
Minus: Trans Pass-Thru (contracts payable)
Minus: Misc. Accounts Payable
= Fund Balance
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Hampton Roads Planning District Commission
723 Woodlake Drive
Chesapeake, Virginia 23320
In connection with our audit of the financial statements of the Hampton Roads Planning District
Commission (the Commission) for the year ended June 30, 2016, we have the following suggestions and
information for your consideration.
Accounts Payable
Although it was communicated to us that accounts payable is being reviewed, there is no formal
documentation of the review. The individual responsible for the review should indicate his or her review
by signing off as reviewer. We recommend the Commission adopt a formal policy requiring the
individual performing the review to sign off as a reviewer and date at the time of completion. By
implementing this policy it will provide the Commission with an audit trail indicating the review process
has been completed. Subsequent to year end, management has implemented procedures to address the
above recommendation.
Subrecipient Monitoring
Per the Uniform Grant Guidance, a pass-through entity is responsible for subrecipient monitoring to
ensure the subrecipient administers Federal awards in compliance with Federal requirements and achieves
performance goals. Specifically, a pass-through entity should determine whether subrecipients received
required audits, issue a management decision on audit findings within 6 months after the receipt of the
subrecipient’s audit report, and ensure the subrecipient implemented timely and the appropriate corrective
action related to audit findings. Although the Commission performs other steps to monitor subrecipient
compliance, there is no a formal policy in place to obtain subrecipient audit reports, issue a management’s
decision on audit findings, and ensure timely and appropriate corrective action. We recommend such a
policy be adopted to ensure subrecipient compliance with Federal requirements.
Information Technology
Cybersecurity continues to be a major focus in 2016 for all organizations. However, this should be
especially true for governmental organizations as hackers have shifted their attention from credit card data
to Personally Identifiable Information (PII). As a result of this shift, the percentage of breaches effecting
governmental organizations rose from only 5% in 2014 to 43% in 2015. While updating our
understanding of the Commission’s internal controls over its information technology environment, we
noted several areas of weakness that may increase the Commission’s exposure to cyberattacks and other
external or internal threats.
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-2Cyber security is now widely considered one of the most significant risks affecting businesses and
organizations today as a result of the increasing reliance on technology, the increase in the number of
confidential records being transmitted and stored electronically (external and internal), and an ever
increasing array of cyber-attacks (malware, ransomware, etc.). As noted below, recent trends have shown
that small businesses/organizations are particularly susceptible to data breaches:


Over 75% of all data breaches occur at organizations with less than 100 employees.



Nearly 60% of small businesses/organizations don’t consider cyberattacks a big risk to their
organization.



80% of small businesses/organizations that experience a data breach suffer serious financial
losses.



More than 60% of all small business/organizations that suffer a breach are forced to close due to
the financial impact suffered.

Based on current statistics and projections of future attacks, the question is not if the Commission is at
risk of a potential attack. We recommend management consider performing a vulnerability assessment on
its network to identify potential exposures that can be exploited by hackers. This would also be a great
opportunity for the Commission to review its current security policies and procedures regarding the types
of information that must be secured, management and monitoring of user rights and privileges, social
engineering training and awareness. These efforts could help prevent the Commission from suffering
losses brought on by a cyber-attack. We also recommend management perform a detailed analysis of the
Commission’s current cyber insurance policy to ensure the Commission is properly covered in the event
of a cyber breach or attack. By having the proper insurance coverage in place it could save the
Commission from future potential losses.
A disaster recovery plan (DRP) is defined as a documented process or set of procedures to recover and
protect a business IT infrastructure in the event of a disaster. The primary objective of the DRP is to
protect the Commission in the event that all, or part, of its operations and/or computer services are
rendered unusable. The DRP formally documents a Recovery Time Objective (RTO) and a Recovery
Point Objective (RPO). These objectives establish an expected downtime and the amount of data that will
need to be restored, respectively. This plan should be re-evaluated on an ongoing basis and annual testing
of the DRP should be performed to ensure relevant staff is adequately trained and the current DRP
corresponds to existing software and procedures. Our recommendation is for the Commission to develop
a formalized disaster recovery plan in order to increase its preparedness in case of a catastrophe or major
incident.
Uniform Grant Guidance
During the current fiscal year, the Commission was required to implement the Uniform Guidance (2 CFR
200), which superseded OMB Circular A-133. As part of the new Uniform Guidance requirements, we
recommend the Commission adopt or amend the current policies and procedures to address these new or
revised rules and regulations:
Uniform Guidance Cost Principles
Cost Principles under OMB Circular A-87 have been superseded by the Uniform Guidance Cost
Principles (2 CFR 200, Subpart E – Cost Principles). We recommend the Commission maintain printed
copies of the new Cost Principles, formally adopt as policy, and refer to them when expending federal
awards.
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-3Conflicts of Interest Policy
According to 2 CFR §200.112, “The Federal awarding agency must establish conflict of interest policies
for Federal awards. The non-Federal entity must disclose in writing any potential conflict of interest to
the Federal awarding agency or pass-through entity in accordance with applicable Federal awarding
agency policy.” 2 CFR §200.113 further notes, “The non-Federal entity or applicant for a Federal award
must disclose, in a timely manner, in writing to the Federal awarding agency or pass-through entity all
violations of Federal criminal law involving fraud, bribery, or gratuity violations potentially affecting the
Federal award. Failure to make required disclosures can result in any of the remedies described in
§200.338, Remedies for Noncompliance, including suspension or debarment.”
Cash Management Policy
Under the new Uniform Guidance rules, there are documentation requirements related to cash
management as it pertains to receiving federal funds in advance of expenditures occurring. We
recommend the Commission adopt a Cash Management policy that addresses when the Commission
receives federal funding in advance of payment of related federal expenditures. The Commission will
need to document compliance with 2 CFR §200.302, which requires the financial management system of
each non-federal entity to provide written procedures be documented to implement the requirements of
§200.305, Payment.
Procurement Policy
While it was noted the Commission currently has two employees that hold certifications related to
procurement, we recommend these employees of the Commission review its current policies and
procedures related to procurement to ensure its policies and procedures align with the requirements noted
below.
Non-federal entities are required to comply fully with the procurement rules in the Uniform Guidance.
The Commission should examine the current procurement policies and procedures to ensure compliance
with the following sections of 2 CFR:


§200.318, General Procurement Standards



§200.319, Competition



§200.320, Methods of Procurement to be Followed



§200.321, Contracting with Small and Minority Businesses, Women’s Business Enterprises,
and Labor Surplus Area Firms



§200.322, Procurement and Recovered Materials



§200.323, Contract Cost and Price



§200.324, Federal Awarding Agency or Pass-through Entity Review



§200.325, Bonding Requirements



§200.326, Contract Provisions
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-4This report is intended solely for the information and use of management, the Commission, and others
within the organization and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these
specified parties.
If you have any questions concerning this report, or if we can be of further assistance, please contact us.
We thank you for the opportunity to conduct your audit for the year ended June 30, 2016 and express our
appreciation to everyone for their cooperation during this engagement.

PBMares, LLP
Harrisonburg, Virginia
October 13, 2016
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT
COMMISSION
REPORT TO THE HONORABLE
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
October 20, 2016

ASSURANCE, TAX & ADVISORY SERVICES
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To the Honorable Board of Commissioners
Hampton Roads Planning District Commission
Chesapeake, Virginia
We are pleased to present this report related to our audit of the basic financial statements and compliance
of the Hampton Roads Planning District Commission (Commission) for the year ended June 30, 2016.
This report summarizes certain matters required by professional standards to be communicated to you in
your oversight responsibility for the Commission’s financial and compliance reporting process.
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Commission Board Members and
management and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified
parties. It will be our pleasure to respond to any questions you have regarding this report. We appreciate
the opportunity to be of service to the Commission.

PBMares, LLP
Harrisonburg, Virginia
October 20, 2016
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
REQUIRED COMMUNICATIONS
Year Ended June 30, 2016

Generally accepted auditing standards (AU-C 260, The Auditor’s Communication With Those Charged
With Governance) require the auditor to promote effective two-way communication between the auditor
and those charged with governance. Consistent with this requirement, the following summarizes our
responsibilities regarding the basic financial statements audit and compliance reporting process, as well as
observations arising from our audit that are significant and relevant to your responsibility to oversee the
financial and compliance reporting process.
Area

Comments

Our Responsibilities With Regard
to the Financial Statements and
Compliance Audit

Our responsibilities under auditing standards generally
accepted in the United States of America; Government
Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the
United States and Specifications for Audits of Authorities,
Boards and Commissions provided by the Auditor of Public
Accounts of the Commonwealth of Virginia have been
described to you in our arrangement letter dated July 14,
2016. Our audit of the financial statements does not relieve
management or those charged with governance of their
responsibilities, which are also described in that letter.

Overview of the Planned Scope
and Timing of the Financial
Statements and Compliance
Audit

We have issued a separate communication regarding the
planned scope and timing of our audit and have discussed
with you our identification of, and planned audit response to
significant risks of material misstatement.

Accounting Policies and Practices

Preferability of Accounting Policies and Practices
Under accounting principles generally accepted in the United
States of America, in certain circumstances, management
may select among alternative accounting practices. In our
view, in such circumstances, management has selected the
preferable accounting practice.
Adoption of, or Change in, Accounting Policies
Management has the ultimate responsibility for the
appropriateness of the accounting policies used by the
Commission.
The Commission adopted Governmental
Accounting Standards Board (GASB) Statement No. 72, Fair
Value Measurement and Application, Statement No. 73,
Accounting and Financial Reporting for Pensions and
Related Assets that are Not Within the Scope of GASB
Statement No. 68, Amendments of Certain Provisions of
GASB Statements No. 67 and 68, Statement No. 74,
Financial Reporting for Postemployment Benefit Plans Other
Than Pension Plans, and Statement No. 76, The Hierarchy of
Generally Accepted Accounting Principles for State and
Local Governments, in the current year.
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
REQUIRED COMMUNICATIONS (Continued)
Year Ended June 30, 2016

Area
Accounting Policies and Practices
(Continued)

Comments
Significant or Unusual Transactions
We did not identify any significant or unusual transactions or
significant accounting policies in controversial or emerging
areas for which there is a lack of authoritative guidance or
consensus.
Management’s Judgments and Accounting Estimates
Summary information about the process used by management
in formulating particularly sensitive accounting estimates and
about our conclusions regarding the reasonableness of those
estimates is in the attached “Summary of Significant
Accounting Estimates.”

Audit Adjustments

Audit adjustments proposed by us and recorded by the
Commission are shown in the attached “Summary of Recorded
Audit Adjustments – Governmental Activities.”

Uncorrected Misstatements

We are not aware of any uncorrected misstatements other than
misstatements that are clearly trivial.

Disagreements With Management

We encountered no disagreements with management over the
application of significant accounting principles, the basis for
management’s judgments on any significant matters, the scope
of the audit, or significant disclosures to be included in the
basic financial statements.

Consultations With Other
Accountants

We are not aware of any consultations management had with
other accountants about accounting or auditing matters.

Significant Issues Discussed With
Management

No significant issues arising from the audit were discussed
with or were the subject of correspondence with management.

Significant Difficulties Encountered
in Performing the Audit

We did not encounter any significant difficulties in dealing
with management during the audit.

Significant Written
Communications Between
Management and Our Firm

Copies of significant written communications between our firm
and management of the Commission, including the
representation letter provided to us by management, are
attached as Exhibit A.
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING ESTIMATES
Year Ended June 30, 2016

Accounting estimates are an integral part of the preparation of financial statements and are based upon management’s current judgment. The
process used by management encompasses their knowledge and experience about past and current events and certain assumptions about future
events. You may wish to monitor throughout the year the process used to compute and record these accounting estimates. The following
describes the significant accounting estimates reflected in the Commission’s June 30, 2016 financial statements:

Estimate

Accounting Policy

Management’s
Estimation Process

Basis for Our Conclusions
on Reasonableness of Estimate

Capital Assets

Estimated lives of amortizable
and depreciable assets

Management assigns lives to assets
purchased or constructed internally
based on the expected useful life of
those assets or the product
associated with those assets.

While these estimates are based on
historical
information,
management
should continue to monitor the lives
assigned to the Commission’s assets to
ensure the recovery period of these costs
are accurate.

Pension Liability
and Other
Postemployment
Benefits (OPEB)

Pension and OPEB liabilities
and costs for financial
accounting and disclosure
purposes

Management recognizes pension
and OPEB liabilities based on
market trends and industry
standards.

While these estimates are based on
assumptions provided by market trends
and industry standards, management
additionally contracts with a third-party
actuarial to perform actuarial studies every
two years.
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
SUMMARY OF RECORDED AUDIT ADJUSTMENTS – GOVERNMENTAL ACTIVITIES
Year Ended June 30, 2016

Description
To record changes in pension liability

Deferred
Outflows of
Resources

Assets
$

To record additional current year
accounts receivable

-

$

150,780

Effect - Increase (Decrease)
Deferred
Inflows of
Net
Liabilities
Resources
Position
$

514,526

$ (469,377) $

Revenues
-

$

Expenses
-

$ (105,631)

292,901

-

-

-

292,901

292,901

-

To correct prior year grant revenue

-

-

-

-

452,975

(452,975)

-

To correct accrued unfunded FICA
on leave

-

-

29,809

-

(29,809)

Income statement effect
Statement of net position effect

-

(29,809)

$ (160,074) $ (135,440)
$

292,901

$

150,780

$

484,717

$ (439,568) $

745,876
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Exhibit A – Significant Written Communications Between Management and
Our Firm
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REPRESENTATION LETTER
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING
DISTRICT COMMISSION
FINANCIAL AND COMPLIANCE REPORTS
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2016

ASSURANCE, TAX & ADVISORY SERVICES
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
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INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S REPORT
Honorable Commission Board Members
Hampton Roads Planning District Commission
Report on the Financial Statements
We have audited the accompanying financial statements of the governmental activities and the major fund
of Hampton Roads Planning District Commission (Commission), as of and for the year ended June 30,
2016, and the related notes to the financial statements, which collectively comprise the Commission’s
basic financial statements as listed in the table of contents.
Management’s Responsibility for the Financial Statements
Management is responsible for the preparation and fair presentation of these financial statements in
accordance with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America; this includes
the design, implementation, and maintenance of internal control relevant to the preparation and fair
presentation of financial statements that are free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or
error.
Auditor’s Responsibility
Our responsibility is to express opinions on these financial statements based on our audit. We conducted
our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America; the
standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the
Comptroller General of the United States; and the Specifications for Audits of Authorities, Boards and
Commissions issued by the Auditor of Public Accounts of the Commonwealth of Virginia. Those
standards and specifications require we plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about
whether the financial statements are free from material misstatement.
An audit involves performing procedures to obtain audit evidence about the amounts and disclosures in
the financial statements. The procedures selected depend on the auditor’s judgment, including the
assessment of the risks of material misstatement of the financial statements, whether due to fraud or error.
In making those risk assessments, the auditor considers internal control relevant to the Commission’s
preparation and fair presentation of the financial statements in order to design audit procedures that are
appropriate in the circumstances, but not for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of
the Commission’s internal control. Accordingly, we express no such opinion. An audit also includes
evaluating the appropriateness of accounting policies used and the reasonableness of significant
accounting estimates made by management, as well as evaluating the overall presentation of the financial
statements.
We believe the audit evidence we have obtained is sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for our
audit opinions.
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Opinion
In our opinion, the financial statements referred to above present fairly, in all material respects, the
financial position of the governmental activities and the major fund of the Commission, as of June 30,
2016, and the respective changes in financial position for the year then ended in accordance with
accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America.
Other Matters
Required Supplementary Information
Accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America require the Management's
Discussion and Analysis and the required supplementary information on pages 4-9 and 45-47,
respectively, be presented to supplement the basic financial statements. Such information, although not a
part of the basic financial statements, is required by the Governmental Accounting Standards Board who
considers it to be an essential part of financial reporting for placing the basic financial statements in an
appropriate operational, economic, or historical context. We have applied certain limited procedures to
the required supplementary information in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the
United States of America, which consisted of inquiries of management about the methods of preparing the
information and comparing the information for consistency with management’s responses to our
inquiries, the basic financial statements, and other knowledge we obtained during our audit of the basic
financial statements. We do not express an opinion or provide any assurance on the information because
the limited procedures do not provide us with sufficient evidence to express an opinion or provide any
assurance.
Other Information
Our audit was conducted for the purpose of forming opinions on the financial statements that collectively
comprise the Commission’s basic financial statements. The accompanying Schedule of Expenditures of
Federal Awards, as required by Title 2 U.S. Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 200, Uniform
Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards, is presented
for purposes of additional analysis and is not a required part of the basic financial statements.
The Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards is the responsibility of management and was derived
from and relates directly to the underlying accounting and other records used to prepare the basic
financial statements. Such information has been subjected to the auditing procedures applied in the audit
of the basic financial statements and certain additional procedures, including comparing and reconciling
such information directly to the underlying accounting and other records used to prepare the basic
financial statements or to the basic financial statements themselves, and other additional procedures in
accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America. In our opinion,
the Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards is fairly stated, in all material respects, in relation to the
basic financial statements as a whole.
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Other Reporting Required by Government Auditing Standards
In accordance with Government Auditing Standards, we have also issued our report dated October 13,
2016 on our consideration of the Commission’s internal control over financial reporting and on our tests
of its compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts, and grant agreements and other
matters. The purpose of that report is to describe the scope of our testing of internal control over financial
reporting and compliance and the results of that testing, and not to provide an opinion on internal control
over financial reporting or on compliance. That report is an integral part of an audit performed in
accordance with Government Auditing Standards in considering the Commission’s internal control over
financial reporting and compliance.

PBMares, LLP
Harrisonburg, Virginia
October 13, 2016
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Hampton Roads Planning District Commission
Management’s Discussion and Analysis
The following Management’s Discussion and Analysis (MD&A) of the Hampton Roads Planning District
Commission’s (Commission) activities and financial performance provides the reader with an
introduction and overview to the financial statements of the Commission for the year ended June 30,
2016. The information contained in this MD&A should be considered in conjunction with the financial
statements and various historic summaries of activities and financial performance included in the basic
financial statements included in this audit.
In the fall of 2008, the Commission was reorganized to better reflect the efforts of the transportation staff
in performing the planning, technical, and administrative duties of the regional Metropolitan Planning
Organization in accordance with regulations as determined by the U.S. Department of Transportation and
the Virginia Department of Transportation. These duties were organized into a new and separate function
entitled Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization (HRTPO). This new function has three
memorandums of understanding between the HRTPO and the Commission. The first indicates that the
Commission “shall provide the planning and administrative staff to the HRTPO” and all duties thereof.
The second indicates that the HRTPO “desires that the Commission serve as fiscal agent for the HRTPO”
and all duties thereof. In this capacity, the Financial Statements of the Hampton Roads Planning District
Commission includes all the activities involved in administering the financial aspects of the Hampton
Roads Transportation Planning Organization.
The Financial Section of this report has three components – Management’s Discussion and Analysis (this
section), the basic financial statements, and required supplementary information. The basic financial
statements include both government-wide and fund financial statements and the notes to the financial
statements. Government-wide and fund financial statements categorize primary activities as either
governmental or business-type. All of the Commission’s operations are considered to be governmental
because the sources of funding include contributions from member jurisdictions and federal and state
grants.
The government-wide and fund financial statements are distinguished as follows:
•

The first two statements are government-wide financial statements that provide both long-term
and short-term information about the Commission’s overall financial status.

•

The remaining statements are governmental fund financial statements which are prepared on the
modified accrual basis of accounting. The focus of modified accrual reporting is on current
financial resources and the balance of financial resources available at the end of the fiscal year.
Since a governmental fund’s focus is narrower than that of the government-wide financial
statements a reconciliation between the statements is provided.

As required, the following tables present a summary of the long-term financial condition and operations
of the Commission for the years ended June 30, 2016 and June 30, 2015. The Summary Statements of Net
Position include the current assets, investments in capital assets, current and noncurrent liabilities, and
deferred outflows and inflows of resources of the Commission. The Summary Statements of Revenues,
Expenses and Changes in Net Position contain all of the years’ revenues and expenses. The Summary
Statements of Changes in Net Position further delineate the areas of fiduciary responsibility within the net
position category.
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The following table summarizes the Commission’s Statements of Net Position:
Summary Statements of Net Position
June 30, 2016 and 2015

2016

Increase
(Decrease)

2015

%
Change

ASSETS AND DEFERRED
OUTFLOWS OF RESOURCES
Current assets
Capital assets, net of accumulated
depreciation
Other assets - investments
Deferred outflows of resources pension plan
Total assets and deferred
outflows of resources

$

6,031,772

$

5,127,516

$

904,256
(126,737)
(675,000)

17.64%

1,221,000
-

1,347,737
675,000

-9.40%
-100.00%

408,882

258,102

150,780

58.42%

7,661,654

7,408,355

253,299

3.42%

680,656
4,163,182

1,171,516
2,941,847

(490,860)
1,221,335

-41.90%
41.52%

367,452

836,829

(469,377)

-56.09%

5,211,290

4,950,192

261,098

1,221,000
1,229,364

1,347,737
1,576,200

(126,737)
(346,836)

-9.40%
-22.00%

(473,573)

-16.20%

LIABILITIES AND
DEFERRED INFLOWS OF
RESOURCES
Current liabilities
Noncurrent liabilities
Deferred inflows of resources pension plan
Total liabilities and deferred
inflows of resources

5.27%

NET POSITION
Net investment in capital assets
Unresticted
Net position

$

2,450,364

$

2,923,937

$
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The following table provides a summary of the Statement of Revenues, Expenses and Changes in Net
Position:
Summary Statements of Revenues, Expenses and Changes in Net Position
Years Ended June 30, 2016 and 2015

2016
Program revenues
Local contributions
Federal pass-through
Commonwealth
Total operating revenues

$

Operating expenses
Indirect - general and
administrative
Personnel
Consultants
Transporation pass-through
services
Housing and Emergency
Management pass-through
Total operating expenses
Operating income (loss)
Miscellaneous
Use of money
Change in net position

$

3,552,821
3,040,944
451,842
7,045,607

Increase
(Decrease)

2015

$

3,572,374
4,339,893
444,540
8,356,807

$

%
Change

(19,553)
(1,298,949)
7,302
(1,311,200)

-0.55%
-29.93%
1.64%
-15.69%

1,534,782
3,600,083
1,613,209

518,746
4,222,686
1,629,520

1,016,036
(622,603)
(16,311)

197.05%
-14.74%
-1.00%

513,739

570,609

(56,870)

-9.97%

390,673
7,652,486

821,550
7,763,111

(430,877)
(110,625)

-52.45%
-1.43%

(606,879)

593,696

(1,200,575)

-202.22%

115,612
17,694

164,049
10,136

(48,437)
7,558

-29.53%
74.57%

(1,241,454)

-161.67%

(473,573) $

767,881

$

The following table provides a summary of the Commission’s net position:
Summary Statements of Net Position
June 30, 2016 and 2015

2016

Increase
(Decrease)

2015

%
Change

Net position
Net investment in capital assets
Unrestricted

$

1,221,000
1,229,364

$

1,347,737
1,576,200

$

(126,737)
(346,836)

-9.40%
-22.00%

Net position

$

2,450,364

$

2,923,937

$

(473,573)

-16.20%
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Financial Highlights
Statement of Net Position
This statement reports all short-term and long-term activity of the Commission, including the long-term
estimates related to other postemployment benefits and net pension liability as determined by third-party
actuaries. According to this statement, the Commission’s Net Position decreased by $473,573, as
disclosed on the Summary Statements of Changes in Net Position.
In order to conform with Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) Statements No. 68 and 71,
the Commission must record net pension liabilities. These liabilities are primarily long-term liabilities,
based on actuarial studies of the activity in the Virginia Retirement System. Therefore, actual results
could differ substantially. It is important to note and recognize that the ultimate settlement of these
liabilities will be paid primarily with future Commission resources.
Statement of Revenues, Expenses and Changes in Net Position
Operating revenues decreased approximately $1.3 million or 15.70% due to decreased activity in the
Transportation and Homeland Security programs (UASI & MMRS). This decrease does not impact the
operations of the Commission as it is mainly pass-through funding.
Operating expenses remained fairly constant decreasing approximately $0.1 million.
The basic financial statements of the Commission for the year ended June 30, 2016 indicate a decrease in
net position of the Commission approximately $0.5 million (see the Summary Statements of Net Position).
This decrease can be attributed to depreciation of capital assets of approximately $133,000, an increase in
other postemployment benefit expense of approximately $307,000, offset by a reduction in pension
expense and compensated absences of approximately $166,000 and budget planning that programmed the
use of prior year unrestricted net position in the current year.
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The following table provides the Commission’s Balance Sheets of the Governmental Fund as of June 30,
2016 and 2015:
Balance Sheets – Governmental Fund
June 30, 2016 and 2015

Increase
(Decrease)

General Fund
2016
2015
ASSETS
Current Assets
Cash and cash equivalents
Due from other governments
Prepaid items and deposits
Investments
Total current assets
LIABILITIES AND
FUND BALANCES
Liabilities
Accounts payable
Contracts payable
Other current liabilities

$

3,798,367
1,212,295
45,881
975,229

$

2,261,744
1,752,401
41,557
2,199,789

$

1,536,623
(540,106)
4,324
(1,224,560)

67.94%
-30.82%
10.40%
-55.67%

$

6,031,772

$

6,255,491

$

(223,719)

-3.58%

$

535,091
134,803
10,762

$

401,876
291,189
6,023

$

133,215
(156,386)
4,739

33.15%
-53.71%
78.68%

Total liabilities
Fund Balances
Nonspendable
Committed
Assigned
Unassigned
Total fund balances
Total liabilities and fund
balances

%
Change

$

680,656

699,088

(18,432)

-2.64%

45,881
1,026,038
1,300,638
2,978,559

41,557
1,146,838
1,851,307
2,516,701

4,324
(120,800)
(550,669)
461,858

10.40%
-10.53%
-29.74%
18.35%

5,351,116

5,556,403

(205,287)

-3.69%

(223,719)

-3.58%

6,031,772

$

6,255,491

$

This impact on current Commission resources is more accurately reflected in the last report in this
section: Balance Sheet – Governmental Funds (Fund Balance Report), as this report reflects the current
resources and short term obligations of the Commission. This report is reported on a modified accrual
basis.
The Committed amount of $1,026,038 reflects both program revenues received but not yet expended, as
well as several reserve accounts that were established to ensure funding would be available for future
expenditures for capital improvements, equipment failures, and etc.
The Assigned amount of $1,300,638 reflects those funds that have been set aside for other
postemployment benefits ($1 million) and leave liabilities ($300,638). Management has determined that
the full amount of this liability will never be realized, and only a portion of these funds should be set
aside for short-term cash management purposes.
The Unassigned amount of $2,978,559 reflects funds available for future commission activities.
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Requests for Information
This financial report is designed to provide our citizens with a general overview of the Commission’s
finances and to demonstrate the Commission’s accountability for the money it receives. Questions
concerning this report or requests for additional information should be directed to: Hampton Roads
Planning District Commission, Chief Financial Officer, 723 Woodlake Drive, Chesapeake, Virginia
23320.
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BASIC FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
STATEMENT OF NET POSITION
June 30, 2016
Governmental
Activities
ASSETS
Cash and cash equivalents
Due from other governments
Investments
Prepaid items and deposits
Capital assets:
Land
Building and improvements
Office furniture and equipment
Automobiles
Less accumulated depreciation and amortization

$

3,798,367
1,212,295
975,229
45,881
80,621
2,348,623
797,481
72,443
(2,078,168)

Total assets

7,252,772

DEFERRED OUTFLOWS OF RESOURCES
Pension plan

408,882

Total deferred outflows of resources

408,882

LIABILITIES
Accounts payable
Contracts payable
Accrued payroll
Noncurrent liabilities:
Due within one year:
Compensated absences
Due in more than one year:
Other postemployment benefits
Net pension liability

535,091
134,803
10,762

399,776
1,698,099
2,065,307

Total liabilities

4,843,838

DEFERRED INFLOWS OF RESOURCES
Pension plan

367,452

Total deferred inflows of resources

367,452

NET POSITION
Net investment in capital assets
Unrestricted
Total net position

See Notes to Financial Statements.

1,221,000
1,229,364
$

2,450,364
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
STATEMENT OF ACTIVITIES
Year Ended June 30, 2016

Expenses
Functions/Programs:
Governmental activities:
Indirect - general and administrative
Personnel
Consultants
Transportation pass-through services
Housing and Emergency Management pass-through
Total governmental activities

Program
Revenues
Operating
Grants and
Contributions

$

1,534,782
3,600,083
1,613,209
513,739
390,673

$

1,534,782
2,993,204
1,613,209
513,739
390,673

$

7,652,486

$

7,045,607

Net (Expense)
Revenue and
Change in
Net Position
Governmental
Activities

$

(606,879)

General revenues:
Miscellaneous
Use of money - investment income
Total general revenues

115,612
17,694
133,306

Change in net position

(473,573)

Net position, beginning of year
Net position, end of year

See Notes to Financial Statements.

(606,879)
-

2,923,937
$

2,450,364
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
BALANCE SHEET
GOVERNMENTAL FUND
June 30, 2016
General
Fund
ASSETS
Cash and cash equivalents
Due from other governments
Investments
Prepaid items and deposits
Total assets

$

3,798,367
1,212,295
975,229
45,881

$

6,031,772

$

535,091
134,803
10,762

LIABILITIES
Accounts payable
Contracts payable
Accrued payroll
Total liabilities

680,656

FUND BALANCE
Nonspendable
Committed
Assigned
Unassigned

45,881
1,026,038
1,300,638
2,978,559

Total fund balance
Total liabilities and fund balance

See Notes to Financial Statements.

5,351,116
$

6,031,772
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
RECONCILIATION OF THE BALANCE SHEET OF THE GOVERNMENTAL FUND
TO THE STATEMENT OF NET POSITION
June 30, 2016

Total fund balance - governmental fund

$

5,351,116

Amounts reported for governmental activities in the Statement of Net
Position are different because:
Capital assets used in governmental activities are not current financial
resources and, therefore, not reported in the governmental fund.
Governmental capital assets
Less accumulated depreciation and amortization
Net capital assets

$

3,299,168
(2,078,168)
1,221,000

Deferred outflows of resources represent a consumption of net position
that applies to a future period and, therefore, are not recognized as
expenditures in the governmental fund until then.
Pension plan
Long-term liabilities, including interest payable, are not due and payable
in the current period and, therefore, are not reported as liabilities in
the governmental fund.
Compensated absences
Other postemployment benefits
Net pension liability

408,882

(399,776)
(1,698,099)
(2,065,307)
(4,163,182)

Deferred inflows of resources represent an acquisition of net position that
applies to a future period and, therefore, are not recognized as revenue
in the governmental fund until then.
Pension plan
Net position of governmental activities

See Notes to Financial Statements.

(367,452)
$

2,450,364
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE
GOVERNMENTAL FUND
Year Ended June 30, 2016
General
Fund
Revenues:
Intergovernmental:
Local contributions
Federal pass-through
Commonwealth
Use of money - investment income
Miscellaneous
Total revenues

$

Expenditures:
Indirect - general and administrative
Personnel
Consultants
Transportation pass-through services
Housing and Emergency Management pass-through
Total expenditures

3,552,821
3,040,944
451,842
17,694
115,612
7,178,913

1,408,045
3,458,534
1,613,209
513,739
390,673
7,384,200

Net change in fund balance

(205,287)

Fund balance, beginning of year, as restated

5,556,403

Fund balance, end of year

$

5,351,116

See Notes to Financial Statements.
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
RECONCILIATION OF THE STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES
AND CHANGE IN FUND BALANCE OF THE GOVERNMENTAL FUND
TO THE STATEMENT OF ACTIVITIES
Year Ended June 30, 2016

Net change in fund balance - governmental fund

$

(205,287)

Reconciliation of amounts reported for governmental activities in the Statement
of Activities:
The governmental fund reports capital outlays as expenditures. However in
the Statement of Activities, the cost of those assets is allocated over their
estimated useful lives and reported as depreciation and amortization
expense. This is the amount by which depreciation and amortization
exceeded capital outlays in the current period.
Expenditure for capital assets
Less depreciation and amortization expense
Excess of depreciation and amortization over capital outlays
Some expenses reported in the Statement of Activities do not require the
use of current financial resources and, therefore, are not reported as
expenditures in the governmental fund.
Compensated absences
Other postemployment benefits
Pension expense

$

6,175
(132,912)
(126,737)

59,853
(307,033)
105,631
(141,549)

Change in net position of governmental activities

See Notes to Financial Statements.

$

(473,573)
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
Note 1.
A.

Summary of Significant Accounting Policies
Reporting Entity
Hampton Roads Planning District Commission (Commission) is a regional planning agency
authorized by the Virginia Area Development Act of 1968 and created by the merger of the
Southeastern Virginia Planning District Commission and the Peninsula Planning District
Commission on July 1, 1990. The Commission performs various planning services for the town
of Smithfield, the cities of Chesapeake, Franklin, Hampton, Newport News, Norfolk, Portsmouth,
Poquoson, Suffolk, Williamsburg and Virginia Beach, and the counties of Gloucester, Isle of
Wight, James City, Southampton, Surry, and York. Revenues of the Commission are received
primarily from local government (member) contributions and various state and federal grant
programs.
In the fall of 2008, the Commission was reorganized to better reflect efforts of the transportation
staff in performing the planning, technical, and administrative duties of the regional Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) in accordance with regulations as determined by the Federal
Highway Administration and the Virginia Department of Transportation. These duties were
organized into a new function entitled Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization
(HRTPO). HRTPO has two Memorandums of Understanding with the Commission. The first
addresses the concept that the Commission “shall provide the planning and administrative staff to
HRTPO” and all duties thereof. The second addresses the concept that HRTPO “desires that the
Commission serve as fiscal agent for HRTPO” and all duties thereof. In this capacity, the audited
financial statements of the Commission cover all the activities involved in administering the
financial aspects of HRTPO.
The Commission’s governing body is composed of various members appointed by each of the
seventeen participating jurisdictions. These governmental entities have an ongoing financial
responsibility to the Commission because its continued existence depends on the continued
funding by the participants. The Commission is perpetual and no participating government has
access to its resources or surpluses, nor is any participant liable for the Commission’s debt or
deficits.
The Commission is not a component unit of any of the participating governments. There are no
component units to be included in the Commission’s financial statements.

B.

Government-Wide and Fund Financial Statements
The government-wide financial statements (Statement of Net Position and Statement of
Activities) report information of the governmental activities supported by intergovernmental
revenues.
The government-wide Statement of Net Position reports net position as restricted when externally
imposed constraints are in effect. Internally imposed designations of resources are not presented
as restricted net position.
The government-wide Statement of Activities is designed to report the degree to which the direct
expenses of a given function are offset by program revenues. Direct expenses are those that are
clearly identifiable with a specific function. Program revenues include contributions that are
restricted to meet the operational requirements of a particular function.
Enclosure 13
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
Note 1.
B.

Summary of Significant Accounting Policies (Continued)
Government-Wide and Fund Financial Statements (Continued)
The fund financial statements are presented on a current financial resources measurement focus
and modified accrual basis of accounting. Given that governmental fund statements are presented
on a different measurement focus and basis of accounting than the government-wide statements,
reconciliation is presented which explains the adjustments necessary to reconcile the fund
financial statements to the government-wide financial statements.
Separate fund financial statements are provided for the governmental fund. In the fund financial
statements, financial transactions and accounts of the Commission are organized on the basis of
funds. The operation of the fund is considered to be an independent fiscal and separate
accounting entity, with a self-balancing set of accounts recording cash and/or other financial
resources together with all related liabilities and residual equities or balances, and changes
therein, which are segregated for the purpose of carrying on specific activities or attaining certain
objectives in accordance with special regulations, restrictions, or limitations. The governmental
fund is reported on a Balance Sheet and a Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in
Fund Balance (fund equity). Since the governmental fund statements are presented on a different
measurement focus and basis of accounting than the government-wide statements, a
reconciliation is presented which briefly explains the adjustment necessary to reconcile the fund
financial statements to the government-wide financial statements.

C.

Measurement Focus and Basis of Accounting
Government-wide Financial Statements: Government-wide financial statements are reported
using the economic resources measurement focus and the accrual basis of accounting. Revenues
are recorded when earned and expenses are recorded when a liability is incurred, regardless of the
timing of related cash flows. Intergovernmental revenues, consisting of contributions from
participating jurisdictions and Federal and State funds from the Commonwealth of Virginia, are
recognized in the period the funding is made available.
Governmental Fund Financial Statements: The governmental fund financial statements are
reported using the current financial resources measurement focus and the modified accrual basis
of accounting. Revenues are recognized as soon as they are measurable and available. The
Commission considers revenues to be available if they are collected within 45 days after year end.
Expenditures are recorded when a liability is incurred under the full accrual method of
accounting. The individual Governmental Fund is:
General Fund – The General Fund is the primary operating fund of the Commission and is
used to account for and report all revenues and expenditures applicable to the general
operations of the Commission. Revenues are derived primarily from intergovernmental
activities. The General Fund is considered a major fund for financial reporting purposes.
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
Note 1.
D.

Summary of Significant Accounting Policies (Continued)
Budgets and Budgetary Accounting
The Commission’s annual budget is a management tool that assists users in analyzing financial
activity for its June 30 fiscal year. The Commission’s primary funding sources are federal and
state grants and local subsidies, which have periods that may or may not coincide with the
Commission’s fiscal year. These grants and subsidies are normally for a twelve-month period;
however, they may be awarded for periods shorter or longer than twelve months.
Because of the Commission’s dependency on federal, state and local budgetary decisions,
revenue estimates are based upon the best available information as to potential sources of
funding. The Commission’s annual budget differs from that of a local government due to the
uncertain nature of grant awards from other entities.
The resultant annual budget is subject to constant change within the fiscal year due to:
•
•
•

Increases/decreases in actual grant awards from those estimated;
Unanticipated grant awards not included in the budget; and
Expected grant awards that fail to materialize.

The Board formally approves the annual budget in April, before the subsequent fiscal year begins.
Due to grant expirations and new awards, amendments are made throughout the year as
necessary.
E.

Other Significant Accounting Policies
1. Cash and Cash Equivalents
Cash equivalents include all highly liquid investments with maturities of three months or less.
2. Investments
Investments are stated at fair value based on quoted market prices.
3. Prepaid Items
Certain payments to vendors reflect costs applicable to future accounting periods and are
recorded as prepaid items in the financial statements using the consumption method.
4. Capital Assets
Capital assets include property and equipment and computer hardware with an individual cost
of more than $5,000 and an estimated useful life in excess of one year. For constructed
assets, all costs necessary to bring assets to the condition and location necessary for the
intended use are capitalized. Repairs and maintenance are charged to operations as incurred.
Additions and betterments are capitalized. The costs of assets retired and accumulated
depreciation are removed from the accounts.
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Note 1.
E.

Summary of Significant Accounting Policies (Continued)
Other Significant Accounting Policies (Continued)
4. Capital Assets (Continued)
Depreciation and amortization of all exhaustible equipment, leasehold improvements and
intangibles is charged as an expense against operations using the straight-line method over
the following estimated useful lives:
Building and improvements
Office furniture and equipment
Automobiles

40 years
5 years
5 years

When, in the opinion of management, certain assets are impaired, any estimated decline in
value is accounted for as an expense. There were no impaired assets at year end.
5. Pensions
For purposes of measuring the net pension liability, deferred outflows of resources and
deferred inflows of resources related to pensions, and pension expense, information about the
fiduciary net position of the Commission’s retirement plan and the additions to/deductions
from the Commission’s retirement plan’s net fiduciary position have been determined on the
same basis as they were reported by the Virginia Retirement System (VRS). For this
purpose, benefit payments (including refunds of employee contributions) are recognized
when due and payable in accordance with the benefit terms. Investments are reported at fair
value.
6. Compensated Absences
The Commission’s policy permits VRS Plan 1 and 2 full-time employees to accumulate
earned by unused vacation benefits, and VRS Hybrid employees Paid Time Off benefits,
which are eligible for payment upon separation from the Commission’s service up to twice
the annual earnings, at the rate of pay at separation. The liability for such leave is reported as
incurred in the government-wide statements. Vacation / Paid Time Off is granted to all fulltime employees and is earned based upon the length of employment. The General Fund is
responsible for paying the liability for compensated absence balances for employees.
Accumulated sick leave for VRS Plan 1 and 2 employees accrues until employees leave the
Commission and will be paid out depending on date of hire and years of service. All fulltime regular employees with hire dates before July 1, 2001 are grandfathered under the
previous sick leave policy for the sick leave balances as of June 30, 2001 and, at the time of
separation, will be reimbursed for one-third of the balance of hours remaining at their rate of
pay at separation.
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E.

Summary of Significant Accounting Policies (Continued)
Other Significant Accounting Policies (Continued)
6. Compensated Absences (Continued)
Effective July 1, 2001, all regular full-time employees who participate in VRS Plan1 and 2
are eligible to receive payment of 25% of the sick leave unused balance, up to a maximum
payout depending on their years of service, at the rate of pay at separation. Any employee
who separates from the Commission with less than five (5) years of service will not be
reimbursed for any remaining sick leave balance. Over 5 but less than 10 years, maximum
payout will be $2,500; over 10 but less than 15 years, maximum payout will be $3,500; over
15 but less than 20 years, maximum payout will be $5,000; over 20 but less than 25 years,
maximum payout will be $6,500; and over 25 years of service maximum payout will be
$7,500.
7. Deferred Outflows/Inflows of Resources
In addition to assets, the Statement of Net Position will report a separate section for deferred
outflows of resources. This separate financial statement element, deferred outflows of
resources, represents a consumption of net position that applies to a future period and will not
be recognized as an outflow of resources (expenditure) until then. The Commission currently
has two items related to the pension plan that qualify for reporting in this category.
In addition to liabilities, the Statement of Net Position will sometimes report a separate
section for deferred inflows of resources. This separate financial statement element, deferred
inflows of resources, represents an acquisition of net position that applies to a future period
and will not be recognized as an inflow of resources (revenue) until that time. The
Commission currently has one item that qualifies for reporting in this category.
8. Fund Equity
The Commission reports fund balance in accordance with GASB Statement No. 54, Fund
Balance Reporting and Governmental Fund Type Definitions. The following classifications
describe the relative strength of the spending constraints placed on the purposes for which
resources can be used:
Nonspendable fund balance classification includes amounts that are not in spendable form
(such as prepaid items) or are required to be maintained intact (corpus of a permanent fund).
Restricted fund balance classification includes amounts constrained to specific purposes by
their providers (higher levels of government), through constitutional provisions, or by
enabling legislation.
Committed fund balance classification includes amounts constrained to specific purposes by
the government itself, using its highest level of decision-making authority; to be reported as
committed, amounts cannot be used for any other purpose unless the government takes the
same highest level action to remove or change the constraint. To be reported as committed,
amounts cannot be used for any other purpose unless the Board takes action to remove or
change the constraint.
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Note 1.
E.

Summary of Significant Accounting Policies (Continued)
Other Significant Accounting Policies (Continued)
8. Fund Equity (Continued)
Assigned fund balance classification includes amounts a government intends to use for a
specific purpose; intent can be expressed by the governing body or by an official body to
which the governing body delegates the authority. Unlike commitments, assignments
generally only exist temporarily. In other words, an additional action does not normally have
to be taken for the removal of an assignment. Conversely, as discussed above, an additional
action is essential to either remove or revise a commitment.
Unassigned fund balance classification includes the residual balance of the General Fund that
has not been restricted, committed or assigned to specific purposes within the General Fund.
When fund balance resources are available for a specific purpose in more than one
classification, the Commission will consider the use of restricted, committed or assigned
funds prior to the use of unassigned fund balance as they are needed.
9. Net Position
Net position represents the difference between assets and deferred outflows of resources, and
liabilities and deferred inflows of resources. Net position is reported as restricted when there
are limitations imposed on their use either through the enabling legislation adopted by the
Commission or through external restrictions imposed by creditors, grantors or laws or
regulations of other governments.
The Commission first applies restricted resources when an expense is incurred for purposes
for which both restricted and unrestricted net position are available.
10. Estimates and Assumptions
The preparation of financial statements in conformity with accounting principles generally
accepted in the United States of America requires management to make estimates and
assumptions that affect the reported amounts of assets, liabilities, and deferred inflows and
outflows of resources and disclosure of contingent assets and liabilities at the date of the
financial statements and the reported amounts of revenue and expenses during the reporting
period. Actual results could differ from those estimates.
11. Subsequent Events
In preparing these financial statements, the Commission has evaluated events and
transactions for potential recognition or disclosure through October 13, 2016, the date the
financial statements were available to be issued.
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Cash and Cash Equivalents

At June 30, 2016, cash and cash equivalents consisted of the following, at cost, which approximates fair
value:

Cash
Local Government Investment Pool (LGIP)
BB&T - CDARS
Total

$

114,983
1,857,576
1,825,808

$

3,798,367

Deposits
Deposits with banks are covered by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) and collateralized
in accordance with the Virginia Security for Public Deposits Act (Act), Section 2.2-4400 et., seq. of the
Code of Virginia. Under the Act, banks and savings institutions holding public deposits in excess of the
amount insured by the FDIC must pledge collateral to the Commonwealth of Virginia Treasury Board.
Financial institutions may choose between two collateralization methodologies and depending upon that
choice, will pledge collateral that ranges in the amounts from 50% to 130% of excess deposits.
Accordingly, all deposits are considered fully collateralized.
Investments
Statutes authorize local governments and other public bodies to invest in obligations of the United States
or its agencies thereof, obligations of the Commonwealth of Virginia or political subdivisions thereof,
obligations of the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (World Bank), the Asian
Development Bank, the African Development Bank, “prime quality” commercial paper and certain
corporate notes; bankers’ acceptances, repurchase agreements and the State Treasurer’s Local
Government Investment Pool (LGIP).
Credit Risk
As required by state statutes, the Policy requires that commercial paper have a short-term debt rating of
no less than “A-1” (or its equivalent) from at least two of the following; Moody’s Investors Service,
Standard & Poor’s and Fitch Investor’s Service. Corporate notes, negotiable Certificates of Deposit and
bank deposit notes maturing in less than one year must have a short-term debt rating of at least “A-1” by
Standard & Poor’s and “P-1” by Moody’s Investors Service. Notes having a maturity of greater than one
year must be rated “AA” by Standard & Poor’s or “Aa” by Moody’s Investors Service.
As of June 30, 2016, 46% of the portfolio was invested in “A-1” U.S. Agency Securities, the remaining
54% was not rated at year end. All credit ratings presented in this paragraph are Standard & Poor’s
ratings.
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Cash and Cash Equivalents (Continued)

Custodial Credit Risk
For deposits, custodial credit risk is the risk that in the event of a failure of a depository financial
institution, deposits may not be recovered. All cash of the Commission is maintained in accounts
collateralized in accordance with the Act, Section 2.2-4400 et., seq. of the Code of Virginia or covered by
federal depository insurance. Under the Act, banks holding public deposits in excess of the amounts
insured by FDIC must pledge collateral in the amount of 50% of excess deposits to a collateral pool in the
name of the State Treasury Board. If any member bank fails, the entire collateral pool becomes available
to satisfy the claims of governmental entities. With the ability to make additional assessments, the
multiple bank collateral pool functions similarly to depository insurance. The Commonwealth of Virginia
Treasury Board is responsible for monitoring compliance with the collateralization and reporting
requirements of the Act.
Concentration of Credit Risk
The Policy establishes limitations on portfolio composition by issuer in order to control concentration of
credit risk. No more than 5% of the Commission’s portfolio will be invested in the securities of any one
issuer with the exception of: (1) the U.S. government or Agencies thereof, (2) fully insured/collateralized
certificates of deposit or repurchase agreements that are collateralized by the U.S. government or
Agencies thereof, and (3) mutual funds whereby the portfolio is limited to U.S. government or Agency
securities.
Interest Rate Risk
As of June 30, 2016, the Commission had the following investments:

Investment
Maturities
(in years)
Less Than
1 Year

Fair Value
BB&T - Fixed Income Bonds
BB&T - CDARS
Local Government Investment Pool (LGIP)

$

975,229
1,825,808
1,857,576

$

975,229
1,825,808
1,857,576

The Commission is exposed to minimal interest rate risk since all investments had fixed interest rates at
June 30, 2016.
At June 30, 2016, the Commission had investments of $1,857,576 in the LGIP. The LGIP is a
professionally managed money market fund that invests in qualifying obligations and securities as
permitted by Virginia statutes. Pursuant to Section 2.2-4605 of the Code of Virginia, the Treasury Board
of the Commonwealth sponsors the LGIP and has delegated certain functions to the State Treasurer. The
LGIP reports to the Treasury Board at the Treasury Board’s regularly scheduled monthly meetings. The
fair value of the position of the LGIP is the same as the value of the pool shares, i.e., the LGIP maintains
a stable net asset value of $1 per share. The LGIP has been assigned an “AAAm” rating by Standard &
Poor’s.
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Fair Value Measurement

The Commission categorizes its fair value measurements within the fair value hierarchy established by
accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America. The hierarchy is based on the
valuation inputs used to measure the fair value of the asset. The three levels of the fair value hierarchy
are described below.
Level 1

Valuation based on quoted prices in active markets for identical assets or
liabilities.

Level 2

Valuation based on quoted prices for similar assets or liabilities, quoted prices in
markets that are not active, or other inputs that are observable or can be
corroborated by observable data for substantially the full term of the assets and
liabilities.

Level 3

Valuations based on unobservable inputs to the valuation methodology that are
significant to the measurement of the fair value of assets or liabilities.

Level 1
BB&T - Fixed Income Bonds
BB&T - CDARS

Note 4.

$

975,229
1,825,808

Level 2
$

Level 3
-

$

-

$

528,324
360,139
243,341
26,545
16,668
12,024
10,977
6,250
3,561
1,590
2,876

$

1,212,295

Due From Other Governments

At June 30, 2016, amounts due from other governments were as follows:

Virginia Department of Transportation
Virginia Department of Emergency Management
Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transit
HRTAC
Department of Environmental Quality
Hampton Roads Military and Federal Facilities Alliance
Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development
Surry County
City of Portsmouth - Federal Home Loan
City of Virginia Beach
Other
Total
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Capital Assets

A summary of capital assets is as follows for the year ended June 30, 2016:

Balance
June 30, 2015
Capital assets not being depreciated or
amortized:
Land
Total capital assets not being
depreciated or amortized

$

Capital assets being depreciated or
amortized:
Building and improvements
Office furniture and equipment
Automobiles
Total capital assets being
depreciated or amortized
Less accumulated depreciation and
amortization for:
Building and improvements
Office furniture and equipment
Automobiles
Total accumulated depreciation
and amortization
Total capital assets being
depreciated or amortized, net
Capital assets, net

80,621

Increases

- $

-

80,621

-

-

80,621

2,348,623
791,306
72,443

6,175
-

-

2,348,623
797,481
72,443

3,212,372

6,175

-

3,218,547

(1,300,547)
(588,374)
(56,335)

(71,602)
(54,407)
(6,903)

-

(1,372,149)
(642,781)
(63,238)

(1,945,256)

(132,912)

-

(2,078,168)

1,267,116

(126,737)

-

1,140,379

(126,737) $

-

$ 1,221,000

$ 1,347,737

$

Balance
June 30, 2016

Decreases

$

$

80,621

Depreciation and amortization was charged to Indirect – General and Administrative.

Note 6.

Compensated Absences

The following is a summary of compensated absences activity of the Commission for the year ended
June 30, 2016:

Beginning
Balance
Compensated absences

$

459,629

Increases
$

465,173

Ending
Balance

Decreases
$

525,026

$

399,776

Due Within
One Year
$

399,776
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Pension Plan

Name of Plan:

Virginia Retirement System (VRS)

Identification of Plan:

Agent Multiple-Employer Pension Plan

Administering Entity:

Virginia Retirement System (System)

A. Plan Description
All full-time, salaried permanent employees of the Commission are automatically covered by VRS
Retirement Plan upon employment. This plan is administered by the Virginia Retirement System (the
System) along with plans for other employer groups in the Commonwealth of Virginia. Members earn
one month of service credit for each month they are employed and for which they and their employer pay
contributions to VRS. Members are eligible to purchase prior service, based on specific criteria as
defined in the Code of Virginia, as amended. Eligible prior service that may be purchased includes prior
public service, active military service, certain periods of leave, and previously refunded service.
The System administers three different benefit structures for covered employees – Plan 1, Plan 2, and
Hybrid. Each of these benefit structures has a different eligibility criteria. The specific information for
each plan and the eligibility for covered groups within each plan are set out in the table below:

PLAN 1
About Plan 1
Plan 1 is a defined benefit plan.
The retirement benefit is based
on a member’s age, creditable
service and average final
compensation at retirement
using a formula. Employees
are eligible for Plan 1 if their
membership date is before
July 1, 2010, and they were
vested as of January 1, 2013.

PLAN 2
About Plan 2
Plan 2 is a defined benefit
plan. The retirement benefit is
based on a member’s age,
creditable service and average
final
compensation
at
retirement using a formula.
Employees are eligible for
Plan 2 if their membership
date is on or after July 1,
2010, or their membership
date is before July 1, 2010,
and they were not vested as of
January 1, 2013.

HYBRID
RETIREMENT PLAN
About the Hybrid Retirement Plan
The Hybrid Retirement Plan combines the
features of a defined benefit plan and a
defined contribution plan. Most members
hired on or after January 1, 2014 are in this
plan, as well as Plan 1 and Plan 2 members
who were eligible and opted into the plan
during a special election window. (See
“Eligible Members”)
•The defined benefit is based on a
member’s age, creditable service and
average final compensation at retirement
using a formula.
•The benefit from the defined contribution
component of the plan depends on the
member and employer contributions made
to the plan and the investment
performance of those contributions.
•In addition to the monthly benefit
payment payable from the defined benefit
plan at retirement, a member may start
receiving distributions from the balance in
the
defined
contribution
account,
reflecting the contributions, investment
gains or losses, and any required fees.
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Pension Plan (Continued)

A. Plan Description (Continued)

PLAN 1
Eligible Members
Employees are in Plan 1 if their
membership date is before July 1,
2010, and they were vested as of
January 1, 2013.

Hybrid Opt-In Election
Non-hazardous duty covered
Plan 1 members were allowed to
make an irrevocable decision to
opt into the Hybrid Retirement
Plan during a special election
window held January 1 through
April 30, 2014.
The Hybrid Retirement Plan’s
effective date for eligible Plan 1
members who opted in was
July 1, 2014.
If eligible deferred members
returned to work during the
election window, they were also
eligible to opt into the Hybrid
Retirement Plan.
Members who were eligible for
an optional retirement plan
(ORP) and had prior service
under Plan 1 were not eligible to
elect the Hybrid Retirement Plan
and remain as Plan 1 or ORP.

PLAN 2

HYBRID
RETIREMENT PLAN

Eligible Members
Employees are in Plan 2 if their
membership date is on or after
July 1, 2010, or their membership
date is before July 1, 2010, and
they were not vested as of
January 1, 2013.

Eligible Members
Employees are in the Hybrid
Retirement Plan if their membership
date is on or after January 1, 2014.
This includes:

Hybrid Opt-In Election
Eligible Plan 2 members were
allowed to make an irrevocable
decision to opt into the Hybrid
Retirement Plan during a special
election window held January 1
through April 30, 2014.

• Members in Plan 1 or Plan 2 who
elected to opt into the plan during
the election window held
January 1 through April 30, 2014;
the plan’s effective date for optin members was July 1, 2014.

The Hybrid Retirement Plan’s
effective date for eligible Plan 2
members who opted in was July 1,
2014.
If eligible deferred members
returned to work during the
election window, they were also
eligible to opt into the Hybrid
Retirement Plan.
Members who were eligible for an
optional retirement plan (ORP) and
have prior service under Plan 2
were not eligible to elect the
Hybrid Retirement Plan and remain
as Plan 2 or ORP.

• Political subdivision employees.*

*Non-Eligible Members
Some employees are not eligible to
participate in the Hybrid Retirement
Plan. They include:
• Political subdivision employees
who are covered by enhanced
benefits for hazardous duty
employees
Those employees eligible for an
optional retirement plan (ORP) must
elect the ORP plan or the Hybrid
Retirement Plan. If these members
have prior service under Plan 1 or
Plan 2, they are not eligible to elect
the Hybrid Retirement Plan and
must select Plan 1 or Plan 2 (as
applicable) or ORP.
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Pension Plan (Continued)

A. Plan Description (Continued)

PLAN 1
Retirement Contributions
Employees contribute 5% of their
compensation each month to their
member
contribution
account
through a pre-tax salary reduction.
Some political subdivisions elected
to phase in the required 5% member
contribution; all employees will be
paying the full 5% by July 1, 2016.
Member contributions are taxdeferred until they are withdrawn as
part of a retirement benefit or as a
refund. The employer makes a
separate actuarially determined
contribution to VRS for all covered
employees. VRS invests both
member and employer contributions
to provide funding for the future
benefit payment.

PLAN 2
Retirement Contributions
Employees contribute 5% of
their compensation each month
to their member contribution
account through a pre-tax salary
reduction.
Some
political
subdivisions elected to phase in
the required 5% member
contribution; all employees will
be paying the full 5% by July 1,
2016.

Creditable Service
Creditable Service
Creditable service includes active Same as Plan 1.
service. Members earn creditable
service for each month they are
employed in a covered position. It
also may include credit for prior
service the member has purchased or
additional creditable service the
member was granted. A member’s
total creditable service is one of the
factors used to determine their
eligibility for retirement and to
calculate their retirement benefit. It
also may count toward eligibility for
the health insurance credit in
retirement, if the employer offers the
health insurance credit.

HYBRID
RETIREMENT PLAN
Retirement Contributions
A member’s retirement benefit is
funded through
mandatory and
voluntary contributions made by the
member and the employer to both the
defined benefit and the defined
contribution components of the plan.
Mandatory contributions are based on a
percentage of the employee’s creditable
compensation and are required from
both the member and the employer.
Additionally, members may choose to
make voluntary contributions to the
defined contribution component of the
plan, and the employer is required to
match those voluntary contributions
according to specified percentages.

Creditable Service
Defined Benefit Component
Under the defined benefit component of
the plan, creditable service includes
active service. Members earn creditable
service for each month they are
employed in a covered position. It also
may include credit for prior service the
member has purchased or additional
creditable service the member was
granted. A member’s total creditable
service is one of the factors used to
determine their eligibility for retirement
and to calculate their retirement benefit.
It also may count toward eligibility for
the health insurance credit in
retirement, if the employer offers the
health insurance credit.
Defined Contribution Component
Under
the
defined
contribution
component, creditable service is used to
determine vesting for the employer
contribution portion of the plan.
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Pension Plan (Continued)

A. Plan Description (Continued)

PLAN 1

PLAN 2

HYBRID
RETIREMENT PLAN

Vesting
Vesting
Vesting is the minimum length of Same as Plan 1.
service a member needs to qualify
for a future retirement benefit.
Members become vested when they
have at least five years (60 months)
of creditable service. Vesting
means members are eligible to
qualify for retirement if they meet
the age and service requirements
for their plan. Members also must
be vested to receive a full refund of
their member contribution account
balance if they leave employment
and request a refund.

Vesting
Defined Benefit Component
Defined benefit vesting is the
minimum length of service a member
needs to qualify for a future retirement
benefit. Members are vested under the
defined benefit component of the
Hybrid Retirement Plan when they
reach five years (60 months) of
creditable service. Plan 1 or Plan 2
members with at least five years (60
months) of creditable service who
opted into the Hybrid Retirement Plan
remain vested in the defined benefit
component.

Members are always 100% vested
in the contributions they make.

Defined Contribution Component
Defined contribution vesting refers to
the minimum length of service a
member needs to be eligible to
withdraw the employer contributions
from
the
defined
contribution
component of the plan.
Members are always 100% vested in
the contributions they make.
Upon retirement or leaving covered
employment, a member is eligible to
withdraw a percentage of employer
contributions
to
the
defined
contribution component of the plan,
based on service.
• After two years, a member is 50%
vested and may withdraw 50% of
employer contributions.
• After three years, a member is 75%
vested and may withdraw 75% of
employer contributions.
• After four or more years, a member
is 100% vested and may withdraw
100% of employer contributions.
Distribution is not required by law
until age 70½.
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Pension Plan (Continued)

A. Plan Description (Continued)

PLAN 1

PLAN 2

Calculating the Benefit
Calculating the Benefit
The Basic Benefit is calculated See definition under Plan 1.
based on a formula using the
member’s
average
final
compensation,
a
retirement
multiplier and total service credit at
retirement. It is one of the benefit
payout options available to a
member at retirement.

HYBRID
RETIREMENT PLAN
Calculating the Benefit
Defined Benefit Component
See definition under Plan 1
Defined Contribution Component
The benefit is based on contributions
made by the member and any
matching contributions made by the
employer, plus net investment
earnings on those contributions.

An early retirement reduction
factor is applied to the Basic
Benefit if the member retires with a
reduced retirement benefit or
selects a benefit payout option
other than the Basic Benefit.

Average Final Compensation
A
member’s
average
final
compensation is the average of the
36 consecutive months of highest
compensation as a covered
employee.

Average Final Compensation
A
member’s
average
final
compensation is the average of
their 60 consecutive months of
highest compensation as a covered
employee.

Average Final Compensation
Same as Plan 2. It is used in the
retirement formula for the defined
benefit component of the plan.

Service Retirement Multiplier
The retirement multiplier is a factor
used in the formula to determine a
final retirement benefit. The
retirement multiplier for nonhazardous duty members is 1.70%.

Service Retirement Multiplier
Same as Plan 1 for service earned,
purchased or granted prior to
January 1, 2013. For nonhazardous duty members the
retirement multiplier is 1.65% for
creditable
service
earned,
purchased or granted on or after
January 1, 2013.

Service Retirement Multiplier
Defined Benefit Component
The retirement multiplier for the
defined benefit component is 1.0%.

Normal Retirement Age
Age 65.

Normal Retirement Age
Normal Retirement Age
Normal Social Security retirement Defined Benefit Component
age.
Same as Plan 2.

For members who opted into the
Hybrid Retirement Plan from Plan 1
or Plan 2, the applicable multipliers
for those plans will be used to
calculate the retirement benefit for
service credited in those plans.

Defined Contribution Component
Members are eligible to receive
distributions
upon
leaving
employment, subject to restrictions.
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Pension Plan (Continued)

A. Plan Description (Continued)

PLAN 1
Earliest Unreduced Retirement
Eligibility
Age 65 with at least five years (60
months) of creditable service or at
age 50 with at least 30 years of
creditable service.

PLAN 2
Earliest Unreduced Retirement
Eligibility
Normal Social Security retirement
age and have at least five years (60
months) of creditable service or
when their age and service equal 90.

HYBRID
RETIREMENT PLAN
Earliest Unreduced Retirement
Eligibility
Defined Benefit Component
Normal Social Security retirement
age and have at least five years (60
months) of creditable service or
when their age and service equal 90.
Defined Contribution Component
Members are eligible to receive
distributions
upon
leaving
employment, subject to restrictions.

Earliest Reduced Retirement
Earliest Reduced Retirement
Eligibility
Eligibility
Age 55 with at least five years (60 Age 60 with at least five years (60
months) of creditable service or age months) of creditable service.
50 with at least 10 years of
creditable service.

Earliest Reduced Retirement
Eligibility
Defined Benefit Component
Members may retire with a reduced
benefit as early as age 60 with at
least five years (60 months) of
creditable service.
Defined Contribution Component
Members are eligible to receive
distributions
upon
leaving
employment, subject to restrictions.

Cost-of-Living Adjustment
(COLA) in Retirement
The Cost-of-Living Adjustment
(COLA) matches the first 3%
increase in the Consumer Price
Index for all Urban Consumers (CPIU) and half of any additional
increase (up to 4%) up to a
maximum COLA of 5%.
Eligibility:
For members who retire with an
unreduced benefit or with a reduced
benefit with at least 20 years of
creditable service, the COLA will go
into effect on July 1 after one full
calendar year from the retirement
date.

Cost-of-Living Adjustment
(COLA) in Retirement
The Cost-of-Living Adjustment
(COLA) matches the first 2%
increase in the Consumer Price
Index for all Urban Consumers
(CPI-U) and half of any additional
increase (up to 2%), for a maximum
COLA of 3%.
Eligibility:
Same as Plan 1

Cost-of-Living Adjustment
(COLA) in Retirement
Defined Benefit Component
Same as Plan 2.
Defined Contribution Component
Not applicable.

Eligibility:
Same as Plan 1 and Plan 2.
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Pension Plan (Continued)

A. Plan Description (Continued)

PLAN 1
Cost-of-Living Adjustment
(COLA) in Retirement
(Continued)
Eligibility (Continued):
For members who retire with a
reduced benefit and who have less
than 20 years of creditable service,
the COLA will go into effect on July
1 after one calendar year following
the unreduced retirement eligibility
date.
Exceptions to COLA Effective
Dates:
The COLA is effective July 1
following one full calendar year
(January 1 to December 31) under
any of the following circumstances:
 The member is within five years of
qualifying for an unreduced
retirement benefit as of January 1,
2013.
 The member retires on disability.
 The member retires directly from
short-term or long-term disability
under the Virginia Sickness and
Disability Program (VSDP).
 The member is involuntarily
separated from employment for
causes other than job performance
or misconduct and is eligible to
retire under the Workforce
Transition Act or the Transitional
Benefits Program.
• The member dies in service and the
member’s survivor or beneficiary is
eligible for a monthly death-inservice benefit. The COLA will go
into effect on July 1 following one
full calendar year (January 1 to
December 31) from the date the
monthly benefit begins.

PLAN 2

HYBRID
RETIREMENT PLAN

Cost-of-Living Adjustment
(COLA) in Retirement
(Continued)

Cost-of-Living Adjustment
(COLA) in Retirement
(Continued)

Exceptions to COLA Effective
Dates:
Same as Plan 1.

Exceptions to COLA Effective
Dates:
Same as Plan 1 and Plan 2.
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Pension Plan (Continued)

A. Plan Description (Continued)

PLAN 1
Disability Coverage
Members who are eligible to be
considered for disability retirement
and retire on disability, the
retirement multiplier is 1.7% on all
service, regardless of when it was
earned, purchased or granted.
VSDP members are subject to a oneyear waiting period before becoming
eligible for non-work related
disability benefits.

PLAN 2

HYBRID
RETIREMENT PLAN

Disability Coverage
Members who are eligible to be
considered
for
disability
retirement and retire on disability,
the retirement multiplier is 1.65%
on all service, regardless of when
it was earned, purchased or
granted.

Disability Coverage
Eligible
political
subdivision
(including Plan 1 and Plan 2 opt-ins)
participate in the Virginia Local
Disability Program (VLDP) unless
their local governing body provides
an
employer-paid
comparable
program for its members.

Virginia Sickness and Disability
Program (VSDP) members are
subject to a one-year waiting
period before becoming eligible
for non-work related disability
benefits.

Hybrid members (including Plan 1
and Plan 2 opt-ins) covered under
VLDP are subject to a one-year
waiting period before becoming
eligible for non-work related
disability benefits.

Purchase of Prior Service
Purchase of Prior Service
Members may be eligible to Same as Plan 1.
purchase service from previous
public employment, active duty
military service, an eligible period of
leave or VRS refunded service as
creditable service in their plan.
Prior creditable service counts
toward vesting, eligibility for
retirement and the health insurance
credit. Only active members are
eligible to purchase prior service.
When buying service, members
must purchase their most recent
period of service first. Members
also may be eligible to purchase
periods of leave without pay.

Purchase of Prior Service
Defined Benefit Component
Same as Plan 1, with the following
exceptions:
 Hybrid
Retirement
Plan
members are ineligible for
ported service.
 The cost for purchasing
refunded service is the highest
of
4%
of
creditable
compensation or average final
compensation.
 Plan members have one year
from their date of hire or
return from leave to purchase
all but refunded prior service
at approximate normal cost.
After that one year period, the
rate for most categories of
service will change to
actuarial cost.
Defined Contribution Component
Not applicable.
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Pension Plan (Continued)

A. Plan Description (Continued)
Employees Covered by Benefit Terms
As of the June 30, 2014 actuarial valuation, the following employees were covered by the benefit
terms of the pension plan:

Number
Inactive members or their beneficiaries currently receiving benefits

32

Inactive members:
Vested
Non-vested
Active elsewhere in VRS
Total inactive members

16
15
14
45

Active members

42

Total

119

Contributions
The contributions requirement for active employees is governed by §51.1-145 of the Code of
Virginia, as amended, but may be impacted as a result of funding options provided to political
subdivisions by the Virginia General Assembly. Employees are required to contribute 5.0% of their
compensation toward their retirement. Prior to July 1, 2012, all or part of the 5.0% member
contribution may have been assumed by the employer. Beginning July 1, 2012, new employees were
required to pay the 5.0% member contribution. In addition, for existing employees, employers were
required to begin making the employee pay the 5.0% member contribution. This could be phased in
over a period of up to 5 years and the employer is required to provide a salary increase equal to the
amount of the increase in the employee-paid member contribution.
The political subdivision’s contractually required contribution rate for the year ended June 30, 2016
was 8.87% for Plan 1 and Plan 2, and 7.87% and 5.37% for the Hybrid Plan of covered employee
compensation. This rate was based on an actuarially determined rate from an actuarial valuation as of
June 30, 2014.
This rate, when combined with employee contributions, was expected to finance the costs of benefits
earned by employee during the year, with an additional amount to finance any unfunded accrued
liability. Contributions to the pension plan from the Commission were $274,125 and $258,101 for
the years ended June 30, 2016 and 2015, respectively.
B. Net Pension Liability
The Commission’s net pension liability was measured as of June 30, 2015. The total pension liability
used to calculate the net pension liability was determined by an actuarial valuation performed as of
June 30, 2014, using updated actuarial assumptions, applied to all periods included in the
measurement and rolled forward to the measurement date of June 30, 2015.
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Pension Plan (Continued)

B. Net Pension Liability (Continued)
Actuarial Assumptions
The total pension liability for General Employees in the Commission’s Retirement Plan was based on
an actuarial valuation as of June 30, 2014, using the Entry Age Normal actuarial cost method and the
following assumptions, applied to all periods included in the measurement and rolled forward to the
measurement date of June 30, 2015.
Inflation

2.5 %

Salary increases, including inflation

3.5% - 5.35%

Investment rate of return

7.0%, net of pension plan investment expense,
including inflation*

* Administrative expenses as a percent of the market value of assets for the last experience study
were found to be approximately 0.06% of the market assets for all of the VRS plans. This
would provide an assumed investment return rate for GASB purposes of slightly more than the
assumed 7.0%. However, since the difference was minimal, and a more conservative 7.0%
investment return assumption provided a projected plan net position that exceeded the projected
benefit payments, the long-term expected rate of return on investments was assumed to be 7.0%
to simplify preparation of pension liabilities.
Mortality Rates:

14% of deaths are assumed to be service related.

– Pre-retirement:

RP-2000 Employee Mortality Table Projected with Scale AA to 2020
with males set forward 4 years and females set back 2 years.

– Post-retirement:

RP-2000 Combined Mortality Table Projected with Scale AA to 2020
with males set forward 1 year.

– Post-disablement:

RP-2000 Disabled Life Mortality Table Projected to 2020 with males set
back 3 years and no provision for future mortality improvement.

The actuarial assumptions used in the June 30, 2014 valuation were based on the results of an
actuarial experience study for the period from July 1, 2008 through June 30, 2012. Changes to the
actuarial assumptions as a result of the experience study are as follows:


Update mortality table



Decrease in rates of service retirement



Decrease in rates of disability retirement



Reduce rates of salary increase by 0.25% per year
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Pension Plan (Continued)

B. Net Pension Liability (Continued)
Long-Term Expected Rate of Return
The long-term expected rate of return on pension System investments was determined using a lognormal distribution analysis in which best-estimate ranges of expected future real rates of return
(expected returns, net of pension System investment expense and inflation) are developed for each
major asset class. These ranges are combined to produce the long-term expected rate of return by
weighting the expected future real rates of return by the target asset allocation percentage and by
adding expected inflation. The target asset allocation and best estimate of arithmetic real rates of
return for each major asset class are summarized in the following table:

Asset Class (Strategy)
U.S. Equity
Developed Non U.S. Equity
Emerging Market Equity
Fixed Income
Emerging Debt
Rate Sensitive Credit
Non Rate Sensitive Credit
Convertibles
Public Real Estate
Private Real Estate
Private Equity
Cash
Total

Target
Allocation
19.50%
16.50%
6.00%
15.00%
3.00%
4.50%
4.50%
3.00%
2.25%
12.75%
12.00%
1.00%

Arithmetic
Long-Term
Expected Rate
of Return
6.46%
6.28%
10.00%
9.00%
3.51%
3.51%
5.00%
4.81%
6.12%
7.10%
10.41%
-1.50%

100.00%

Weighted
Average
Long-Term
Expected Rate
of Return
1.26%
1.04%
0.60%
0.01%
0.11%
0.16%
0.23%
0.14%
0.14%
0.91%
1.25%
-0.02%
5.83%

Inflation

2.50%

* Expected arithmetic nominal return

8.33%

* Using stochastic projection results provides an expected range of real rates of return over
various time horizons. Looking at one year results produces an expected real return of 8.33%
but also has a high standard deviation, which means there is high volatility. Over larger time
horizons, the volatility declines significantly and provides a median return of 7.44%, including
expected inflation of 2.50%.
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Pension Plan (Continued)

B. Net Pension Liability (Continued)
Discount Rate
The discount rate used to measure the total pension liability was 7.00%. The projection of cash flows
used to determine the discount rate assumed that System member contributions will be made per the
VRS statutes and the employer contributions will be made in accordance with the VRS funding policy
at rates equal to the difference between actuarially determined contribution rates adopted by the VRS
Board of Trustees and the member rate. Through the fiscal year ending June 30, 2018, the rate
contributed by the employer for the Political Subdivision Retirement Plan will be subject to the
portion of the VRS Board-certified rates that are funded by the Virginia General Assembly. From
July 1, 2018 on, participating employers are assumed to contribute 100% of the actuarially
determined contribution rates. Based on those assumptions, the pension plan’s fiduciary net position
was projected to be available to make all projected future benefit payments of current active and
inactive employees. Therefore, the long-term expected rate of return was applied to all periods of
projected benefit payments to determine the total pension liability.
C. Changes in the Net Pension Liability

Total
Pension
Liability
Balances at June 30, 2014

$

Changes for the year:
Service cost
Interest
Difference between expected and
actual experience
Contributions – employer
Contributions – employee
Net investment income
Benefit payments, including refunds of
employee contributions
Administrative expense
Other changes
Net changes
Balances at June 30, 2015

$

15,162,815

Plan
Fiduciary
Net Position
$

Net Pension
Liability

13,612,034

$

1,550,781

302,119
1,028,029

-

188,230
-

258,101
146,515
608,113

188,230
(258,101)
(146,515)
(608,113)

(953,367)
565,011

(953,367)
(8,751)
(126)
50,485

8,751
126
514,526

15,727,826

$

13,662,519

302,119
1,028,029

$

2,065,307
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Pension Plan (Continued)

C. Changes in the Net Pension Liability (Continued)
Sensitivity of the Net Pension Liability to Changes in the Discount Rate
The following represents the net pension liability calculated using the stated discount rate, as well as
what the net position liability would be if it were calculated using a stated discount rate that is onepercentage-point lower or one-percentage-point higher than the current rate:

1% Decrease
6.00%
Plan's net pension liability

$

4,005,186

Current
Discount Rate
7.00%
$

1% Increase
8.00%

2,065,307

$

449,450

D. Pension Expense and Deferred Outflows of Resources and Deferred Inflows of Resources Related to
Pensions
For the year ended June 30, 2016, the Commission recognized pension expense of $105,631. At
June 30, 2016, the Commission reported deferred outflows of resources and deferred inflows of
resources related to pensions from the following sources:

Deferred
Outflows of
Resources
Employer contributions made subsequent to measurement date
Difference between expected and actual experience
Net difference between projected and actual earnings on
pension plan investments

$

Deferred
Inflows of
Resources

274,126
134,756

$

$

408,882

367,452

$

367,452

The $408,882 reported as deferred outflows of resources related to pensions resulting from the
Commission’s contributions subsequent to the measurement date and differences between expected
and actual experience will be recognized as a reduction of the net pension liability in the year ended
June 30, 2016.
Amounts reported as deferred outflows and inflows of resources related to pensions as of June 30,
2016 will be recognized in pension expense as follows:

Year Ending June 30,
2017
2018
2019
2020
Total

Amount
$

(90,691)
(90,691)
(116,358)
65,044

$

(232,696)
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Deferred Compensation Plan

The Commission has a deferred compensation plan under which the participants may defer a portion of
their annual compensation subject to limitations of Internal Revenue Code, Section 457. Any
contributions made to the deferred compensation plan are not available to employees until termination,
retirement, death, or unforeseeable emergency. Contributions to the plan are administrated by a thirdparty administrator, ICMA Retirement Corporation. Total contributions to the plan were $9,568 for the
year ended June 30, 2016.
Note 9.

Other Postemployment Benefits

A. Plan Provisions and Benefits
The Commission provides other postemployment benefits (OPEB) for retired employees and their
spouses and dependents. The plan’s benefit levels and employer contributions are governed by the
Commission and can be amended by the Commission through its Personnel and Budget Committee.
The plan provides for healthcare insurance coverage for eligible retirees and their spouses and
dependents. Membership in the plan at June 30, 2016 consisted of 40 active members with total
active covered payroll of $3,027,800 and 23 retirees and spouses.
B. Plan Description
Covered full-time active employees who retire directly from the Commission with at least 20 years of
service are eligible to receive postretirement health care benefits. Non-Medicare (under age 65) and
Medicare eligible (age 65+) retirees and their spouses and dependents are covered with the
Commission contributing 100% of the cost of participation in Anthem (PPO) or Advantage 65 (PPO)
health insurance plans depending upon the retiree’s Medicare eligibility.
C. Funding Policy
The Commission pays the full cost of coverage for healthcare benefits for qualified retirees and their
spouses and dependents. The Commission has chosen to fund the healthcare benefits on a pay-asyou-go basis, so the plan has no assets.
The current annual required contribution (ARC) of the employer is 11.4% of covered payroll. For
2016, the Commission contributed $54,284 or approximately 1.8% of covered payroll.
D. Annual OPEB Cost and Net OPEB Obligation
The Commission’s annual OPEB cost (expense) is calculated based on the ARC, an amount
actuarially determined in accordance with the parameters of GASB Statement No. 45. The ARC
represents a level of funding that, if paid on an ongoing basis, is projected to cover normal cost each
year and amortize any unfunded actuarial liabilities (or funding excess) over a period not to exceed
thirty years. Due to the plan’s policy of not funding the ARC, there are still 30 years remaining in the
amortization period as of June 30, 2016.
GASB Statement No. 45 does not require pre-funding of the OPEB liability. The Commission has
elected not to pre-fund all of the OPEB liability at this time. The difference between the OPEB
annual expense and cash payments for OPEB benefits is treated as a liability in the financial
statements when the liability is not pre-funded. At June 30, 2016, the Commission has recorded a
liability of $1,698,099 on the Statement of Net Position for the governmental activities.
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Other Postemployment Benefits (Continued)

D. Annual OPEB Cost and Net OPEB Obligation (Continued)
The Commission is not required to contribute the ARC of the employer, an amount actuarially
determined in accordance with the parameter of GASB Statement No. 45. The ARC represents a
level of funding that, if paid on an on-going basis, is projected to cover normal cost each year and
amortize any unfunded actuarial liabilities (or funding excess) over a period not to exceed thirty
years. The following table shows the components of the Commission’s annual OPEB cost, the
amount actually contributed to the plan, and changes in the Commission’s net OPEB obligation for
the healthcare benefits for the year ended June 30, 2016:

Annual required contribution
Interest on net OPEB obligation
Adjustment to annual required contribution
Annual OPEB cost

$

Contributions made
Increase in net OPEB obligation

363,700
48,687
(51,070)
361,317
(54,284)
307,033

Net OPEB obligation, beginning of year

1,391,066

Net OPEB obligation, end of year

$

1,698,099

Trend Information
Three-year trend information is as follows:

Annual
OPEB Cost

Fiscal Year Ended
June 30, 2016

$

Percentage of
Annual OPEB
Cost Contributed

Net OPEB
Obligation

361,317

15.02%

$

1,698,099

June 30, 2015

344,211

17.48%

1,391,066

June 30, 2014

303,483

18.92%

1,107,025

E. Funding Status and Funding Progress
As of June 30, 2015, the most recent actuarial valuation date, the plan was not funded. The actuarial
accrued liability for benefits and, thus, the unfunded actuarial accrued liability (UAAL) was
$3,839,600. The covered payroll (annual payroll of active employees covered by the plan) was
$3,027,800, and the ratio of the UAAL to the covered payroll was 126.81%. Actuarial valuations of
an ongoing plan involve estimates of the value of reported amounts and assumptions about the
probability of occurrence of events far into the future. Examples include assumptions about future
employment, mortality, and healthcare trends. Amounts determined regarding the funded status of
the plan and the annual required contributions of the employer are subject to continual revision as
actual results are compared with past expectations and new estimates are made about the future.
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Other Postemployment Benefits (Continued)

E. Funding Status and Funding Progress (Continued)

Actuarial
Valuation
Date

Actuarial
Value of
Assets

Actuarial
Accrued
Liability

Unfunded
Actuarial
Accrued
Liability
$ 3,839,600

Funded
Ratio

Annual
Covered
Payroll

0.00% $ 3,027,800

Unfunded
Actuarial
Accrued
Liability as
a Percentage
of Covered
Payroll

June 30, 2015 $

- $ 3,839,600

126.81%

June 30, 2013

-

3,196,900

3,196,900

0.00%

3,282,600

97.39%

June 30, 2011

-

2,368,700

2,368,700

0.00%

3,054,700

77.54%

F. Actuarial Methods and Assumptions
Projections of benefits for financial reporting purposes are based on the substantive plan (the plan as
understood by the employer and the plan members) and include the types of benefits provided at the
time of each valuation and the historical pattern of sharing of benefit costs between the employer and
plan members at that point. The actuarial methods and assumptions used include techniques that are
designed to reduce the effects of short-term volatility in actuarial accrued liabilities and the actuarial
value assets, consistent with the long-term perspective of the calculations.
In the June 30, 2015 actuarial valuation, the projected unit credit actuarial cost method was used. The
actuarial assumptions included 3.5% investment rate of return (net of administrative expenses), which
is the expected long-term investment returns on the employer’s own investments calculated based on
the funded level of the plan at the valuation date, and an annual health cost trend assumption utilizing
the Getzen Trend Model. The investment rate included a 3.0% payroll growth assumption. The
UAAL is being amortized as a level percentage of projected payroll on an open basis. The remaining
amortization period at June 30, 2015 was 30 years since the plan is not funded.
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Committed Fund Balance

Committed Fund Balance is available for the following purposes:

Stormwater
Regional Water (H2O)
Regional Wastewater Program
Solid Waste Special Contracts Local
Capital building replacement reserve
Network servers/software reserve
Equipment reserve
Hampton Roads Clean Systems
Building operations and maintenance reserve
Interior upgrades reserve
Debris Management
Vehicle replacement reserve
HRLFP Admin
Local Government Contracts
Municipal Construction Std
SHRDSB STAFF
Agency funded
Metro Medical Response

$

$

383,183
328,854
190,625
133,671
174,685
20,000
14,000
56,702
33,649
8,576
8,965
15,000
5,205
126
13,402
873
(482,339)
120,861
1,026,038

Negative balances represent expenditures already made by the Commission for which grant
reimbursement has not yet been received. Such grants reimburse only quarterly or semi-annually.

Note 11.

Commitments

On July 1, 2010, the Commission entered into an annual agreement with a vendor to provide public
relations and marketing consulting services on environmental matters. The contract has an automatic
renewal option for up to four years, unless otherwise terminated by either party. The Commission
renewed the annual contract on July 1, 2015, and the renewal includes the same automatic four year
renewal option. The contract requires annual payments of $100,000.
In June 2013, the Executive Committee authorized the Executive Director to contract with various
vendors for the 2014 fiscal year. In July 2013, the Commission entered into an agreement with a vendor
to provide legal counsel for assistance in the areas of storm water permits, TMDL requirements and
associated activities. The contract has an automatic renewal option for up to four years, unless otherwise
terminated by either party. The contract’s approximate fee is $95,000 annually. A new contract was
signed with this vendor commencing on July 1, 2015 for one year. The contract amount is up to $35,000.
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Commitments (Continued)

The Commission entered into an agreement with a vendor to provide water quality monitoring. The
contract was for a period of one year commencing in January 2014. Total amount of this contract is
$500,000. A new contract was signed with this vendor commencing on March 1, 2014 through June 30,
2019. The contract amount is up to $500,000 annually.
The Commission entered into various agreements for services related to regional and environmental
planning and analysis on July 1, 2015. All agreements are annual and include renewal options for up to
four years.

Note 12.

Restatement

The following adjustments were made to the beginning fund balance at July 1, 2015:

Fund balance, as originally reported, July 1, 2015

$

To reflect accrued payroll as part of the general fund previously recongized as
entity-wide liability

5,091,241
(612)

Change in compensated absences reflected in general fund in previous years

12,799

To recognize grant funding recorded in fiscal year 2016 related to fiscal year
2015 activity

452,975

Fund balance, as adjusted, July 1, 2015

Note 13.

$

5,556,403

Pending GASB Statements

At June 30, 2016, the Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) had issued statements not yet
implemented by the Commission. The statements which might impact the Commission are as follows:
GASB Statement No. 75, Accounting and Financial Reporting for Postemployment Benefits Other Than
Pensions, will improve accounting and financial reporting by state and local governments for OPEB. It
will also require the recognition of the entire OPEB liability and a comprehensive measure of OPEB
expense. Statement No. 75 will be effective for fiscal years beginning after June 15, 2017.
GASB Statement No. 79, Certain External Investment Pools and Pool Participants, will improve the
accounting and financial reporting for certain external investment pools and pool participants. It
establishes criteria for an external investment pool to qualify for making the election to measure all of its
investments at amortized cost for financial reporting purposes. Statement No. 79 will be effective for
fiscal years beginning after June 15, 2015, except for certain provisions on portfolio quality, custodial
credit risk, and shadow pricing. Those provisions are effective for reporting periods beginning after
December 15, 2015.
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Pending GASB Statements (Continued)

GASB Statement No. 82, Pension Issues- an Amendment of GASB Statements No. 67, No. 68, and No. 73,
the objective of this Statement is to address certain issues that have been raised with respect to Statements
No. 67, Financial Reporting for Pension Plans, No. 68, Accounting and Financial Reporting for
Pensions, and No. 73, Accounting and Financial Reporting for Pensions and Related Assets That Are Not
within the Scope of GASB Statement 68, and Amendments to Certain Provisions of GASB Statements 67
and 68. Specifically, this Statement addresses issues regarding (1) the presentation of payroll-related
measures in required supplementary information, (2) the selection of assumptions and the treatment of
deviations from the guidance in an Actuarial Standard of Practice for financial reporting purposes, and (3)
the classification of payments made by employers to satisfy employee (plan member) contribution
requirements. Statement No. 82 will be effective for reporting periods beginning after June 15, 2016
except for the requirements of this Statement for the selection of assumptions in a circumstance in which
an employer’s pension liability is measured as of a date other than the employer’s most recent fiscal yearend. In that circumstance, the requirements for the selection of assumptions are effective for that
employer in the first reporting period in which the measurement date of the pension liability is on or after
June 15, 2017.
Management has not yet determined the effect these statements will have on its financial statements.
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SCHEDULE OF FUNDING PROGRESS
OTHER POSTEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS

Actuarial
Valuation
Date
June 30, 2015

Actuarial
Value of
Assets
$

Unfunded
Actuarial
Accrued
Liability

Actuarial
Accrued
Liability
-

$

3,839,600

$

Annual
Covered
Payroll

Funded
Ratio

3,839,600

0.00%

$

Unfunded
Actuarial
Accrued
Liability as
a Percentage
of Covered
Payroll

3,027,800

126.81%

June 30, 2013

-

3,196,900

3,196,900

0.00%

3,282,600

97.39%

June 30, 2011

-

2,368,700

2,368,700

0.00%

3,054,700

77.54%
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
SCHEDULE OF CHANGES IN THE COMMISSION'S NET PENSION LIABILITY
AND RELATED RATIOS - VIRGINIA RETIREMENT SYSTEM
Fiscal Year June 30,
2014
2015
Total Pension Liability:
Service cost
Interest
Differences between expected and actual experience
Benefit payments, including refunds of employee contributions
Net change in total pension liability
Total pension liability - beginning
Total pension liability - ending (a)
Plan Fiduciary Net Position:
Contributions - employer
Contributions - employee
Net investment income
Benefit payments, including refunds of employee contributions
Administrative expense
Other
Net change in plan fiduciary net position
Plan fiduciary net position - beginning
Plan fiduciary net position - ending (b)
Commission's net pension liability - ending (a) - (b)

$

$

$

Commission's net pension liability as a percentage
of covered-employee payroll

14,596,390
15,162,815

$

265,987 $
168,862
1,878,198
(733,051)
(10,281)
99
1,569,814

302,119
1,028,029
188,230
(953,367)
565,011
15,162,815
15,727,826

258,101
146,515
608,113
(953,367)
(8,751)
(126)
50,485

$

12,042,220
13,612,034

$

13,612,034
13,662,519

$

1,550,781

$

2,065,307

Plan fiduciary net position as a percentage of the total
pension liability
Covered-employee payroll

303,385 $
996,091
(733,051)
566,425

89.77%
$

3,133,501

49.49%

86.87%
$

3,217,577

64.19%

Notes to Schedule:
(1) Changes of benefit terms: There have been no actuarially material changes to the System benefit provisions since the
prior actuarial valuation. The 2014 valuation includes Hybrid Retirement Plan members for the first time. The hybrid
plan applies to most new employees hired on or after January 1, 2014 and not covered by enhanced hazardous duty
benefits. Because this was a new benefit and the number of participants was relatively small, the impact on the liabilities
as of the measurement date of June 30, 2015 is not material.
(2) Changes of assumptions: The following changes in actuarial assumptions were made effective June 30, 2013 based on
the most recent experience study of the System for the four-year period ended June 30, 2012:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Update mortality table
Decrease in rates of service retirement
Decrease in rates of disability retirement
Reduce rates of salary increases by 0.25% per year

(3) This schedule is presented to illustrate the requirement to show information for 10 years. However, until a full 10-year
trend is compiled, the Commission will present information for those years which information is available.
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
SCHEDULE OF COMMISSION CONTRIBUTIONS - VIRGINIA RETIREMENT SYSTEM
Fiscal Year June 30,
2014
2015
Contractually required contribution (CRC)

$

Contributions in relation to the CRC

258,101

$

258,101

Contribution deficiency (excess)

$

Employer's covered-employee payroll

$

Contributions as a percentage of covered-employee payroll

274,126

- $
3,133,501
8.24%

274,126

$

3,217,577
8.52%

Notes to Schedule:
(1) Valuation date:

June 30, 2015

(2) Actuarially determined contribution rates are calculated as of June 30, two years prior to the end of the fiscal
year in which contributions are reported.
(3) Methods and assumptions used to determine contribution rates:
Actuarial cost method
Amortization method
Remaining amortization period
Asset valuation method
Cost-of-living adjustments
Projected salary increases
Investment rate of return

Entry age
Level percentage of payroll, closed
20-29 years
5-year smoothed market
2.50%
3.50%-5.35%
7.0%, including inflation at 2.50%

(4) This schedule is presented to illustrate the requirement to show information for 10 years. However, until a full
10-year trend is compiled, the Commission will present information for those years for which information is
available.
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COMPLIANCE SECTION
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
SCHEDULE OF EXPENDITURES OF FEDERAL AWARDS
Year Ended June 30, 2016

Federal Granting Agency/Recipient State Agency/
Grant Program/Grant Number
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (DOT)
Pass-through payments:
Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transit:
Metropolitan Transportation Planning and State and
Non-Metropolitan Planning and Research
Highway Planning and Construction (Federal-Aid Highway
Program)

Federal
CFDA
Number

Pass-Through
Entity
Identifying
Number

Passed-Through
to Subrecipients

20.505

Not provided

$

20.205

Not provided

Total Department of Transportation

513,739

Expenditures

$

772,294

-

1,676,889

513,739

2,449,183

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY (DEQ)
Pass-through payments:
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ):
Coastal Zone Management Administration Awards

11.419

Not provided

-

55,764

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
Pass-through payments:
Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development:
Home Investment Partnership Program

14.239

Not provided

76,797

76,797

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY
Pass-through payments:
Virginia Department of Emergency Management:
Homeland Security Grant Program
Hazard Mitigation Grant

97.067
97.039

Not provided
Not provided

-

336,274
110,281

-

446,555

Total Department of Homeland Security

Total Expenditures of Federal Awards

See Notes to Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards.

$

590,536

$

3,028,299
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
NOTES TO SCHEDULE OF EXPENDITURES OF FEDERAL AWARDS
Note 1.

Basis of Presentation

The accompanying Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards (the Schedule) includes the federal
award activity of the Hampton Roads Planning District Commission (the Commission) under programs of
the federal government for the year ended June 30, 2016. The information in this Schedule is presented in
accordance with the requirements of Title 2 U.S. Code of Federal Regulations Part 200, Uniform
Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards (Uniform
Guidance). Because the Schedule presents only a selected portion of the operations of the Commission, it
is not intended to and does not present the financial position or changes in net position of the
Commission.
Federal Financial Assistance – The Single Audit Act Amendments of 1996 (Public Law 104-156) and
Uniform Guidance define federal financial assistance as grants, loans, loan guarantees, property
(including donated surplus property), cooperative agreements, interest subsidies, insurance, food
commodities, direct appropriations or other assistance. Federal financial assistance does not include
direct federal cash assistance to individuals.
Pass-through Payments – Assistance received in a pass-through relationship from entities other than the
Federal government is classified as pass-through payments on the Schedule of Expenditures of Federal
Awards.
Major Programs – The Single Audit Act Amendments of 1996 and Uniform Guidance establish the
criteria to be used in defining major programs. Major programs for the Commission and its component
units were determined using a risk-based approach in accordance with Uniform Guidance.
Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance – The Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance (CFDA) is a
government-wide compendium of individual federal programs. Each program included in the catalog is
assigned a five-digit program identification number (CFDA Number), which is reflected in the
accompanying schedule.

Note 2.

Summary of Significant Accounting Policies

Expenditures reported on the Schedule are reported on the modified accrual basis of accounting. Such
expenditures are recognized following the cost principles contained in the Uniform Guidance wherein
certain types of expenditures are not allowable or are limited as to reimbursement.

Note 3.

Indirect Cost Rate

The Commission has elected to apply an indirect cost recovery rate approved by the Virginia Department
of Transportation and has elected not to use the 10 percent de minimus indirect cost rate allowed under
the Uniform Guidance.
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INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S REPORT ON
INTERNAL CONTROL OVER FINANCIAL REPORTING
AND ON COMPLIANCE AND OTHER MATTERS
BASED ON AN AUDIT OF FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE WITH
GOVERNMENT AUDITING STANDARDS
Honorable Commission Board Members
Hampton Roads Planning District Commission
We have audited, in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of
America; the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued
by the Comptroller General of the United States; and the Specifications for Audits of Authorities, Boards
and Commissions, issued by the Auditor of Public Accounts of the Commonwealth of Virginia, the
financial statements of the governmental activities and the major fund of the Hampton Roads Planning
District Commission (Commission) as of and for the year ended June 30, 2016, and the related notes to
the financial statements, which collectively comprise the Commission’s basic financial statements, and
have issued our report thereon dated October 13, 2016.
Internal Control over Financial Reporting
In planning and performing our audit of the financial statements, we considered the Commission’s
internal control over financial reporting (internal control) to determine the audit procedures that are
appropriate in the circumstances for the purpose of expressing our opinions on the financial statements,
but not for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of the Commission’s internal
control. Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on the effectiveness of the Commission’s internal
control.
A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow
management or employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, to prevent, or
detect and correct, misstatements on a timely basis. A material weakness is a deficiency, or a
combination of deficiencies, in internal control, such that there is a reasonable possibility a material
misstatement of the Commission’s financial statements will not be prevented, or detected and corrected
on a timely basis. A significant deficiency is a deficiency, or a combination of deficiencies, in internal
control that is less severe than a material weakness, yet important enough to merit attention by those
charged with governance.
Our consideration of internal control was for the limited purpose described in the first paragraph of this
section and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control that might be material
weaknesses or significant deficiencies and, therefore, material weaknesses or significant deficiencies may
exist that were not identified. We consider the deficiency described in the accompanying Schedule of
Findings and Questioned Costs as item 2016-01 to be a material weakness.
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Compliance and Other Matters
As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether the Commission’s financial statements are free
from material misstatement, we performed tests of its compliance with certain provisions of laws,
regulations, contracts, and grant agreements, noncompliance with which could have a direct and material
effect on the determination of financial statement amounts. However, providing an opinion on
compliance with those provisions was not an objective of our audit, and accordingly, we do not express
such an opinion. The results of our tests disclosed no instances of noncompliance or other matters
required to be reported under Government Auditing Standards.
Commission’s Response to Finding
The Commission’s response to the material weakness identified in our audit is described in the
accompanying Corrective Action Plan. The Commission’s response was not subject to the auditing
procedures applied in the audit of the financial statements and, accordingly, we express no opinion on the
response.
Purpose of this Report
The purpose of this report is solely to describe the scope of our testing of internal control and compliance
and the results of that testing, and not to provide an opinion on the effectiveness of the Commission’s
internal control or on compliance. This report is an integral part of an audit performed in accordance with
Government Auditing Standards in considering the Commission’s internal control and compliance.
Accordingly, this communication is not suitable for any other purpose.

PBMares, LLP
Harrisonburg, Virginia
October 13, 2016
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INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S REPORT ON COMPLIANCE
FOR EACH MAJOR FEDERAL PROGRAM AND
REPORT ON INTERNAL CONTROL OVER COMPLIANCE
REQUIRED BY THE UNIFORM GUIDANCE
Honorable Commission Board Members
Hampton Roads Planning District Commission
Report on Compliance for Each Major Federal Program
We have audited the Hampton Roads Planning District Commission’s (Commission) compliance with the
types of compliance requirements described in the OMB Compliance Supplement that could have a direct
and material effect on each of the Commission’s major federal programs for the year ended June 30,
2016. The Commission’s major federal programs are identified in the summary of auditor’s results
section of the accompanying Schedule of Findings and Questioned Costs.
Management’s Responsibility
Management is responsible for compliance with federal statutes, regulations, and the terms and conditions
of its federal awards applicable to its federal programs.
Auditor’s Responsibility
Our responsibility is to express an opinion on compliance for each of the Commission’s major federal
programs based on our audit of the types of compliance requirements referred to above. We conducted
our audit of compliance in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of
America; the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued
by the Comptroller General of the United States; and the audit requirements of Title 2 U.S. Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 200, Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit
Requirements for Federal Awards, (Uniform Guidance). Those standards and Uniform Guidance require
we plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether noncompliance with the
types of compliance requirements referred to above that could have a direct and material effect on a major
federal program occurred. An audit includes examining, on a test basis, evidence about the Commission’s
compliance with those requirements and performing such other procedures as we considered necessary in
the circumstances.
We believe our audit provides a reasonable basis for our opinion on compliance for each major federal
program. However, our audit does not provide a legal determination of the Commission’s compliance.
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Opinion on Each Major Federal Program
In our opinion, the Commission complied, in all material respects, with the types of compliance
requirements referred to above that could have a direct and material effect on each of its major federal
programs identified in the summary of auditor’s results section of the accompanying Schedule of
Findings and Questioned Costs for the year ended June 30, 2016.
Other Matters
The results of our auditing procedures disclosed an instance of noncompliance, which is required to be
reported in accordance with the Uniform Guidance and which is described in the accompanying Schedule
of Findings and Questioned Costs as item 2016-02. Our opinion on each major federal program is not
modified with respect to this matter.
Commission’s Response to Finding
The Commission’s response to the noncompliance finding identified in our audit as 2016-02 is described
in the accompanying Corrective Action Plan. The Commission’s response was not subjected to the
auditing procedures applied in the audit of compliance and, accordingly, we express no opinion on the
response.
Report on Internal Control Over Compliance
Management of the Commission is responsible for establishing and maintaining effective internal control
over compliance with the types of compliance requirements referred to above. In planning and
performing our audit of compliance, we considered the Commission’s internal control over compliance
with the types of requirements that could have a direct and material effect on each major federal program
to determine the auditing procedures appropriate in the circumstances for the purpose of expressing an
opinion on compliance for each major federal program and to test and report on internal control over
compliance in accordance with the Uniform Guidance, but not for the purpose of expressing an opinion
on the effectiveness of internal control over compliance. Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on
the effectiveness of the Commission’s internal control over compliance.
A deficiency in internal control over compliance exists when the design or operation of a control over
compliance does not allow management or employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned
functions, to prevent, or detect and correct, noncompliance with a type of compliance requirement of a
federal program on a timely basis. A material weakness in internal control over compliance is a
deficiency, or a combination of deficiencies, in internal control over compliance, such that there is a
reasonable possibility that material noncompliance with a type of compliance requirement of a federal
program will not be prevented, or detected and corrected, on a timely basis. A significant deficiency in
internal control over compliance is a deficiency, or a combination of deficiencies, in internal control over
compliance with a type of compliance requirement of a federal program that is less severe than a material
weakness in internal control over compliance, yet important enough to merit attention by those charged
with governance.
Our consideration of internal control over compliance was for the limited purpose described in the first
paragraph of this section and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control over
compliance that might be material weaknesses or significant deficiencies and, therefore, material
weaknesses or significant deficiencies may exist that were not identified. We did not identify any
deficiencies in internal control over compliance we consider to be material weaknesses. However, we
identified a deficiency in internal control over compliance, as described in the accompanying Schedule of
Findings and Questioned Costs as item 2016-02, that we consider to be a significant deficiency.
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Commission’s Response to Finding
The Commission’s response to the internal control over compliance finding identified in our audit is
described in the accompanying Schedule of Findings and Questioned Costs. The Commission’s response
was not subjected to the auditing procedures applied in the audit of compliance and, accordingly, we
express no opinion on the response.
Purpose of this Report
The purpose of this report on internal control over compliance is solely to describe the scope of our
testing of internal control over compliance and the results of that testing based on the requirements of the
Uniform Guidance. Accordingly, this report is not suitable for any other purpose.

PBMares, LLP
Harrisonburg, Virginia
October 13, 2016
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
Page 1
SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS
Year Ended June 30, 2016

I.

SUMMARY OF AUDITOR’S RESULTS
Financial Statements
Type of auditor’s report issued: Unmodified
Internal control over financial reporting:
Material weaknesses identified
Significant deficiencies identified
Noncompliance material to financial statements noted

√

Yes
Yes
Yes

√
√

No
No
No

Federal Awards
Internal control over major programs:
Material weaknesses identified
Significant deficiencies identified

√

Yes
Yes

√

No
No

Type of auditor’s report issued on compliance for major programs: Unmodified
Any audit findings disclosed that are required to be
reported in accordance with section 2 CFR 200.516(a)?

√

Yes

No

Identification of Major Programs
CFDA Number

Name of Federal Program or Cluster

20.205

Highway Planning and Construction

20.205

Metropolitan Transportation Planning and State and Non-Metropolitan
Planning and Research

Dollar threshold used to distinguish between type A and type B programs: $750,000
Auditee qualified as low-risk auditee?

√

Yes

No
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
Page 2
SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS
Year Ended June 30, 2016

II.

FINANCIAL STATEMENT FINDINGS
2016-01: Proper Recognition of Grant Revenue
Requirement: Grant revenue related to reimbursement based grants should be recognized in the
same period in which the eligible expenditures have been incurred and at which time all
applicable eligibility requirements have been met.
Condition: During the course of our audit, it was noted the Commission recognized revenue in
the current fiscal year associated with expenditures related to fiscal year 2015 grant activity.
The revenue related to the eligible grant expenditures was not recorded in the period for which
the expenditures were incurred and at which time all applicable eligibility requirements had been
met. As a result, revenue related to fiscal year 2015 was improperly recorded during fiscal year
2016.
Cause: The Commission was unaware it was permitted to accrue revenue related to grant eligible
expenditures that had not been billed for.
Effect: As a result of this error, the beginning fund balance for the General Fund was adjusted.
The adjustment resulted in a material weakness related to revenue recognition of grant revenue.
Recommendation: We recommend the Commission adopt a policy to ensure grant revenue
associated with eligible grant expenditures are recorded in the proper period.
Views of Responsible Officials: Management is in agreement with the finding.

III.

FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS FOR FEDERAL AWARDS
2016-02: Schedule of Federal Expenditures of Federal Awards
Requirement: The Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards should include all expenditures
incurred by the Commission related to federal activity.
Condition: It was noted the Commission excluded federal expenditures from its Schedule of
Expenditures of Federal Awards received from the Virginia Department of Housing and
Community Development related to the Home Investment Partnership Program.
Cause: The Commission was unaware the expenditures related to the Virginia Department of
Housing and Community Development related to the Home Investment Partnership Program was
required to be reported on the Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards.
Effect: As a result of the omission of the expenditures related to Home Investment Partnership
Program the Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards was misstated for the year ended
June 30, 2016.
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
Page 3
SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS
Year Ended June 30, 2016

III.

FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS FOR FEDERAL AWARDS (Continued)
2016-02: Schedule of Federal Expenditures of Federal Awards (Continued)
Recommendation: We recommend the Commission adopt a policy to ensure all federal
expenditures incurred are properly reported on its Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards.
Views of Responsible Officials: Management is in agreement with the finding.
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN
Year Ended June 30, 2016

I.

FINANCIAL STATEMENT FINDINGS

Identifying Number:

2016-01: Proper Recognition of Grant Revenue

Finding:
During the course of our audit, it was noted the Commission recorded revenue in the current fiscal year
that was associated with expenditures incurred in fiscal year 2015. As a result, revenue related to fiscal
year 2015 was improperly recorded during fiscal year 2016. The revenue related to the eligible grant
expenditures was not recorded in the period for which the expenditures incurred and at which the time all
applicable eligibility requirements had been met.
Corrective Action Taken or Planned:
It has been the policy of the Commission to recognize grant revenue when an actual invoice has been
submitted for reimbursement, which could be in a subsequent year from when the expenditures occurred.
The Commission has now instituted a policy to recognize all revenues during the period that the
reimbursable expenditures occur.

II.

FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS FOR FEDERAL AWARDS

Identifying Number:

2016-02: Schedule of Federal Expenditures of Federal Awards

Finding:
It was noted the Commission excluded federal expenditures from its Schedule of Expenditures of Federal
Awards received from the Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development related to the
Home Investment Partnership Program.
Corrective Action Taken or Planned:
Since the Commission has received Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development
related grants, these funds have been considered as State funding, not Federal. It was recently brought to
our attention that these funds originate at the Federal level and are only passed-through the
Commonwealth and should be recognized as Federal funds in our financial system. The Commission is
now recognizing these funds on our annual Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards report.
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HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
SUMMARY SCHEDULE OF PRIOR AUDIT FINDINGS
Year Ended June 30, 2016

The prior year single audit disclosed no findings in the Schedule of Findings and Questioned Costs and no
uncorrected or unresolved findings exist from prior audit’s Summary Schedule of Prior Audit Findings.
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ITEM #14: 2017 HRTPO LEGISLATIVE AGENDA: Bob Crum, HRTPO
SUMMARY:
The HRTPO Legislative Ad-hoc Committee met on June 3, 2016 to discuss legislative priorities of
the HRTPO and to develop a draft 2017 Legislative Agenda for HRTPO Board consideration and
submission to the Hampton Roads Caucus of the General Assembly and the Hampton Roads
Congressional Delegation.
Mr. Robert Crum, Executive Director, will brief the HRTPO Board on this item.
BACKGROUND:

The HRTPO Legislative Ad-Hoc Committee recommendations (background information is
attached) are as follows:
State:
• Pursuit of federal/state funding to complete a Tier II EIS for higher–speed passenger rail
between Hampton Roads and Richmond.
•

•

•

Continued pursuit of funding for Trains 2 and 3 to Norfolk.

Pursuit of federal/state funding for the widening of I-64 between Hampton Roads and
Richmond.
Pursuit of legislation to make whole the original intent of HB2313 by providing additional
transportation funding to the Hampton Roads region.

Attachment 14-A:
Attachment 14-B:
Attachment 14-C:

2017 HRTPO Legislative Agenda Resolution 2016-17
2017 HRTPO Legislative Agenda – Background Information
I-64 Corridor Gap Project Map

RECOMMENDED ACTION (Action to be taken under Meeting Agenda Item 21-F)

HRTPO Board Meeting │ October 20, 2016│ Agenda

HAMPTON ROADS TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ORGANIZATION
BOARD RESOLUTION 2016‐17
A RESOLUTION OF THE HAMPTON ROADS TRANSPORTATION
ORGANIZATION ENDORSING THE HRTPO 2017 LEGISLATIVE AGENDA.

PLANNING

WHEREAS, the Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization (HRTPO),
designated by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Virginia in accordance with Section
134, Title 23, United States Code (23 USC 134) and applicable federal and state regulations,
is the policy body responsible for the urban transportation planning and programming
process of the Hampton Roads metropolitan planning area;

WHEREAS, the Hampton Roads metropolitan planning area includes the cities of
Chesapeake, Hampton, Newport News, Norfolk, Poquoson, Portsmouth, Suffolk, Virginia
Beach, and Williamsburg; the counties of Isle of Wight, James City, and York; and a portion
of Gloucester County;
WHEREAS, the HRTPO Board is comprised primarily of local elected officials and General
Assembly members, representatives from the regional transit authorities as well as from
state agencies such as the Virginia Department of Transportation, Department of Rail and
Public Transportation, Virginia Port Authority, and Virginia Department of Aviation, and
federal agencies such as the Federal Highway Administration, Federal Transit
Administration, and Federal Aviation Administration;

WHEREAS, upon approval, this resolution will be transmitted to local governments, the
Hampton Roads Caucus of the General Assembly, and the Hampton Roads Congressional
Delegation.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Hampton Roads Transportation Planning
Organization hereby endorses the following HRTPO 2017 Legislative Agenda:
State:





Pursuit of federal/state funding for complete a Tier II EIS for higher–speed passenger
rail between Hampton Roads and Richmond.
Continued pursuit of funding for Trains 2 and 3 to Norfolk.
Pursuit of federal/state funding for the widening of I‐64 between Hampton Roads and
Richmond.
Pursuit of legislation to make whole the original intent of HB2313 by providing
additional transportation funding to the Hampton Roads region.

Attachment 14-A

APPROVED and ADOPTED by the Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization
Board at its meeting on the 20th day of October, 2016.

Linda T. Johnson
Chair
Hampton Roads
Transportation
Planning Organization

Robert A. Crum Jr.
Executive Director/Secretary
Hampton Roads
Transportation
Planning Organization
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Below is background information on the legislative priorities of the HRTPO 2017
Legislative Agenda:
•

•

The HRTPO supports the pursuit of federal/state funding by the Commonwealth of
Virginia for preparation of a Tier II Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
continuation and expansion of intercity and higher-speed passenger rail service
from Richmond to Hampton Roads. The estimated cost for the Tier II EIS is $25
million.

o Background: This project provides a higher-speed passenger rail service
from Hampton Roads to the proposed Southeast High-speed Rail Corridor
and existing Amtrak Northeast Corridor via Richmond Main Street Station. A
TIER I EIS Record of Decision (ROD) was issued and became effective on
December 7, 2012. A TIER II analysis would include site specific planning and
detailed evaluations of the selected alternative; and determine capital
improvements for tracks, structures, station locations, routing within
existing right-of-way, and bypasses. Upon completion of the study and
permitting process, construction may proceed. The TIER II EIS for the
Richmond to D.C. project is funded through a $55 million cooperative
agreement between the Virginia Department of Rail and Public
Transportation (DRPT) and the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA). The
Raleigh to Richmond Southeast High Speed Rail Corridor project TIER II EIS
is funded with $3,845,250 DRPT, $3,129,750 NCDOT, and $4,000,000 FRA
monies for a total of $10,975,000.

The HRTPO supports the pursuit of funding for trains 2 and 3 from Norfolk to
Washington D.C.

o Background: DRPT's Rail Division supports both freight and passenger rail
initiatives in Virginia through funding and advocacy for railroad network
improvements.
Improvements are implemented through four grant
programs, with funds from other sources, such as the federal government,
leveraged when possible. Passenger Rail funding includes operation of
intercity passenger rail services. Currently, there is one daily round trip from
Norfolk to Washington D.C. and the Northeast Corridor (Route 50). The
addition of Train 2 from Norfolk to Washington D.C. is in the DRPT’s FY
2017-2022 Six-Year Improvement Program (SYIP). State funding has been
allocated for operating costs for Train 2 ($2 million FY-20, $2.06 million FY21, $2.19 million FY-22) and Train 3 ($2.19 million FY-22); capital
equipment contribution for the second train ($4 million FY-16, $8 million FY17, and $7 million FY-18); and capacity and speed improvement for a two
train extension to Norfolk ($12 million FY-16, $32.8 million FY-17, $42.1
million FY-18, and $20.1 million FY-19).

Attachment 14-B

•

•

The HRTPO supports the pursuit of federal/state funding for the widening of I-64
between the Hampton Roads and Richmond, from Exit 205 Bottoms Bridge to Exit
234 Route 199-Lightfoot.

o According to the Governor, the I-64 Corridor between the Peninsula and
Richmond is one of the two high priority corridors in the State. This is a
critical transportation corridor between Hampton Roads and Richmond for
the movement of people and goods. Segment I of this corridor from Jefferson
to Lee Hall/Yorktown is currently under construction. The HRTPO was
awarded $145 million of SMART SCALE funding for the I-64 Peninsula
Segments 1-3 from Jefferson to Route 199 West of Williamsburg (21 miles).
The segment between I-295 and Bottoms Bridge, about 5 miles received $60
million of SMART SCALE funding; a project that was originally submitted as
an SMART SCALE project by Richmond Regional TPO and later completed as
an application from the Commonwealth Transportation Board. The middle
section from Bottoms Bridge to Route 199 West in Williamsburg (29 miles) is
not funded and no SMART SCALE application was submitted during the first
cycle (attached map). The Richmond Regional Transportation Planning
Organization (RRTPO) and the Hampton Roads Transportation Planning
Organization are collaborating to address the gap in the I-64 corridor.

The HRTPO supports the pursuit of legislation to make whole the original intent of
HB2313 by establishing a floor, similar to the Commonwealth of Virginia, on the
2.1% tax imposed on motor vehicle fuels sold in Hampton Roads.

o HB2313 – Approved by the General Assembly and signed into law in 2013,
created the Hampton Roads Transportation Fund (HRTF) to address project
funding gaps for new construction projects on new or existing roads, bridges,
and tunnels. Priority is given to funding projects that are expected to provide
the greatest impact on reducing congestion and ensures funds are used for
construction projects in localities comprising Planning District 23. An
additional wholesale fuels sales tax of 2.1% is imposed in Hampton Roads to
meet the intent of the law. There is a wholesale fuels sales tax floor
established at the State level based on the February 2013 wholesale price of
gas at the time ($3.17/ gal. gasoline and $3.36/ gal. diesel). The Hampton
Roads regional wholesale fuels sales tax does not include a floor and the
region is losing $20-40 million per year because of this. Recouping the lost
revenues would increase the amount of money that could be bonded in the
future, decrease the amount of funding that would need to be borrowed (at a
higher cost) in the future, and decrease the likelihood of tolling of facilities.
An adjustment is needed in the legislation to more fully realize revenues to
address project funding gaps.
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Segment Length = 29 mi.
Cost Estimate = $1 billion (2017 dollars)
no funding identified
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ITEM #15: HRPDC/HRTPO – POTENTIAL MEETING ADJUSTMENTS: Bob Crum, HRTPO
SUMMARY:
Mr. Robert Crum, Executive Director, will brief the HRTPO Board on a potential meeting
schedule for the HRTPO, HRPDC, HRMFFA, and HRTAC. Attached is a recommended schedule of
Hampton Roads regional meetings by month and time.
Attachment 15

RECOMMENDED ACTION (Action to be taken under Meeting Agenda Item 21-D)
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Hampton Roads Regional Meetings
HRPDC/HRTPO/HRTAC/HRMFFA
Month
JANUARY
FEBRUARY

HRTPO
10:30 AM

HRPDC
12:30 PM







MARCH
APRIL
MAY




HRTAC
12:30 PM





*

*












JUNE
JULY

HRMFFA
10:30 AM






*



*


AUGUST
SEPTEMBER
OCTOBER
NOVEMBER
DECEMBER

*Annual Meeting
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ITEM #16: HRCS – SEIS: REVIEW OF PUBLIC/AGENCIES COMMENTS AND DISCUSSION:
VDOT and HRTPO Staff
A.

REVIEW OF PUBLIC/AGENCIES COMMENTS

SUMMARY:
The Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) was completed in early August.
The public comment period began on August 5, 2016 and ran through September 19, 2016.
VDOT and HRTPO Staff will brief the HRTPO Board on this item.
BACKGROUND:

The Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) has compiled public comments on the HRCS
draft SEIS. Approximately 250 people attended two location public hearings held on September
7 & 8, 2016. To date, over 500 public comments were received via comment form, email, letter,
or court reporter. Agency comments received to date include U.S. Army Corp of Engineers,
Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation, Virginia Department of Conservation and
Recreation, City of Suffolk, and CSX.
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B.

LONG-RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN AND SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT

SUMMARY:
The Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT), in coordination with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), has prepared the draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS) for the Hampton Roads Crossing Study (HRCS). The draft SEIS re-evaluated the findings
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and the Record of Decision (ROD) that were
approved by the FHWA in 2001.

Mr. Bob Crum, HRTPO Executive Director, and Dr. Camelia Ravanbakht, HRTPO Deputy
Executive Director, will brief the HRTPO Board on this item.
BACKGROUND:

The Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) was completed in early August.
The public comment period began on August 5, 2016 and ran through September 19, 2016.
Public hearings on the draft SEIS were held on September 7, 2016 at the Hampton Roads
Convention Center in Hampton and September 8, 2016 at the Lake Wright Quality Suites in
Norfolk.

There are four alternatives (A-D) that will address travel demand, improved transit access,
increased regional accessibility, geometric deficiencies, emergency evacuation, improved
strategic military connectivity, and increased access to port facilities. The discussion will focus
on the alternatives as they relate to anticipated future growth patterns, existing traffic patterns,
and expected traffic flow directions by the 2040 horizon year.
HRTPO staff presented a technical analysis of alternatives (A-D) to the Board at the September
15, 2016 meeting. The presentation can be found at the following link:
http://www.hrtpo.org/events/index/view/id/387

The HRTPO Board is tentatively scheduled to recommend a preferred alternative to the
Commonwealth Transportation Board (CTB) at its November 2016 meeting and the CTB is
tentatively scheduled to take official action on a preferred alternative at its December 2016
meeting. The Department of the Army and the Department of the Navy have provided comments
from the public comment period of the draft HRCS SEIS (attached). Maps of the four alternatives
are also attached.

Attachment 16-A
Attachment 16-B
Attachment 16-C
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Alternative A

• Improvements to I-64 between
I-664 (Hampton) and I-564
(Norfolk)
• Widens existing facility to sixlanes
• Improvements would be
largely confined to existing
right-of-way
• Cost: $3.3 Billion (2016$)
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– includes a 40% Contingency

1

Alternative B
Includes:
• All Alternative A
improvements
• New bridge/tunnel across
Elizabeth River
• New highway along east side
of Craney Island to Route 164
(Portsmouth)
• Widen Route 164 to I-664
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• Cost: $6.6 Billion (2016$)
– includes a 40% Contingency

2

Alternative C
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Includes:
• Widen I-664 from I-64
(Hampton) to I-264
(Chesapeake)
• New connector between I-664
and I-564
• New highway along east side of
Craney Island to Route 164
(Portsmouth)
• Transit only lanes
• Cost: $12.5 Billion (2016$)
– includes a 40% Contingency

3

Alternative D

•

Includes all components of
Alternatives B and C without
transit only lanes

•

Cost: $11.9 Billion (2016$)
–

includes a 40% Contingency

Attachment 16-A
4

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
NORFOLK DISTRICT
FORT NORFOLK
803 FRONT STREET
NORFOLK VA 23510-1011

SEPTEMBER 19, 2016
Eastern Virginia Regulatory Section
Hampton Roads Crossing Study

VDOT Project: 0064-965-081, P101; UPC 106724
Corps of Engineers Project NAO-1994-1166
Mr. Ed Sundra
Director of Program Development
Federal Highway Administration
400 North 8th Street, Room 750

Richmond, Virginia 23219
Mr. Scott Smizik
VDOT Environmental Division

1401 East Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
Dear Messrs. Sundra and Smizik:
This letter provides the comments of the Norfolk District Corps of Engineers
(USAGE) in response to the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

(DSEIS) which was prepared for the Hampton Roads Crossing Study (HRCS), for which
USAGE is a cooperating agency. In October 2016, USAGE concurred with the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) on the purpose and need for this project, which
consisted of a statement and seven need elements. Our comments and

recommendations should be fully addressed in the final SEIS and as you develop your
preferred alternative.

The project will impact waters and/or wetlands regulated by USAGE under Section
404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344) and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors
Act (33 U.S.C. 403), and a permit or permits will likely be required for the improvements.
Our regulations require that we consider a full range of public interest factors and
conduct an alternatives analysis in order to identify the least environmentally damaging
practicable alternative (LEDPA), which is the only alternative we can authorize. In
addition to wetland and waters impacts, we must consider factors such as land use
(including displacements of homes and businesses), floodplain hazards and values,
water supply and conservation, water quality, safety, cost, economics, threatened and
endangered species, historic and cultural resources, and environmental justice. In

addition, navigation and potential effects to USAGE Civil Works projects will be a
primary consideration for this project.
Our comments on the DSEIS are given in relation to specific topics as follows:
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408 Coordination: The USAGE Commander's letter dated June 29, 2016 provided
comments on how USAGE may evaluate, pursuant to 33 U.S.C 408 (Section 408),
impacts of the proposed project alternatives on USAGE federally authorized civil works
projects; it is included in the DSEIS Appendix D. However, the DSEIS does not assess
each of the Corps identified impacts to federally authorized civil works projects and how
each impact may be mitigated to minimize alteration or impairment of the usefulness of
these civil works projects. Alternatives B,C, and D could each result in 408 issues that
will have to be resolved before the USAGE may be able to concur that the VDOT
preferred alternative is also the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative
(LEDPA). We would expect that when VDOT presents its preferred alternative you will
include analysis of avoidance and minimization of impacts to civil works projects
including navigation channels, anchorages, and the Craney Island Dredged Material
Management Area (CIDMMA). Because of the importance of these civil works projects
to navigation and the Port of Virginia, the 408 decision will likely be made at the Corps
of Engineers Headquarters level.
Waterbird NestinQ: CIDMMA supports nesting avian species protected under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Approximately 227 avian species have been documented at
the CIDMMA. Least terns, black-necked stilts, common nighthawks, and horned larks
are several species that have historically nested in close proximity to and within the
proposed project footprint that crosses the CIDMMA. Appropriate accommodations may
be necessary for this resource during any construction phases of the project that may
occur on or near the CIDMMA.
Alternatives: Alternatives C and D clearly have the greatest amount of
environmental impacts. These impacts include potential dredging impacts (both within
the dredge footprints and at the potential disposal sites), induced growth especially
within the undeveloped areas along Route 1-664 in Chesapeake and Suffolk, and
impacts to essential fish habitat and potential stream and wetland impacts. As detailed
in table 3-36, the potential wetland impacts (which includes tidal, nontidal, and nontidal
open water) are 8 acres for alternative A, 73 acres for alternative B, 110 acres for
alternative C and 121 acres for alternative D.
All four of the build alternatives discussed in the DSEIS satisfy the project purpose
and need, albeit to differing degrees. Alternatives C and D both result in more extensive
improvements to the existing transportation network and also impact more aquatic
resources through dredging and the filling of wetlands. If Alternatives A and B also meet
the project purpose and need, have less adverse impacts on the aquatic ecosystem,
and do not significantly impact other natural ecosystems, then USAGE may determine
that it can only permit one of these less damaging options as the LEDPA.
In previous meetings and letters we have requested additional information on
Alternative A, especially regarding the right-of-way impacts of 7- and 9-lane HRBT
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configurations (with one dedicated transit lane). We understand that you have
determined that these right-of-way impacts are unacceptable, especially in residential
areas of Norfolk, near Hampton University, and in the vicinity of the veterans' cemetery;
however, in the absence of documentation we cannot concur. Not including this
information in the DSEIS leaves open questions about the viability of those options, and
it should be documented in the Final SEIS (FSEIS) or an appropriate appendix.
According to Appendix A of the document, it is expected that VDOT's preferred
alternative will be constructed in stages or operationally independent sections (OIS).
You have indicated that as funds become available, the OIS that comprise a particular
alternative may be approved and then constructed in phases. Through the public review
and comment period of the SEIS, a "hybrid" alternative may also be developed which
could result in lower costs and impacts. Any hybrid alternative must also sufficiently
address the project purpose and need, must have logical termini, and should reduce
impacts to aquatic resources. Wetland impacts for segment 1 (23.6 acres) and segment
13 (61.6 acres) are especially large and should be avoided in the identification of your
preferred alternative. If either of these segments are included in your preferred
alternative, and you can sufficiently document that these impacts cannot be avoided,
then you should incorporate measures to minimize impacts (such as bridging,
elimination of the median, reduced fill slopes/retaining walls, etc.).
Tolls: It is our understanding that managed lanes may be an option on the Monitor

Merrimac Bridge Tunnel (MMBT) and the Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel (HRBT). We
also understand that any additional crossings of the Elizabeth River will require tolls,
and the Traffic and Transportation Technical Report assumes that the 1564 and the 1664
connectors will each have a $1 toll. If the preferred alternative includes a toll, highoccupancy toll (HOT) lane, or other managed lane, we would expect that toll scenario to
be analyzed and documented in the FSEIS.
We have concerns about potential Environmental Justice issues related to
implementation of tolls. Since the inception of the tolls on the Elizabeth River crossings
(i.e. the Midtown Tunnel and the Downtown Tunnel), drivers without credit cards have
been paying consistently higher toll rates using the pay-by-plate method. In addition, the
current tolls may have formed a barrier to some drivers, minimizing trips between
Portsmouth and Norfolk. Local businesses, especially in Portsmouth, have reported that
they have experienced a drop in revenues since the tolls went into effect. If the VDOT
preferred alternative includes any tolls, the analysis should consider and assess these
types of effects, and document whether there will be any disproportionate effect on
minority or low-income communities.

Transit: Alternative C is the only alternative that includes dedicated transit lanes on
1564, the 1564 and 1664 connectors, and then on Route 1664 beginning at the
interchange with the MMBT. Bus rapid transit (BRT) will be the transit mode. Based on

Attachment 16-B

meetings leading up to the signing of the DSEIS, it was our understanding that transit
may be included in the VDOT preferred alternative, even if alternative C is not VDOT's
preferred alternative. When you propose your preferred alternative, you should include
a discussion of transit options, including HOT, HOV, or dedicated transit lanes. If there
is no transit component included in the preferred alternative, you should document
reasons for that. The dedicated transit lanes shown on Alternative C would provide bus
travel from Norfolk across the Elizabeth River to Newport News and Hampton but
appear to bypass Portsmouth and Suffolk. We understand that the City of Suffolk has its
own transit system but please provide justification why the BRT lanes would not serve
these two cities.
Wetlands and other aquatic resources: You have presented wetland impacts
based on GIS analysis with limited ground-truthing. There seem to be discrepancies
between the wetland impacts as depicted on tables 3-35, 3-36, and 3-37. Please clarify
which of the tables accurately estimates the different alternatives' wetland impacts. We
understand that the NEPA-level analysis only allows for a certain level of wetland
impact analysis and functional assessment, but it is important to note that when you
select your preferred alternative you will need to delineate the wetlands and streams
and obtain ajurisdictional determination from USAGE.
Several of the figures in the DSEIS refer to altered or fragmented wetlands. We
understand that in the urban/suburban setting of this project many of the wetlands have
been altered, but they still perform valuable functions in these landscapes. More sitespecific functional analysis of impacted wetlands may be required after the VDOT
preferred alternative is selected and as design advances. You should also provide
information on what type of alterations and additional fragmentation may be expected
from the different alternatives. Stormwater management facilities should not be located
in wetlands or streams.

Most of the predicted impacts for the VDOT preferred alignment will probably occur

within the Hampton Roads Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC 02080208, which includes the
Lower James River basin. You should evaluate mitigation options for all unavoidable
impacts to wetlands and streams associated with your preferred alternative, and you
should provide at least a conceptual mitigation plan in the FSEIS. You may be expected
to compensate for impacts to mudflats, shallow water habitats, subaqueous bottom and
submerged aquatic vegetation (SAVs). Please be aware that there is no existing
commercial tidal mitigation bank with available credits in this drainage basin, nor are
any anticipated to come on line in the near future.
Sediment Transportation, Bank Erosion, ShoalinQ and Hydrodynamic Modeling
Report: The Virginia Institute of Marine Science (VIMS) is in the process of finalizing a
report regarding these processes for the HRCS, and you state that a complete
assessment of these factors will be included once the VDOT preferred alternative has
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been identified. In the interim findings on page 3-102, the DSEIS discusses an increase
in surface and bottom salinities on the order of 0.3 practical salinity units (PSU) for
Alternative A and for another alternative,.an increase in turbulence mixing and retention
time that would lead to a larger increase in surface salinity. Once you have identified the
VDOT preferred alternative, an explanation is needed of exactly what these numbers
mean and the nature and extent of impacts that can be expected to aquatic organisms,
including fish and benthic species. This explanation should account for other
construction within the project area, including the recently completed parallel Midtown
Tunnel which spans the Elizabeth River.
VDOT has indicated that its next step will be to select their preferred alternative
and request USAGE concurrence that the VDOT preferred alternative appears to be the
preliminary LEDPA. USAGE will review the public input received during the comment
period on the DSEIS and the justification for the selection of your preferred alternative.
VDOT should provide documentation and information explaining why the VDOT
preferred alternative was selected, and why the other alternatives were not selected. If
you identify a hybrid alternative as the VDOT preferred alternative, you should clearly
and thoroughly document the steps you followed to arrive at that conclusion. Avoidance
and minimization measures that have been evaluated and incorporated to reduce
wetland and waters impacts should be detailed, including bridging wetlands and
streams, alignment shifts, and minimizing fill footprints.
As part of the alternatives analysis, you must continue to coordinate road
alignments, design, and ultimately construction with the USAGE Operations Branch to
ensure that there will be no adverse effects to operations at the existing CIDMMA or to
the ongoing expansion of the facility, or to other Civil Works projects. If potential impacts
to Civil Works projects are not sufficiently identified and addressed during the
alternatives analysis, we will not be able to make a preliminary LEDPA determination.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations on the
HRCS DSEIS. You may contact the USAGE Regulatory project manager George Janek
atgeorQe.a.ianek(a)usace.army.mil or 757-201-7135 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Gregoty C. Steele, P.E.

Chief, Water Resources Division
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Copies Furnished:
Environmental Protection Agency, Philadelphia, ATTN: Ms. Barbara Okorn
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Gloucester
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Gloucester Point, ATTN: Mr. David
O'Brien

NAVFAC Mid-Atlantic Region, Norfolk, ATTN: Ms. Rhonda P. Murray
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ITEM #17: HRCS – SEIS: POTENTIAL FUNDING SCENARIOS: Kevin Page, HRTAC
SUMMARY:
The Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT), in coordination with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), has prepared the draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS) for the Hampton Roads Crossing Study (HRCS). The draft SEIS re-evaluated the findings
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and the Record of Decision (ROD) that were
approved by the FHWA in 2001.
Mr. Kevin Page, Executive Director, HRTAC, will brief the HRTPO Board on this item.

BACKGROUND:

The draft SEIS has been completed, but no preferred alternative or construction sequencing of
projects has been set yet. The draft HRCS SEIS has been published by VDOT and the four project
alternatives (A-D) were proposed for evaluation and public comment August 5, 2016 through
September 19, 2016.

To advise the HRTPO and the public in the potential financing and delivery of the projects within
each of the four alternatives, the HRTAC Funding Strategies Advisory Committee (FSAC) has
developed a Potential Plan of Finance Scenario for each of the Draft HRCS SEIS Alternatives that
incorporate HRTAC projects underway or committed.
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ITEM #18: PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
Members of the public are invited to address the HRTPO Board. Each speaker is limited to three
minutes.
ITEM #19: SUBMITTED PUBLIC COMMENTS

There were no submitted public comments. Any written public comments received after the
preparation of this agenda will be distributed as a handout at the meeting.
ITEM #20: TRANSCRIBED PUBLIC COMMENTS FROM PREVIOUS HRTPO MEETING

The transcribed public comments from the September 15, 2016 HRTPO Board meeting are
attached.
Attachment 20
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Transcribed Public Comments from the
September 15, 2016 HRTPO Board Meeting
The views and opinions expressed during the public comment period
do not necessarily reflect the opinion or policy of the HRTPO.
Three people requested to address the HRTPO Board at the September 15, 2016 Meeting.
Chair Johnson asked them to limit their comments to three minutes.

Ms. Donna Sayegh
Portsmouth Citizen
Good afternoon. My name is Donna Sayegh and I live in Portsmouth. As I look at the Hampton
Roads Transportation Planning Organization Executive Director's report, I'm seeing that he is
addressing both the HRPDC and the HRTPO board members, we've got a problem with
enmeshment. We have big cluster of individuals who are defining themselves as members of a
regional government, which is a federal government in nature. This federal government
overreach started with the war of southern independence. This war produced the foundation
for regionalism, consolidated and absolute, based on the unrestrained will of the majority.
Lincoln was accused by Senator Douglas of wanting to impose on the nation’s uniformity of
local laws and institutions and morale homogony dictated by the central government. Not
only did the war lay the foundation for eventual weakening of basic constitutional protection
against central government abuses, but it also laid to rest the grave principle enunciated in
the Declaration of Independence that governance or instituted among man deriving just
powers for improvements the consent of the govern. Number six is an example of this
centralized govern with the Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation being in
charge of the railroads and also the Hampton Roads transit. Then there's a transit
commission that is not part of the Department of Rail and Public Transportation. Next, a local
city is pushing on the citizens that have light rail. This regional body is elected and what they
will enforce. We need to give back to our local governments to make decisions, not this body.
Another issue I have, how come the port is not the one who is leading the transportation issue
since the port is the reason all the roads, bridges and tunnels are being created. The HRT and
the WATA commission needs to be in its own separate category, not with the Department of
Rails. All of these issues are examples of enmeshment. The General Assembly caused it. Lastly,
the study that is being done has been discussed three times now. We need to reorganize the
HRPDC and the HRTPO because there's too much duplications of work. We need to cut out
committees and give back to the localities their responsibilities. Thanks for listening.
Mr. John Gergely
Newport News Citizen
Hello. Today I'd like to address the Peninsula mayors, the county chairs, the General Assembly
members on the Peninsula, all except my mayor who has left. Where is your outreach over this
push pull that they call VDOT calls crossing city, the environmental study. You all should know
by now, everybody's told you there's only enough money. There will only be enough money for
a one mega project, not a whole bunch of projects. Instead of this thing showing individual
projects to choose from, it shows one project, and then it's just like one of the cheap TV ads.
Wait, there's more. We'll add a little more, but what they're not telling you about is the extra
shipping and handling costs, there is no money for more than one project, and as Mr. Crum just
told you, if anything but Alternative A is picked, you'll go right back to prioritization and we
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know what happened with prioritization. For those of you who have been around, Patriots
Crossing's 80 percent money was fleeced into the 8 cent money that didn't exist was fleeced in
the prioritization process to make it viable. That's the only reason Patriot's Crossing here, it
was a crooked mess, if anything, but if Alternative A is chosen, it will be prioritization and
that's what's going to happen. Meanwhile, all this -- Mr. Rucker, you ought to shut this down.
They need to do an environmental study, not this push pull. All of this is going on, meanwhile
Norfolk’s lobby is going around talking about let's compromise on B or some of the others. If
you have any doubt of where Norfolk stands, go to the city website. Norfolk is totally in the can
for Patriots Crossing. Their study shows, their website shows they want to give the Peninsula
less than one percent of the Hampton Roads transportation fund, less than one percent. Go to
their website. You are getting shafted by the Southside Peninsula. If Patriots Crossing is ever
started -- if Alternative B is picked, they'll start driving poles for that the dog lane that sort of
half of Patriots Crossing. Once that gets started, you'll get talked into finishing it. You will
never see Hampton Roads Bridge-Tunnel ever get built. Thank you very much.
Mr. Ellis James
Norfolk Citizen
Thank you, Madam Chair. My name is Ellis W. James. I reside at 2021 in the city of Norfolk. I
just got a taste of how Mrs. Clinton felt the other day. I didn't know I could still stand for an
hour and something. I'd like to defend the Southside, I'm getting a little bit weary of kinds of
aspersions of the use of the word crooked being thrown around that impacts our side of the
water. I want to urge the TPO commissioners to think seriously about supporting Alternative
D. I think the discussion today was vigorous, thorough, and informative. I as a citizen knew
much of it but I did not know all of it, and I am convinced that Alternative D is certainly going
to address many of the concerns, especially the concerns of military representatives and our
legislators who may or may not be back there now still. I think that this body deserves to hear
from citizens who are for or against projects, but not constant rants against our government.
This business of transportation and what we do about it in this region is serious business.
Sometimes deadly serious business. And we need to address the issue seriously in my opinion
and I really want to commend the TPO members for today making the kinds of input and
raising questions that they're concerned about. I like D, I hope that the members will support
D and keep in mind that our good friends in Virginia Beach are about in a couple of months to
weigh in on light rail, is I'm hoping that they will support light rail. I have been a supporter
throughout my years of coming here and the progress is very good, and I applaud one of the
candidates in Virginia Beach for stepping forward and taking a strong position. Madam Chair,
thank you very much.
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ITEM #21: APPROVAL OF CONSENT ITEMS
A.

MINUTES
Minutes of the HRTPO Board meeting held on September 15, 2016 are attached.
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RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Approve the minutes.
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Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization (TPO)
Board Summary Minutes of September 15, 2016
The Hampton Roads TPO Board Meeting was called to order at 11:02 a.m. in the Regional
Board Room, 723 Woodlake Drive, Chesapeake, Virginia, with the following in attendance:
HRTPO Voting Members in Attendance:
Linda T. Johnson, Chair (SU)
Thomas Shepperd, Vice Chair (YK)
Alan P. Krasnoff (CH)
Ella Ward (Alternate, CH)*
Donnie Tuck (HA)
Rex Alphin (IW)
Michael Hipple (JC)
McKinley Price (NN)
Maime Johnson (Alternate, NO)
Kenneth Wright (PO)
HRTPO Nonvoting Members in
Attendance:
James E. Baker (CH)
J. Brent Fedors (GL)
Mary Bunting (HA)
Randy Keaton (IW)
Bryan Hill (JC)
James Bourey (NN)*
Marcus Jones (NO)
J. Randall Wheeler (PQ)
Lydia Pettis Patton (PO)
Patrick Roberts (SU)
Participating Jurisdictions
Barry Cheatham (FR)
Randy Martin (FR)
CTB Participant:
John Malbon

William D. Sessoms (VB)
Paul Freiling (WM)
James Utterback (VDOT)
William Harrell (HRT)
John Reinhart (VPA)
Jennifer Mitchell (DRPT)
Delegate Chris Stolle (GA)*
Delegate David Yancey (GA)
Senator Frank Wagner (GA)*
Dave Hansen (VB)
Marvin Collins (WM)
Neil Morgan (YK)
Theresa Danaher (Alternate, CTAC)
Ivan Rucker (FHWA)
Arthur Moye (FTAC)*
Robert Bowen (NAA)
Capt. Rick Wester (U.S. Coast Guard)
Capt. Michael Moore (U.S. Navy)
Col. Joseph Ladner (Alternate, Langley-Eustis)*
Michael W. Johnson (SH)
Barry Porter (SH)

HRTPO Executive Director:
Robert A. Crum, Jr.

Other Participants:
Grindly Johnson (Commonwealth of Virginia)

Charles Kilpatrick (VDOT)

HRTPO Board Meeting Summary Minutes – September 15, 2016 – Page 1
Prepared by B. Vandell
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HRTPO Voting Members Absent:
Phillip Bazzani (GL)
Kenneth Alexander (NO)
W. Eugene Hunt (PQ)

HRTPO Nonvoting Members Absent:
Greg Edwards (CTAC)
Jeffrey Breeden (FAA)
Wayne Fedora (FHWA)
Terry Garcia-Crews (FTA)
Ryan Long (FTA)
HRTPO Staff:
Camelia Ravanbakht
Sam Belfield
Rob Case
Kathlene Grauberger
Theresa Jones
Michael Kimbrel

* Late arrival or early departure

Senator Mamie Locke (GA)
Todd Tyree (WATA)
Col. William Galbraith (Langley-Eustis)
Robert S. Bowen (NAA)
Ken Spirito (PAC)
Randall P. Burdette (VDOA)
John Mihaly
Kendall Miller
Keith Nichols
Joe Paulus
Dale Stith
Beth Vandell

Others Recorded Attending:
John Gergely, Donna Sayegh (Citizen); Bryan Stilley, Jerri Wilson (NN); Thelma Drake,
Michelle Washington, Ron Williams (NO); Kevin Page (HRTAC); Rhonda Murray (U.S.
Navy); Drew Lumpkin (Senator Warner); Karen McPherson (McPherson Consulting); Ellis
W. James (Sierra Club and NEC Observer); Dianna Howard (VBTP, VBTA, TLP); Brenda
Johnson, Frank Papcin (CTAC); Bert Ramsay (Lane Construction); Jordan Pascale
(Virginian-Pilot); Theresa Clift (Daily Press); Ray Amoruso (HRT); Angel Deem, David
Forster, Tony Gibson, Paula Miller, Dawn Odom, Scott Smizik (VDOT); Candace Reid
(Hampton Roads Chamber of Commerce); Mike Freidank, Deanna Nevling (Michael Baker
International); Nick Antonucci, John Bourne, Anil Sharma (HNTB); David Miller (PFM);
Mode 5 Representatives; Cathy Aiello (Aiello Enterprises); Kelli Arledge, Nancy Collins,
Katie Cullipher, Greg Grootendorst, Sharon Lawrence, Mike Long, Ben McFarlane, Joe
Turner, Chris Vaigneur (HRPDC Staff)
Approval of Agenda

Chair Linda Johnson asked for any additions or deletions to the agenda. She offered a
report from the Freight Transportation Advisory Committee (FTAC) as an addition.
Delegate David Yancey Moved to approve the agenda as amended; seconded by Mr. Art
Moye. The Motion Carried.
Chair Johnson welcomed Mayor Paul Freiling from the City of Williamsburg as the newest
voting member to the HRTPO Board, and Robert Bowen of Norfolk Airport Authority,
Captain Michael Moore of the U.S. Navy, and Randy Keaton of Isle of Wight County as the
newest nonvoting members to the HRTPO Board.
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Executive Director Report
Mr. Robert Crum, HRTPO Executive Director, directed members towards his report
included in the agenda package and asked if there were any questions. There were no
questions.
Workshop Agenda
Commonwealth Transportation Board Member Comments and Updates
Mr. John Malbon, Commonwealth Transportation Board (CTB) member, reported that there
was no CTB meeting in September. He noted that the public comment period is nearing
conclusion for the SEIS crossing study.
Virginia Department of Transportation

Mr. James Utterback, Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) Hampton Roads
District Administrator, reported that the Department is taking the contract award for the
first phase (of two) of the I-64/I-264 Interchange project to the Commonwealth
Transportation Board for approval the week of September 19, 2016.
Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation

Ms. Jennifer Mitchell, Department of Rail and Public Transportation (DRPT) Director,
reported that DRPT has been working with the Transit Capital Project Revenue Advisory
Board to identify transit funding sources and to implement a new prioritization framework
similar to SMART SCALE. They have been meeting since July and have an upcoming
meeting scheduled for September 19, 2016. The Board anticipates presenting initial
findings to the General Assembly in December 2016 and will have final recommendations
by July 2017.

Ms. Mitchell also reported that DRPT is working on its High Speed Rail Tier 2
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and expects to release the draft EIS this fall pending
review by the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA). The Department expects the CTB to
make a recommendation on the preferred alternative by February 2017.
Virginia Port Authority Update

Mr. John Reinhart of the Virginia Port Authority (VPA) reported the North Gate project at
Norfolk International Terminals (NIT) is underway and will open by June 2017. VPA has
released a request for proposal (RFP) for the first phase of NIT improvements, and the rail
mounted gantry (RMG) bid should open the week of September 15, 2016. Mr. Reinhart also
reported VPA will have its board meetings in Portsmouth the week of September 19, 2016
at Virginia National Gateway.
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HRT and WATA Updates
Mr. William Harrell of Hampton Roads Transit (HRT) reported that HRT’s planning team
will be hosting public workshops in October 2016 on the Peninsula Corridor Study, which
will be announced soon.
There was no representative from WATA in attendance.

Citizen Transportation Advisory Committee (CTAC) Update
Ms. Theresa Danaher, CTAC Vice-Chair, had no report, but commented on HRT funding and
a previous public comment on the flood barrier crossing.
Military Liaisons Comments and Updates

Captain Rick Wester of the U.S. Coast Guard reported on the Coast Guard’s response to
Tropical Storm Hermine. He detailed that the port was closed for 28 hours, although
coordination with the Corps minimized the impact of the closing. Captain Wester also
added that many bridges are on altered opening schedules due to repairs and other
improvements. He noted North Landing Bridge on the Intercoastal Waterway is in the
process of repairs and will be fully closed to navigation from October 11-14, 2016.
Capt. Michael Moore of the U.S. Navy introduced himself to the Board and had no further
comments.
Colonel Joseph Ladner of Langley-Eustis had no comments.

Freight Transportation Advisory Committee (FTAC) Update
Mr. Art Moye, FTAC Co-Chair, reported on the importance of the Hampton Roads Crossing
Study (HRCS) Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) to the region and
thanked VDOT and HRTPO Staff for their assistance with related questions from the FTAC.
Mr. Moye directed the Committee to a resolution prepared by the FTAC regarding the
HRCS-SEIS alternatives, noting the FTAC recommends Alternatives B and D.
HRCS – SEIS: Technical Analysis and Discussion

Mr. Robert Crum, HRTPO Executive Director, and Dr. Camelia Ravanbakht, HRTPO Deputy
Executive Director reported on the technical evaluation of alternatives resulting from the
Hampton Roads Crossing Study (HRCS) Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS). Mr. Crum thanked Dr. Ravanbakht and her staff for their work on the technical
analysis.
Mr. Crum detailed a timeline for the remainder of 2016 to the Board, noting that the CTB
will begin deliberations on the alternatives at its October meeting, will not meet in
November, and will intend to make a decision on the alternatives in December to forward
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onto the Army Corps of Engineers and other agencies. He explained that the HRTPO Board
should be in a position to recommend an alternative to the CTB for their consideration in
November.

There are currently four options under review by VDOT that will address travel demand,
improved transit access, increased regional accessibility, geometric deficiencies,
emergency evacuation, improved strategic military connectivity, and increased access to
port facilities. Mr. Crum noted the technical analysis prioritizes purpose, need, and
congestion mitigation, as this factor is heavily weighted in the application process for
SMART SCALE funding.
The options and costs (including a 40 percent contingency) are as follows:
•

•

•

•

Alternative A:
o Includes improvements to I-64 between I-664 and I-564, improvements to
the HRBT would be largely confined to existing right of way
o Cost: $3.3 billion
Alternative B:
o I-64/HRBT, I-564, I-564 Connector, Route 164 Connector, Route 164
o Cost: $6.6 billion

Alternative C:
o I-664, I-664/I-564 Connectors, I-564, and Route 164 Connector (Original
preferred alternative CBA-9)
o Includes transit lanes
o Cost: $12.5 billion

Alternative D:
o Includes all components of Alternatives B and C but applies a more narrow
footprint than Alternative C
o Does not include transit lanes
o Cost: $11.9 billion

Dr. Ravanbakht reported that staff focused on performance measures for the technical
analysis related to congestion relief, including travel time, volume to capacity ratios, and
cost effectiveness to test for reductions in delay and trip attraction. In each of the
measures, staff also produced a “no build” scenario, which includes approved
transportation projects through 2040, but without any of the HRCS alternatives.
•

•

Travel Time: Each of the alternatives improved travel time for commuters by about
20-50 percent over the no-build scenario on the Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel
(HRBT) and the Monitor Merrimac Bridge-Tunnel (MMMBT).

Volume to Capacity (v/c) Ratios: The alternatives also improve mobility on
roadways when comparing roadway demand (vehicle volumes) with roadway
supply (carrying capacity) from about 10-35 percent over the no-build scenario on
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•

the HRBT and the MMMBT, and slight improvement on the Elizabeth River
Crossings.

Cost-Effectiveness: The alternatives show additional trips between the Peninsula
and Southside relative to the cost of the project. Alternative A shows the greatest
number (8,727 trips/$1 billion), while the other alternatives would result in lesser
additional trips due to other commuter choices. A delay reduction is also apparent
for each of the alternatives compared with the cost.

Dr. Ravanbakht also noted that the Board approved the region’s 2040 Long-Range
Transportation Plan at its meeting in July, which included the sequencing and plan funding
for projects included in the technical analysis. At that time, the preferred alternative for
the HRCS was unknown, but the Board approved $4.8 billion for Phase 1 construction with
an estimated completion time of 2028.

Delegate Chris Stolle inquired if it is possible to prioritize operationally independent
sections of an alternative while including an entire alternative in a record of decision to
ensure the project is fiscally constrained. Mr. Crum expressed HRTPO believes there is
precedent, such as the I-64 widening, which was implemented in segments based on ability
to finance and pay.

Mayor William Sessoms asked whether federal agencies have confirmed this approach
would be acceptable. Mr. Crum replied that staff may verify this information at the
direction of the HRTPO Board. Mr. Utterback also indicated the I-64 corridor underwent a
similar approach.
Mr. Thomas Shepperd asked if the Board recommended Alternative D, whether it would
need to prioritize which crossing it would start with. Mr. Crum replied affirmatively,
expressing the need to prioritize segments, as well as demonstrate that those initial
segments are fiscally constrained. Mr. Shepperd followed up to ask how this would fit
within the schedule to make a recommendation to CTB, as well as whether the Board was
ready to make a submission prioritizing segments. Mr. Crum expressed that the CTB is
looking to the Board for input on prioritization of segments prior to its decision process in
December. He also noted the HRTPO staff is prepared from its technical analysis to submit
such a recommendation, but it needs the Board’s direction.

Mr. Utterback added that VDOT is working with the Army Corps of Engineers to receive a
preliminary Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) decision to
understand what components of the alternatives will be permitted. He explained the CTB
would be looking for this information before making its decision. Mr. Crum added the
public comment period ends on September 19, 2016. He also stated the HRTPO would
receive a report from information presented at the CTB’s next meeting on October 18,
2016, in addition to public input. HRTAC Director Kevin Page also will be in attendance to
present a plan of finance so the Board may be in a position in November to have the input it
needs to make a recommendation to the CTB.
(Mr. Moye departs)
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Delegate David Yancey noted he has had several constituents express their preference for
Alternative A, primarily because it would guarantee the HRBT would be prioritized. He
asked what assurances could be given that the HRBT is the first segment should another
alternative be chosen by the Board. Mr. Crum replied that those assurances would need to
come from the Board prioritizing the segments, though the CTB would ultimately make that
decision.

Mayor Alan Krasnoff asked for Mr. Ivan Rucker of the Federal Highway Administration to
comment on whether the decision on HRCS may have an impact on other projects and their
environmental impact statements, as well as increasing costs and requiring supplemental
environmental studies. Mr. Rucker replied that with HRTAC, the Board is well-positioned
to ensure projects are funded and receive the necessary environmental impact document.
Mr. William Harrell asked what cost transit lanes would add to Alternative D. Dr.
Ravanbakht replied that based on the cost information provided by VDOT, similar transit
lanes in Alternative C would cost more than $3 billion.

Mayor Sessoms suggested the Board move forward with Alternative B, since it is fiscally
constrained, then with other segments of Alternative D. He then asked where the
remaining segments stand from an environmental perspective that are not constrained.
Mr. Utterback replied that if the Board recommends an alternative, the environmental
portion will continue to be updated, and the question would remain about how to include
the project in the long-range transportation plan. Mr. Crum added that from an HRTPO
perspective, the fiscally constrained portion would be placed into the Board’s long-range
transportation plan, while the remaining segments would be placed into its vision plan.
Mayor McKinley Price asked whether it is possible to suggest an alternative with
modifications based on the priorities of the Board. He added that should the Board
recommend Alternative D, it does not include transit lanes, which is a concern for the
Peninsula. Mr. Utterback later added that within alternatives other than C, bus rapid
transit may run in managed lanes. He also indicated that VDOT coordinated with the
Department of Rail and Public Transportation.
Mayor Paul Freiling asked to refer to Page 25 of the HRCS-SEIS PowerPoint presentation,
asking why the number of per person trips is decreased crossing from Southside to the
Peninsula under Alternative B compared with Alternative A. Dr. Ravanbakht explained that
the computer model projects some people to satisfy their travel needs locally using
different routes without crossing the Hampton Roads Harbor.
Mr. Shepperd asked about whether trip value was considered in the technical analysis. Dr.
Ravanbakht replied that staff focused on total travel time, which leads to improvements of
effectiveness, efficiency, and productivity in the region.

Mr. Randall Wheeler of Poquoson suggested the Board may need a comprehensive timeline
to keep environmental documents current and avoid starting over to complete unfinished
segments.
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Delegate Stolle asked if any of the alternatives could be eliminated because of risks from an
environmental perspective. Mr. Utterback replied that VDOT has worked with the Army
Corps of Engineers, which has requested more information. He noted the goal is to have
preliminary feedback from the Corps of Engineers in October 2016.

Mayor Krasnoff asked for estimates on when construction would take place, since that may
impact the price of the segments, as well as cost estimates for each of the segments within
the alternatives. Mr. Crum replied that HRTAC’s funding plan will be presented at the
October Board meeting. He also noted that each of the cost estimates include a 40 percent
contingency.

Mr. John Reinhart of Virginia Port Authority (VPA) asked if the risks around Craney Island
in Alternative B have been considered in costs, and whether there will be any additional
costs as the process moves forward. Mr. Utterback replied that the risk is currently
contained within the contingency. Mr. Reinhart also added that dredging availability will
be critical to the harbor.
(Mr. Bourey departs)

HOV to HOT Lane Conversion (I-64 Reversible Lanes) Resolution of Support
Mr. Utterback of VDOT briefed the Board on a feasibility study conducted by the Office of
the Secretary of Transportation, in coordination with the Office of Intermodal Planning and
Investment (OIPI) and regional stakeholders, concerning the potential conversation of HOV
to HOT lanes along two sections of I-64 on the Southside. The purpose of the study is to
determine the feasibility of converting portions of the existing HOV network to HOT lanes
and to identify the potential benefits and implications of a HOV to HOT conversion.

Currently, 34 miles of HOV lanes in Hampton Roads are underused, and HOT lanes present
an opportunity to reduce traffic congestion, improve reliability, and to give commuters
travel choices.
The feasibility study explored two segments of HOV lanes. Segment 1, consisting of I-564
to I-264, was found to be feasible. Segment 2, consisting of I-264 to I-464, was found not
feasible financially, though feasibility may increase if combined with managed lanes on
High-Rise Bridge. General purpose (GP) utilization for segment 1 decreases 17-20 percent
due to shifts to HOT lanes, while GP utilization for segment 2 only decreases 3-10 percent
due to shifts to HOT lanes.
(Col. Ladner departs)

VDOT plans to present its findings and recommendations to the CTB the week of
September 19, 2016. CTB action is required for VDOT to move forward with its
recommendations. VDOT will recommend converting Segment 1 (I-564 to I-264) from
HOV-2 to HOT and to extend the operating hours to Monday-Friday, 5:00-9:00 am and
2:00-6:00 pm. It also will ask to use the Toll Facility Revolving Account funds for initial
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capital costs. VDOT will continue to evaluate Segment 2 in conjunction with the I-64 High
Rise Bridge analysis.

Mr. Utterback then reviewed the timeline, anticipating CTB action in October. Should the
recommendations move forward, VDOT plans to complete the conversion by Fall 2017.
(Dr. Ward, Delegate Stolle, and Senator Wagner depart)
Meeting Agenda

Public Comment Period
Ms. Donna Sayegh, Portsmouth Citizen, addressed the HRTPO Board regarding the
structure of the HRPDC and HRTPO.
Mr. John Gergely, Newport News Citizen, addressed the HRTPO Board regarding the
Hampton Roads Crossing Study (HRCS) Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS).

Mr. Ellis W. James, Norfolk Citizen, addressed the HRTPO Board regarding the HRCS – SEIS
alternatives.
A transcription of the public comments made orally during HRTPO Board
meetings will be included in the HRTPO Agenda each month. The transcript
will also be posted on the HRTPO website when available.

Submitted Public Comments
Chair Johnson reported there were no submitted comments in the Agenda packet;
however, she noted there was a public comment handout at each seat.
SMART SCALE: HRTPO Project Proposals and Requests for HRTPO Resolutions of
Support

Mr. Mike Kimbrel, HRTPO Principal Transportation Engineer, briefed the Board on the
SMART SCALE prioritization process. He also presented the Board with HRTPO staff
recommendations:
•
•

I-64 Southside Widening and High Rise Bridge – Phase 1
o SMART SCALE Funding Request: $150 million ($600 million total cost)
I-64/I-264 Interchange – Phases 1 & 2
o SMART SCALE Funding Request: $100 million ($331,306,555 total cost)

In accordance with SMART SCALE guidance documents, under certain circumstances
Hampton Roads localities and transit agencies must obtain resolutions of support from the
HRTPO for projects they wish to submit for SMART SCALE evaluation. As of the Board
meeting, HRTPO has received 11 letters requesting a resolution of support for 26 projects.
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To date, all projects are consistent with the Long-Range Transportation Plan, so HRTPO
staff recommends a resolution of support for all of the projects.

Mr. Kimbrel also explained SMART SCALE applications are due on September 30, 2016.
Resolutions of Support may be submitted up to December 1, 2016. Therefore, if a locality
has a project and has not yet requested a resolution of support, it may still apply and
receive a resolution of support at a later date.
Mr. Shepperd Moved to approve the projects to be submitted by the HRTPO, as well as the
priority order of those projects, and to approve the resolutions of support for projects by
localities and transit agencies; seconded by Mr. Hipple. The Motion Carried.
Consent Agenda

The Consent Agenda is as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Minutes
HRTPO CMAQ/RSTP Reserve Accounts – FY 2016-2022 Allocations
Regional Performance Measures – FY 2016 Update: Final
FY 2015-2018 TIP Amendment (UPC 4483): VDOT
FY 2015-2018 TIP Amendment (UPC 59175): VDOT
FY 2015-2018 TIP Amendment (UPC 109481): VDOT
Hampton Roads 2040 LRTP: SMART SCALE Amendments and Amendment Process
HOV to HOT Lane Conversion (I-64 Reversible Lanes) – Resolution of Support
City of Franklin and Southampton County: MPA Expansion and HRTPO Membership
– Resolution of Support
The State of Transportation in Hampton Roads 2016: Final

Mayor Sessoms Moved to approve the Consent Agenda as written; seconded by Mr. Harrell.
The Motion Carried.
HRTPO Board Three-Month Tentative Schedule

Chair Johnson outlined the HRTPO Board three-month tentative schedule in the Agenda
Packet.
Correspondence of Interest

Chair Johnson highlighted the Correspondence of Interest items in the Agenda packet.
Minutes of HRTPO Committee Meetings

Chair Johnson noted there were summary minutes from the Freight Transportation
Advisory Committee (FTAC), the Citizen Transportation Advisory Committee (CTAC), and
the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) included in the Agenda packet.
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For Your Information
Chair Johnson highlighted the items in the For Your Information section of the Agenda
packet.
Old/New Business

There was no old/new business.
Adjournment

With no further business to come before the Hampton Roads TPO, the meeting adjourned
at 12:53 p.m.
Mayor Linda Johnson
Chair

Robert A. Crum, Jr.
Executive Director/Secretary
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B.

HRTPO FINANCIAL STATEMENT
The Statement of Revenues and Expenditures for the activities of August 2016 is
attached. This statement reflects the financial status of the HRTPO as a whole.
Attachment 21-B

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Accept the HRTPO Financial Statement.
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HRTPO
FISCAL YEAR 2017
8/31/2016
STATEMENT OF REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES
17% OF FISCAL YEAR COMPLETE

Annual
Budget

REVENUES
VDOT-PL SEC 112
HRTAC
VDRPT 5303
SP&R

Total Revenue

$ 2,260,812
136,000
745,374
58,000
$ 3,200,186

Previous
YTD
$

$

-

July 2016
$

$

-

August 2016
$

$

-

FY2017
$

$

% Received
/Expended

-

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

EXPENSES
PERSONNEL
CONTRACTUAL
SPECIAL CONTRACTS
OFFICE SERVICES
PASS THROUGH EXPEND
INDIRECT COSTS

$ 1,764,677
10,000
358,297
477,273
147,579
442,360

$

-

$

127,799
2,500
15,211
61,196

$

140,239
(800)
3,917
67,153

$

268,037
1,700
19,128
128,350

15%
17%
0%
4%
0%
29%

Total Expenses

$ 3,200,186

$

-

$

206,706

$

210,509

$

417,215

13%

AGENCY BALANCE

$

$

-

$

(206,706)

$

(210,509)

-

$ (417,215)
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C.

FY 2016 AUDITED FINANCIAL REPORT
This item was presented under Workshop Agenda Item #13.
RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Accept the FY 2016 Audited Financial Statements.
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D.

HRPDC/HRTPO – POTENTIAL MEETING ADJUSTMENTS
This item was presented under Workshop Agenda Item #15.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Approve the meeting adjustments.
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E.

FY 2015-2018 TIP AMENDMENT (UPC T15554): CBBT
The following is a request from the Chesapeake Bay Bridge and Tunnel District to amend
the FY 2015-2018 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to reflect an updated cost
estimate, project description, and planned obligations/allocations on one project as
follows:
•

Chesapeake Bay Bridge and Tunnel Parallel Thimble Shoal Tunnel (UPC T15554)
o Increase total cost estimate from $819,767,442 to $924,790,000
 Updated Construction (CN) cost estimate: $924,790,000

o Modify project description to delete the word “box” from the description of
the two-lane concrete tunnel.
o Add the following obligations/allocations (Total $789,321,926)
 FY Previous: $295,043 CBBT General
 FY 2015: $2,186,997 CBBT General
 FY 2016: $3,933,583 CBBT General
 FY 2017: $39,382,653 CBBT General
 FY 2017: $73,555,221 TREV
 FY 2017: $352,426,677 TIFIA
 FY 2018: $262,240,187 TREV
 FY 2018: $9,430,890 VTIB
 FY 2018: $45,870,675 CBBT General

o Add footnote that reads “Federal loan proceeds are programmed in FFY of
obligation.”

This request was made available for public review and comment. The public review
period began on September 28, 2016 and ran through October 12, 2016. The TTAC has
recommended for HRTPO Board approval of the FY 2015-2018 TIP amendment.
RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Approve the amendment.
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F.

2017 HRTPO LEGISLATIVE AGENDA RESOLUTION
This item was presented under Workshop Agenda Item #14.
RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Approve the resolution.
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G.

HRTPO AMENDED BYLAWS
The City of Franklin and Southampton County petitioned the HRTPO to amend its bylaws
to provide full membership to each locality and to submit a formal request to appropriate
state and federal authorities to expand the Hampton Roads metropolitan planning area
(MPA) to include the portion of each of their jurisdictions situated east of U.S. Route 258.
On September 27, 2016, HRTPO staff transmitted a package to Governor McAuliffe
(attached) that included:
•

•

Resolutions from the City of Franklin and Southampton County requesting to
become voting members of the HRTPO

HRTPO resolution supporting expansion of the MPA to include portions of the City
of Franklin and Southampton County situated east of U.S. Route 258 and the
addition of the City of Franklin and Southampton County to the membership of the
HRTPO

At the September 15, 2016 HRTPO Board Meeting, the following Amendment was
proposed to the HRTPO Bylaws:

Article III – Membership - Adding the City of Franklin and Southampton County to
the voting membership of the HRTPO Board.

A draft copy of the Bylaws showing the proposed amendment in red on page 2 is
attached.
Attachment 21-GA:
Attachment 21-GB:
Attachment 21-GC:

Letter to Governor McAuliffe
Letter to Governor McAuliffe – Attachments
Draft of HRTPO Bylaws showing Proposed Amendment

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Approve the Amended HRTPO Bylaws to include the City of Franklin and Southampton
County as Voting Members of the HRTPO Board.
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Attachment 21-GA

Attachment 21-GA

Attachment 21-GB

Attachment 21-GB

Attachment 21-GB

Attachment 21-GB

Attachment 21-GB

APPROVED: May 20, 2009
AMENDED: November 17, 2010
PROPOSED AMENDMENT: September 15, 2016

Bylaws of the Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization
ARTICLE I
Preamble

T

1.01 The Bylaws of the Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization (TPO)
shall serve to guide the proper functioning of the metropolitan transportation planning
and programming process by the Metropolitan Planning Organization for Hampton
Roads, Virginia. These bylaws provide general procedures and policies for the TPO
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; the State’s Designation Letter of July 1, 1991; and Virginia Code § 33.1-23.03:01
(or, if recodified or otherwise relocated, the successor provisions).
ARTICLE II

AF

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 and programming process is carried out.

DR

Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) – The policy board of an organization
created and designated to carry out the metropolitan transportation planning and
programming process. The Hampton Roads TPO is the MPO for the Hampton Roads
MPA.

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 and programming process.

Metropolitan Transportation Planning and Programming Process – The federallymandated continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive transportation planning and
programming 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.
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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 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 III

T

Membership

AF

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

DR

City of Chesapeake
City of Suffolk
City of Franklin
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
Southampton County
Virginia Port Authority
4 General Assembly representatives (Two Senators, Two Delegates)
Non-Voting Members:

Virginia Department of Aviation
Federal Transit Administration
Federal Highway Administration
Federal Aviation Administration
Chief Administrative Officers for all Member Localities
Chair of the Citizens Transportation Advisory Committee
Chair of the Freight Transportation Advisory Committee
Peninsula Airport Commission and Norfolk Airport Authority
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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. .
With respect to the General Assembly representatives, one of the two senators shall
reside in a Southside locality, and the other shall reside in a Peninsula locality, and
both senators shall be selected by the Senate Rules Committee. Similarly, one of the
two delegates shall reside in a Southside locality, and one delegate shall reside in a
Peninsula locality, and both delegates shall be selected by the Speaker of the House.
The appointed senators and delegates shall continue to serve as TPO Board members
until his or her current term of elected office concludes.

T

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.
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3.04 Non-Voting Members. In addition to those non-voting members listed in 3.01,
the TPO Board may extend an invitation to any additional parties deemed necessary
and appropriate to become a non-voting member of the TPO Board. The Director of an
agency invited as a non-voting member shall appoint the agency’s representative to the
TPO Board and shall notify the Chair and Executive Director/Secretary of the
appointment.
ARTICLE IV
Voting

4.01 General. Any proposed action item brought before the TPO Board shall meet
three criteria in order to receive 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 local governments voting for the action must
cumulatively represent at least 66 percent of the population of the MPA, based on the
most recent official figures from the Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service; and 3)
those members representing local governments voting for the action must represent at
least 60 percent of the local government members in attendance. Each local
government in the MPA shall have one vote. In addition, 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
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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 TPO 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 a TPO Board voting member is absent, the TPO
Board member’s alternate may vote in place of the absent member.
4.03.02 Notice. Each TPO Board voting member shall provide the Executive Director
with the name and contact information for the member’s alternate.

T

ARTICLE V
Meetings
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5.01 Regular Meetings. Regular meetings of the TPO Board shall be held at 10:30
a.m. to 12:30 p.m. on the 3rd Thursday of each month at a place to be determined by the
TPO Chair. The TPO 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 TPO
Board.

5.02 Special Meetings. Special meetings of the TPO Board may be called by the Chair
at the Chair’s discretion or by any five (5) voting members of the TPO 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 TPO 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 TPO Board shall constitute a
quorum for the transaction of business.
5.04 Notices. Public notice of each regular TPO 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 TPO Web site and, if feasible, in TPO
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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
participation.

T

5.05 Meetings Open to the Public. In accordance with the provisions of the Virginia
Freedom of Information Act, all meetings of the TPO Board or any committees or
subcommittees established by the TPO Board shall be open to the public unless
lawfully convened into a closed session in accordance with the Act (ref.: Va. Code §§
2.2-3707 and -3712). No meeting during which TPO 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 TPO Board or any TPO-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).
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5.06 Public Comment. Time shall be allotted for public comment at TPO Board
meetings. Any person desiring to address the TPO 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 TPO 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 TPO 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 TPO Board shall be made available
for public inspection at the same time such documents are furnished to members of the
TPO Board, and, when feasible, shall be posted on the TPO 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(I)).
ARTICLE VI
Officers and Duties

6.01 Officers. The officers of the TPO 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 TPO Board. The TPO 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.
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6.02 Chair. The Chair shall be a voting TPO Board member and preside at all
meetings of the TPO Board at which the Chair is present, and shall vote as any other
voting TPO Board member. The Chair shall be responsible for the implementation of
the policies established and the actions taken by the TPO Board; shall have all of the
powers and duties customarily pertaining to the office of Chair of the TPO Board; and
shall sign official documents of the TPO Board and perform such further duties as may
be assigned to the Chair by the TPO Board.
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6.03 Vice-Chair. The Vice-Chair shall be a voting TPO 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 IV
hereof; shall sign official documents of the TPO 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
TPO Board.
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6.04 Secretary. The Secretary shall cause TPO Board members to be given notice of
all regular and special meetings of the TPO 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 TPO Board members with the notice of the next
succeeding regular meeting of the TPO Board. The Secretary shall perform all of the
duties incident to the office of the Secretary and such other duties as may from time-totime be assigned to the Secretary by the Chair or by the TPO Board.
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6.04 Terms of Office. All officers shall be elected at the Annual Meeting of the TPO
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 TPO Board. Any vacancy occurring in an
office shall be filled for the unexpired term by the TPO 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 TPO 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 TPO 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 TPO 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 TPO Board shall be a
representative of a Southside locality.
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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 as defined in
subsection 7.08. 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 TPO Board member at the meeting at
which the election is held. Election of officers shall be by recorded vote.
ARTICLE VII
Committees
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7.01 Standing Committees. The standing committees of the TPO Board shall be: the
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee, the Transportation Advisory
Committee, the Citizen Transportation Advisory Committee, and the Freight
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 TPO Board and approved prior to the effective
date thereof. The TPO Board may establish additional standing committees as
necessary.

7.02 Ad Hoc Committees. The Nominating Committee shall be an ad hoc committee
of the TPO Board. The TPO Chair or the TPO Board may establish additional ad hoc
committees from time to time to advise the TPO Board.
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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 Advisory Committee. The Transportation Technical
Advisory Committee (TTAC) shall be an advisory committee to the TPO Board and shall
provide technical advice and support to the TPO staff. Its voting membership shall be
comprised of three members of each locality in the MPA, three members from the
Virginia Department of Transportation (one of whom shall be a representative from
the central office), 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. Representatives from the Federal Highway Administration,
Federal Transit Administration, and liaisons of the branches of the military 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 asneeded basis, the TPO Chair may invite additional persons to participate in committee
meetings in a non-voting capacity. The committee shall maintain a regular meeting
schedule.
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7.04.1 Duties.
The TTAC shall provide technical review and assistance in
transportation planning, programming, and transportation-related air quality
planning. Members are responsible for providing, obtaining, and validating the
required latest official travel and socioeconomic planning data and assumptions for the
metropolitan planning area. Members are to ensure proper use of the data and
assumptions by the TPO with appropriate travel forecast related models. Additional
and specific responsibilities may be defined from time to time by the TPO Board.
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7.05 Transportation Advisory Committee. The Transportation Advisory Committee
(TAC) shall be comprised of the Chief Administrative Officer of each TPO member
locality, the Williamsburg Area Transit Authority, the Transportation District
Commission of Hampton Roads, and the Virginia Port Authority. The committee shall
also include the VDOT Hampton Roads District Administrator, and an Executive Staff
Representative from the Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation. A
representative of the Federal Highway Administration and of the Federal Transit
Administration shall be non-voting members. TPO 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 TPO Board and shall meet
from time to time as circumstances require to act upon matters referred to it by the
TPO Board.
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7.06 Citizen Transportation Advisory Committee. The Citizen Transportation
Advisory Committee (CTAC) shall serve as an advisory committee to the TPO Board
and shall provide public input to the TPO Board on transportation issues. The CTAC
shall consist of up to thirty members, each of whom shall be a resident of a TPOmember locality, and shall fairly reflect the geographic diversity of the TPO
membership.
Members shall be appointed by the TPO Board based on
recommendations from the Nominating Committee. Initial terms shall be staggered:
one-third of the members shall be appointed for one-year terms; one-third of the
members shall be appointed for two-year terms; and one-third of the members shall be
appointed for three-year terms. Thereafter, all members shall be appointed to threeyear 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 TPO 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 TPO 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 Freight Transportation Advisory Committee. The Freight Transportation
Advisory Committee (FTAC) shall advise the TPO Board on regional freight
transportation requirements. The FTAC will conduct public outreach activities that
help TPO efforts to explain and help raise awareness of the importance of freight
transportation to the region and to collect region-wide public input on these matters.
The FTAC shall consist of nine members appointed to five-year terms by the TPO Board
based on recommendations from the Nominating Committee. In the event that an
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appointed member does not complete his or her term, then the Nominating Committee
shall recommend a replacement for appointment by the TPO Board to serve the
unexpired portion of the term. Each term may be renewed for an additional five-year
term, upon recommendation by the Nominating Committee. The TPO 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 TPO Board. The private sector co-chair shall be a non-voting member of the
TPO Board. Staff assistance shall be provided to the FTAC as set forth in Article VIII.
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7.08 Nominating Committee. The Nominating Committee shall be an ad hoc
committee of the TPO Board. It shall be composed of seven voting TPO Board
members, each representing a TPO member locality, a representative of VDOT, and a
transportation professional who is a voting member of the TPO Board. The
Nominating Committee and its Chair shall be appointed by the TPO Chair. The
committee shall nominate candidates for TPO Board officer positions as well as
candidates for the Citizen Transportation Advisory Committee and the Freight
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 § 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 TPO Chair and Executive Director a report of any nominations
approved by the committee for consideration by the TPO Board.
ARTICLE VIII
Staff

8.01 Executive Director/Secretary. The Executive Director of the TPO shall be the
Executive Director of the Hampton Roads Planning District Commission, and for TPO
matters, he or she shall be directly assisted by the Deputy Executive Director, TPO. The
Executive Director shall plan, organize, and direct the activities of the TPO staff in
support of the TPO mission and the directions of the TPO Board. 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 TPO 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 TPO Board. The Executive Director/Secretary shall work in
coordination with the Chair to prepare the agendas for the TPO Board meetings and, as
may be required, the meetings of advisory committees established by the TPO 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 TPO Board and
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its committees, and shall prepare reports, analyses, and recommendations as required
by state and federal regulations.

8.03 Financial Transactions. All financial transactions by or on behalf of the TPO
Board shall be coordinated and managed by the Executive Director/Secretary or by a
designated financial manager. All revenues and expenditures shall be received and
disbursed by and through the established financial system of the Planning District
Commission (PDC) as it applies to the TPO, subject to approval of the TPO Board, in
accordance with PDC financial procedures. In addition to managing the TPO’s
transportation funding, the PDC shall serve as the fiscal and contracting agency for the
TPO.
The PDC shall provide staff to the TPO, pursuant to a memorandum of
understanding between the PDC and the TPO. Financial transactions, if applicable,
shall be in accordance with the UPWP.

T

ARTICLE IX
Procedures
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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
TPO and its committees.
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9.02 Governmental Agency and Public Body. The TPO 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 §§ 2.2-3101, 3701, and -4301). Accordingly, TPO 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 TPO shall develop and use a documented Public Participation Plan, as approved by
the TPO Board, that defines a process for providing citizens, affected public agencies,
representatives of public transportation, 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 participate in the metropolitan transportation
planning process in accordance with 23 CFR 450.316.
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ARTICLE XI
Amendments
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Any TPO Board voting member may propose amendments to these bylaws by placing
such proposed amendments in writing before the TPO Board at a TPO 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 TPO 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
TPO Board.
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Amendments to the Bylaws of the
Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization
HRTPO Board Amendment Action – November 17, 2010
Before Amendment:
5.01 Regular Meetings. Regular meetings of the TPO Board shall be held at
10:30 a.m. on the 3rd Wednesday of each month at a place to be determined by
the TPO Chair.
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After Amendment:
5.01 Regular Meetings. Regular meetings of the TPO Board shall be held at
10:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. on the 3rd Thursday of each month at a place to be
determined by the TPO Chair.
Proposed Amendment – September 15, 2016
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Before Amendment:
3.01 Metropolitan Planning Area does not include the City of Franklin and
Southampton County. Voting membership does not include the City of Franklin
and Southampton County.
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After Amendment:
3.01 Metropolitan Planning Area includes the City of Franklin and
Southampton County. Voting membership includes the City of Franklin and
Southampton County.
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H.

TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES PROGRAM PROJECT PROPOSALS
The Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP), established under MAP-21, provides
funding for a variety of transportation activities that were previously eligible for funding
under separate programs under SAFETEA-LU, including Transportation Enhancements
(TE), Recreational Trails, and Safe Routes to School. The VDOT Local Assistance Division
(LAD) coordinates the TAP in Virginia.

The Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act folds the TAP program into the
Surface Transportation Block Grant Program (STBGP) as a “Set-aside” capped at $850
million after FY 2017.
Each year VDOT requests applications for candidate projects for TAP funding. The
deadline for applications is November 1, 2016, and each proposed project must receive
endorsement by the appropriate metropolitan planning organization. The TTAC has
recommended for HRTPO Board endorsement of the project proposals. The TAP project
proposals received to date are listed below. The request letters from localities and
agencies are attached.

Attachment 21-H

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Endorse the 15 proposed projects.

HRTPO Board Meeting │ October 20, 2016│ Agenda

Attachment 21-H

Attachment 21-H

Attachment 21-H

Attachment 21-H

Salem Road Sidewalk
This project will provide a 5‐ft wide concrete sidewalk along the east side of Salem Road from Salem Lakes Boulevard to Rock Lake
Loop, a total distance of approximately 0.30 miles. The concrete sidewalk will tie in to existing sidewalks at Salem Lakes Boulevard
and Rock Lake Loop. The concrete sidewalk will be located within the existing right‐of‐way behind the existing swale. This project
also includes new accessible curb ramps at the intersection of Salem Road and Salem Lakes Boulevard, piping the existing ditch, new
curb and gutter and utility relocations. Right of Way will be required from one property. This project qualifies as a Safe Routes To
School project. It will greatly improve safety for pedestrians and school children walking to Salem Elementary School, and provide
connectivity in an area that is heavily traveled by pedestrians as evidenced by the worn path.
The Total Project Cost is approximately $500,000. The City will provide the 20% match ($100,000) and request the remaining 80%
($400,000) in TAP funds.
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Euclid Road Sidewalk—Phase I
This project will provide a 5‐ft wide concrete sidewalk along the north side of Euclid Road from the vicinity of where it intersects with
Kellam Road to where it intersects with South Independence Boulevard, connecting existing sidewalks for, a total distance of
approximately 0.2 miles. This project will provide 840 LF of sidewalk from the intersection of Euclid Road and South Independence
Boulevard to an existing sidewalk just past Kellam Road. This phase will also include placement of 120 LF of sidewalk on the east side
of Kellam Road, beginning at the intersection with Euclid Road until it ties into existing sidewalk. This project will also include tree
removal, new accessible curb ramps at the intersection of Kellam Road and Euclid Road, on both the east and west sides, and utility
relocation. Right of way will be required from one property.
The Project Cost for this phase is approximately $325,000. The City will provide the 20% match ($65,000) and request the remaining
80% ($260,000) in TAP funds.
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Euclid Road Sidewalk—Phase II
This project will provide a 5‐ft wide concrete sidewalk at two locations along the north side of Euclid Road to provide a continuous
sidewalk between where Euclid Road intersects with Onondaga Road and Kellam Road. One location of sidewalk to be provided is
from the west end of the Seventh Point Advertising, Marketing, and Public Relation property to the east end of the Motel 6 property
for an approximate length of 130 LF. The second location of sidewalk to be provided is from Onondaga Road to the west send of the
Motel 6 property for an approximate length of 630 LF. This project will also include tree removal, new accessible curb ramps at the
intersection of Kellam Road and Euclid Road, on both the east and west sides, and utility relocation. This phase of the project
requires a new accessible curb ramp at the intersection of Euclid Road and Onondaga Road on the east side, new curb and gutter,
and utility relocation.
The Project Cost for this phase is approximately $260,000. The City will provide the 20% match ($52,000) and request the remaining
80% ($208,000) in TAP funds.
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Euclid Road Sidewalk—Phase III
This project will provide a 5‐ft wide concrete sidewalk along the north side of Euclid Road and the west side of Opal Avenue, and a
12‐ft wide concrete shared use path between the proposed light rail stations at Witchduck Road and Kellam Road. Approximately
570 LF of sidewalk will be installed along Euclid Road to provide a continuous sidewalk between Cleveland Street and Narragansett
Drive. Approximately 330 LF of sidewalk will be installed along Opal Avenue to provide a continuous sidewalk between Cleveland
Street and Euclid Road where it intersects with Euclid Road to the south side of the Write Impressions property. Crosswalk striping
will be needed where Euclid Road intersects with Southern Boulevard, the shared use path, and the existing rail line that may
potentially support light rail transit.
The concrete sidewalk and shared use path will be located within the existing right‐of‐way. This project will greatly improve the
safety of pedestrians walking and biking alongside a heavily trafficked road, as well as provide a safe connection between two
proposed light rail transit stations and encourage growth and development of transportation systems between the City’s eight
Strategic Growth Areas.
The Project Cost for this phase is approximately $700,000. The City will provide the 20% match ($140,000) and request the
remaining 80% ($560,000) in TAP funds.
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Kellam Road Sidewalk
This project will provide a 5‐ft wide concrete sidewalk along the west side of Kellam Road, connecting Euclid Road to an existing
sidewalk at the intersection of Kellam Road and Mandan Road, a distance of approximately 0.25 miles. This project includes utility
relocation, new curb and gutter, and new accessible ramps at the north and south side of the intersection between Kellam Road and
Kiowa Lane, Kellam Road and Onondaga Road, and Kellam Road and Conestoga Road. The concrete sidewalk will be located within
the existing right‐of‐way. This project will provide safe mobility for pedestrians travelling in both directions of Kellam Road, as well as
provide easy access to the planned shared‐use path alongside the future light rail tracks.
The Total Project Cost is approximately $450,000. The City will provide the 20% match ($90,000) and request the remaining 80%
($360,000) in TAP funds.
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Sandbridge Road Sidewalk – St. John the Apostle
Catholic School to Red Mill Elementary School
This project will provide a 10‐ft wide concrete sidewalk along the north side of Sandbridge Road from St. John the Apostle Catholic
School to Red Mill Elementary School, a total distance of approximately 0.40 miles. The concrete sidewalk will tie in to existing sidewalks
at Red Mill Elementary School and to the parking lot of St. John the Apostle Catholic School. This project also includes retrofitting the
north side of the existing four‐span concrete culvert to accommodate an 8‐ft wide sidewalk with a 42‐in high parapet separating the
sidewalk from the road and a railing along the drainage ditch. This project will provide connectivity from each of the schools to Red Mill
Farms Park.
The Total Project Cost is approximately $700,000. The City will provide the 20% match ($140,000) and request the remaining 80%
($560,000) in TAP funds.
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Violet Bank Trail Sidewalk
This project will provide a 10‐ft wide asphalt path connecting the eastern end of Violet Bank Drive to Selwood Drive, a distance of
approximately 0.6 miles. The shared use path will be located along the “paper street” portion of Violet Bank Drive that does not have
a roadway. As evident through the beaten down pathway at the project site, this route is highly used by pedestrians. This project also
includes vegetation removal and accessible curb ramps at the east end of Violet Bank Drive and at all intersections that the trail will
cross (16 curb ramps total). This project will provide safe mobility to members of the community as an alternative to walking/biking
alongside Providence Road, which does not have a sidewalk and is heavily trafficked.
The Total Project Cost is approximately $475,000. The City will provide the 20% match ($95,000) and request the remaining 80%
($380,000) in TAP funds.
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Foxfire Trail Phase I – Pedestrian Bridge over
West Neck Creek and Temporary Approach Trail
This project will provide a 12‐ft wide pedestrian trail along the existing trail oriented northwest‐southeast between North Landing
Road and Foxfire Park on Esplanade Drive, new ADA accessible ramps, install approximately 200 linear feet of ADA compliant elevated
pedestrian trail, 4,000 linear feet of temporary approach trail, and minor grading. The pedestrian bridge will span over West Neck
Creek and the adjacent floodway and will be of timber construction with composite decking. The temporary approach trail will
consist of stone placed by the contractor to provide access to the creek and floodway. This project will provide connectivity for
pedestrians traveling from neighborhoods in the Pungo area of Virginia Beach to the City’s Municipal Center and to Princess Anne
Road. In addition, it enhances an existing trail that currently dead ends at the West Neck Creek.
The Total Project Cost is approximately $978,000. The City will provide the 20% match ($195,600) and request the remaining 80%
($782,400) in TAP funds.
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Cape Henry Lighthouse Restoration—Phase II
This project will provide stabilization to the base of the 1792 Cape Henry Lighthouse, a National Historic Landmark. Wind and water
erosion has diminished the man‐made dune and exposed and damaged the soft Aquia sandstone base. To prevent further damage
the dune will be rebuilt to an appropriate height, contained within concrete retaining walls and capped with a slab to prevent
erosion. The steps leading from the dune into the lighthouse will be replaced and the visitor experience will be enhanced through
safety and aesthetic improvements to the plaza surrounding the lighthouse and incorporation of interpretive panels.
Total Project Cost is $1,094,090 of which $644,090 was provided in previous enhancement program awards. Preservation Virginia
provided the previous 20% match amount ($128,750). This project was previously advertised for construction and additional
funding needed for this phase is approximately $450,000. The City will provide the 20% match ($90,000) and request the remaining
80% ($360,000) in TAP funds.
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ITEM #22: HRTPO BOARD THREE-MONTH TENTATIVE SCHEDULE
November 2016
Thursday, November 17, 2016: 10:30 a.m. – 12:00 p.m.
• 2016 CMAQ/RSTP Project Selection Process: Recommended Projects & Allocations
• HRCS – SEIS Update
December 2016
Thursday, December 15, 2016: 10:30 a.m. – 12:00 p.m.
This meeting is canceled.
January 2017
Thursday, January 19, 2017: 10:30 a.m. – 12:00 p.m.
• Regional Transit Benchmarking Study
• Connected/Automated Vehicle Study
• Peninsula Fixed Guideway Corridor Study
• HRCS-SEIS Update
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ITEM #23: MINUTES OF HRTPO ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETINGS
TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TTAC)
The summary minutes of the September 7, 2016 meeting of the Transportation Technical
Advisory Committee are attached.
Attachment 23
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Summary Minutes of the HRTPO Transportation
Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) Meeting
September 7, 2016
The HRTPO Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC) Meeting was called to order at
9:32 a.m. in the Regional Building Boardroom, 723 Woodlake Drive, Chesapeake, Virginia, with the
following in attendance:
TTAC Voting Members in Attendance:
Robert Gey (Chair, VB)
Paul Holt (JC)
Steve Froncillo (CH)
Tammy Rosario (JC)
Steve Lambert (CH)
Jackie Kassel (NN)
Earl Sorey (CH)
Bryan Stilley (NN)
Brian Lewis (GL)
Robert Brown (NO)
Lynn Allsbrook (HA)
Kevin Wyne (PQ)
Keith Cannady (HA)
Sherry Earley (SU)
John Yorks (HA)
LJ Hansen (SU)
Jamie Oliver (IW)
Robert Lewis (SU)
Richard Rudnicki (IW)
Phil Pullen (VB)
TTAC Voting Members Absent:
Garrey Curry (GL)
Anne Ducey-Ortiz (GL)
Dennis Carney (IW)
Britta Ayers (NN)
Thelma Drake (NO)

Jeff Raliski (NO)
James Wright (PO)
Ellen Roberts (PQ)
Debbie Vest (PQ)

TTAC Nonvoting Members in Attendance:
Ivan Rucker (FHWA)
Rhonda Murray (NAVY)

Brian Solis (VB)
Carolyn Murphy (WM)
Tim Cross (YK)
Chris Arabia (DRPT)
Ray Amoruso (HRT)
Dawn Odom (VDOT)
Stephen Rowan (VDOT)
Eric Stringfield (VDOT)
Jeff Florin (VPA)
Barbara Creel (Alternate, WATA)
Daniel Clayton (WM)
Steve Martin (WM)
J. Mark Carter (YK)
Jamie Jackson (WATA)

TTAC Nonvoting Members Absent:
Ryan Long (FTA)
HRTPO Staff:
Sam Belfield
Rob Case
Kathlene Grauberger
Mike Kimbrel

John Mihaly
Keith Nichols
Joe Paulus

Leonardo Pineda, II
Camelia Ravanbakht
Dale Stith

Others Recorded Attending:
Robert Brown, Donna Sayegh (Citizen); Garrett Morgan (NN); Bob Matthias (VB); Karen McPherson
(McPherson Consulting); Michael King (US Navy); Jordan Pascale (Virginian-Pilot); Phil Lohr
(WSP/Parsons Brinckerhoff); Jim Long (RK&K); Chris Lawrence (AECOM); Frank Papcin (CTAC);
David Arthur, Raulings Miller, Alan Strasser (US DOT); Jitender Ramchandani (DRPT); Keisha
Branch (HRT); Ray Hunt, Carl Jackson, Darryll Lewis, Nathan Miloszewski (VDOT); Chris Vaigneur
(HRPDC Staff)
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Introductions
Mr. Bryan Stilley introduced Mr. Garret Morgan, Senior Planner for the City of Newport News. Dr.
Camelia Ravanbakht introduced Mr. Alan Strasser of the US Department of Transportation. Mr.
Kevin Wyne noted this was his last meeting representing Poquoson as he has accepted a job with
the City of Suffolk.
Public Comment Period

Mr. Frank Papcin, Virginia Beach Citizen, addressed TTAC regarding SMART SCALE projects, tolls,
and HOT lanes.
Ms. Donna Sayegh, Portsmouth Citizen, addressed TTAC regarding Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) projects.
Mr. Rob Brown, Chesapeake Citizen, addressed TTAC regarding the Hampton Roads Flood Barrier.
Submitted Public Comments

There were no submitted public comments in the agenda packet.

Comments and Updates from State and Federal Agencies and the Military
There were no comments from VDOT.

Mr. Chris Arabia reported that Mr. Jitender Ramchandani will be DRPT’s voting representative to
the TTAC starting next month.
There were no comments from FHWA.
There were no comments from VPA.

There were no comments from the Navy.
Approval of Agenda

Chair Robert Gey asked for additions or deletions to the TTAC Agenda. Mr. Tim Cross Moved to
approve the Agenda as written; seconded by Mr. Eric Stringfield. The Motion Carried.
Summary Minutes

Chair Gey reported that the TTAC summary minutes from the July 6, 2016 meeting were included in
the September 7, 2016 TTAC Agenda Packet. Chair Gey asked for any additions or corrections to
the minutes. Hearing none, Mr. Rob Lewis Moved to approve the minutes as written; seconded by
Ms. Jackie Kassel. The Motion Carried.
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FY 2015-2018 TIP Amendment (UPC 4483): VDOT
Mr. Eric Stringfield reported that VDOT is requesting to amend the FY 2015-2018 Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) to reflect an updated cost estimate and actual and planned obligations
on one project as follows:
•

Atkinson Boulevard Construction in Newport News (UPC 4483)
o Increase total cost estimate from $52,753,548 to $68,382,794
 Updated Right of Way (RW) cost estimate: $3,142,767
 Updated Construction (CN) cost estimate: $61,014,841
o Remove FY 2015 Preliminary Engineering (PE) phase obligation of $147,774 Advance
Construction (AC) funds
o Remove FY 2015 PE phase obligation of $80,903 Regional Surface Transportation
Program (RSTP) funds and $20,226 state match
o Add FY 2015 PE phase obligation of $118,219 RSTP and $29,555 state match
o Remove FY 2015 RW phase obligation of $1,257,233 AC and $314,308 state match
o Remove FY 2016 RW phase obligation of $1,257,233 AC Conversion and $314,308
state match
o Add FY 2016 RW phase obligation of $2,514,213 RSTP and $628,533 state match
o Move FY 2015 CN phase obligation of $6,742,767 RSTP and $1,685,692 state match to
FY 2016
o Add FY 2016 CN phase obligation of $15,236,137 RSTP and $3,809,034 state match
o Remove FY 2015 CN phase obligation of $31,087,217 AC and $7,441,144 state match
o Add FY 2016 CN phase obligation of $20,777,208 AC and $3,264,003 state match
o Add FY 2016 CN phase obligation of $4,750,000 Revenue Sharing and $4,750,000
local match
o Remove FY 2016 CN phase obligation of $16,708,564 AC Conversion and $4,177,141
state match
o Remove FY 2018 CN phase obligation of $5,481,255 AC Conversion and $1,370,314
state match
o Move FY 2017 CN phase obligation of $7,574,758 AC Conversion and $1,893,689 state
match to FY 2018
o Revise Previous PE phase obligations as follows:
 $2,364,701 RSTP and $591,176 state match
 $800,000 STP and $225,731 state match
 $95,800 State Other funds

This request has been made available for public review and comment. The public review period
began on August 31, 2016 and runs through September 14, 2016.

Ms. Kassel Moved to recommend HRTPO Board approval of the TIP amendment; seconded by Mr.
John Yorks. The Motion Carried.
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FY 2015-2018 TIP Amendment (UPC 59175): VDOT
Mr. Eric Stringfield reported that VDOT is requesting to amend the FY 2015-2018 Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) to reflect an updated cost estimate and actual and planned obligations
on one project as follows:
•

I-564 Air Terminal Interchange (UPC 59175)
o Increase total cost estimate from $60,916,147 to $125,500,000
 Updated Preliminary Engineering (PE) cost estimate: $10,000,000
 Updated Right of Way (RW) cost estimate: $3,000,000
 Updated Construction (CN) cost estimate: $112,500,000
o Add Previous PE phase obligation of $3,067,008 National Highway Performance
Program (NHPP) funds
o Remove FY 2015 PE phase obligation of $2,453,606 SAFETEA-LU funds and $613,402
state match
o Remove FY 2015 RW phase obligation of $473,840 SAFETEA-LU and $118,460 state
match
o Add FY 2016 PE phase obligation of $1,194,886 NHPP
o Add FY 2016 PE phase obligation of $2,565,168 Advance Construction (AC) -Other
o Add FY 2016 PE phase obligation of $3,172,938 AC-NHPP
o Add FY 2018 PE phase obligation of $3,172,938 AC Conversion

This request has been made available for public review and comment. The public review period
began on August 31, 2016 and runs through September 14, 2016.

Mr. Jeff Florin Moved to recommend HRTPO Board approval of the TIP amendment; seconded by
Mr. Rob Brown. The Motion Carried.
FY 2015-2018 TIP Amendment (UPC 109481): VDOT

Mr. Eric Stringfield reported that VDOT is requesting to amend the FY 2015-2018 Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) to add a new project as follows:
•

Route 17/Route 258 Intersection Improvements in Isle of Wight County (UPC 109481)
o Add new project to TIP
o This locally administered project will reconstruct the intersection with added
capacity, including the addition of a westbound leg to the intersection that will serve
as access to a large, mixed-use center development.
o Total cost estimate: $6,770,000
 Preliminary Engineering (PE) cost estimate: $755,000
 Right of Way (RW) cost estimate: $190,000
 Construction (CN) cost estimate: $5,825,000
o Project Schedule:
 PE Start: 09/29/16; End: 11/05/18
 RW Start: 11/05/18; End: 10/03/19
 CN Start: 10/03/19; End: 11/26/21
o Add District Grant Program (DGP) Federal Allocation of $300,000 in FY 2017
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o Add District Grant Program (DGP) State Allocation of $445,000 in FY 2018
o Add FY 2016 PE phase obligation of $755,000 Federal Advance Construction (AC)
funds
o Add FY 2017 CN phase obligation of $300,000 Federal AC Conversion

This request has been made available for public review and comment. The public review period
began on August 31, 2016 and runs through September 14, 2016.
Ms. Jamie Oliver Moved to recommend HRTPO Board approval of the TIP amendment; seconded by
Mr. Rob Lewis. The Motion Carried.
The State of Transportation In Hampton Roads 2016: Final

Dr. Camelia Ravanbakht, HRTPO Deputy Executive Director, reported that the draft report of the
State of Transportation in Hampton Roads 2016 was presented to TTAC at its July 6, 2016 meeting
and underwent public review from July 6, 2016 through August 3, 2016. She noted that all
comments received were addressed in the final report.
Mr. Lynn Allsbrook Moved to recommend HRTPO Board approval of the final report; seconded by
Mr. Bryan Stilley. The Motion Carried.
Regional Performance Measures – FY 2016 Update: Final

Dr. Camelia Ravanbakht, HRTPO Deputy Executive Director, reported that the draft report of the
Regional Performance Measures – FY 2016 Update was presented to TTAC at its July 6, 2016 meeting
and underwent public review from July 6, 2016 through July 20, 2016. She noted that one comment
was received and addressed in the final report.
Dr. Rob Case stated HRTPO staff also received a comment from VDOT which was addressed in the
final report.
Mr. Allsbrook Moved to recommend HRTPO Board approval of the final report; seconded by Mr.
Florin. The Motion Carried.
Hampton Roads 2040 Long-Range Transportation Plan: SMART SCALE Amendments and
Amendment Process
Amend the 2040 LRTP to Include Regionally-Significant SMART SCALE Projects

Ms. Dale Stith, HRTPO Principal Transportation Planner, reported that at its July 21, 2016 Meeting,
the HRTPO Board adopted the 2040 Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). She stated the 2040
LRTP will be the regional transportation plan for the next five years and is designed to be a ‘living’
document through the amendment process.
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Ms. Stith indicated that with the recent identification of projects to receive funding through the
SMART SCALE prioritization process, regionally-significant projects not already included in the
2040 LRTP must be amended to the Plan while preserving the fiscal-constraint of the LRTP. She
stated that administrative and funding modifications to other projects already included in the 2040
LRTP will be necessary in order to amend the 2040 LRTP while preserving fiscal-constraint. These
administrative/funding modifications include transferring local planning funds, utilizing LRTP
“reserve” planning funds, modification of project status, and transferring funds from one project to
another. She noted that after discussing all modifications with the LRTP Subcommittee, the
Subcommittee, along with HRTPO Staff, recommended the following modifications to these
regionally-significant projects:
Locality:

Project:

SMART
SCALE
Funding:

Current 2040
LRTP Status:

HRTPO Staff and LRTP
Subcommittee
Recommendation:

Hampton

Coliseum Drive Extension

$2.8 M

Not Included

• Reserve*

Isle of Wight

Nike Park Road Ext

$11.7 M

Not Included

Norfolk

I-64/Northampton Blvd

$9.3 M

Study

Virginia Beach

Centerville Turnpike Phase III

$6 M

Locally-Funded

Virginia Beach

Indian River Road Phase VIII-A

$20 M

Locally-Funded

Virginia Beach

Laskin Road Bridge Replacement

TOTAL
* LRTP Planning Reserve: Approximately $5M

$10 M
$59.8

Locally-Funded

• Transfer planning funds
from Project 2040-57
(Humelsine Pkwy at
Colonial Pkwy)
• Project 2040-57
(Humelsine Pkwy at
Colonial Pkwy) can be
categorized under
“Grouped Projects” (and
therefore remain
consistent with the LRTP)
Modify:
• 2040-115 (I-264/
Ballentine Blvd) from
Construction to Study
($7M)
• 2040-116 (I-64/
Northampton Blvd) from
Study to Construction
• Reserve* $2M
Modify:
• 2040-165 General Booth
Blvd to partially LocallyFunded ($38M
Federal/State replaced by
$36M Local Funds)
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Update the LRTP Amendment Process to Address SMART SCALE Effort
Ms. Stith explained that for future rounds of SMART SCALE, the LRTP Subcommittee has
recommended the following be added to the LRTP Amendment Policies:
•

If a locality receives SMART SCALE funding for a regionally-significant project not included
in the LRTP:

o The locality must identify a current LRTP project within its jurisdiction from which to
transfer LRTP planning funds.

o If there are insufficient LRTP planning funds on projects within the jurisdiction of the
locality receiving SMART SCALE funds, consensus from the LRTP Subcommittee with
a recommendation to the TTAC will be needed before an amendment can be
considered by the HRTPO Board.

Dr. Camelia Ravanbakht, HRTPO Deputy Executive Director, expressed her gratitude to the LRTP
Subcommittee for assisting HRTPO Staff with these modifications.

Mr. Stringfield Moved to recommend HRTPO Board approval to amend the 2040 LRTP to include
identified regionally-significant SMART SCALE projects, and HRTPO Board approval of an updated
LRTP amendment process; seconded by Mr. Florin. The Motion Carried.
HRTPO CMAQ/RSTP Project Selection Process
Allocation of CMAQ and RSTP Reserves for FY 2016 – FY 2022

Mr. Mike Kimbrel, HRTPO Principal Transportation Engineer, reported that during the June 2016
TTAC meeting, a presentation by HRTPO staff stated that, as a result of updated marks (received on
April 18, 2016) for the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ) and
the Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP), there were some CMAQ funds available in FY
2017 through FY 2022 and some RSTP funds available in FY 2016 through FY 2022 to help cover
cost overruns on previously-approved CMAQ and RSTP projects. He noted that TTAC members
were encouraged to review their CMAQ and RSTP projects and submit requests for funds to cover
cost overruns to HRTPO staff.

Mr. Kimbrel stated the Transportation Programming Subcommittee (TPS) met on July 15, 2016 to
consider the requests received and recommend a set of projects and allocations for consideration
by the TTAC. From this meeting, he presented slides with recommendations for FY 2016-2022
Allocations from both CMAQ and RSTP Reserves.
2016 CMAQ/RSTP Project Selection Process

Mr. John Mihaly, HRTPO Transportation Analyst II, reported that the HRTPO selection process for
projects proposed to be funded under CMAQ and RSTP is conducted annually. He indicated that the
2016 CMAQ/RSTP Project Selection Process, which will focus on allocation of FY 2023 funds,
opened on July 1, 2016, with a project application deadline of August 15, 2016.
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Mr. Mihaly outlined the schedule and noted the following:
•
•
•

October 21, 2016 – TPS meeting to review proposed projects and recommend funding
allocations
November 2, 2016 – TTAC meeting to consider recommendations of the TPS with a
recommendation for consideration by the HRTPO Board
November 17, 2016 – HRTPO Board to consider TTAC recommendations regarding
CMAQ/RSTP projects and funding allocations for final approval

Mr. Paul Holt Moved to recommend HRTPO Board approval of the CMAQ and RSTP allocations
shown in the September 7, 2016 TTAC Agenda; seconded by Mr. Phil Pullen. The Motion Carried.
SMART SCALE: HRTPO Project Proposals & Requests for HRTPO Resolutions of Support
Mr. Mike Kimbrel, HRTPO Principal Transportation Engineer, reported that SMART SCALE,
originally signed into law in 2014 as House Bill 2 (HB2), directed the Commonwealth
Transportation Board (CTB) to develop and use a prioritization process to select transportation
projects. Projects are scored based on an objective analysis and the process provides guidance to
the CTB for project selection and funding.

He stated the HRTPO is an eligible applicant under SMART SCALE and HRTPO staff will recommend
to the HRTPO Board that the following regional priority projects be submitted for SMART SCALE
evaluation this year:
•
•

I-64 Southside Widening and High Rise Bridge – Phase 1
I-64/I-264 Interchange – Phases 1 and 2

Mr. Kimbrel commented that several localities and transit agencies have requested HRTPO
Resolutions of Support for their SMART SCALE applications. He indicated that these proposed
projects must be consistent with:
•
•

the current, fiscally-constrained Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP)
the current, fiscally-constrained Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), if applicable

He reminded TTAC members to submit their projects via the SMART SCALE online application by
the September 30, 2016 deadline.
Development of the FY 2018-2021 Transportation Improvement Program

Mr. Mike Kimbrel, HRTPO Principal Transportation Engineer, reported that the Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) is:
•

a multi-year program for the implementation of surface transportation projects within the
Hampton Roads metropolitan planning area (MPA)
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•
•

developed by the HRTPO in cooperation with state transportation agencies and local public
transit agencies
contains all federally-funded and/or regionally-significant projects that require an action by
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) or the Federal Transit Administration (FTA)

Mr. Kimbrel noted that before any federally-funded or regionally-significant surface transportation
project can be built in the Hampton Roads MPA, it must be included in a current TIP that has been
approved by the HRTPO Board.
He outlined the basic steps for developing the new TIP and summarized its schedule, including the
new TIP’s effective date of October 1, 2018. He requested TTAC members download the draft TIP
project list, available on the HRTPO website after the meeting, and submit comments to HRTPO staff
by COB September 21, 2016.
Collaborating with the U.S. Department of Transportation on Climate Impact

Mr. Alan Strasser, FHWA Project Coordinator and Stakeholder Liaison with the USDOT Center for
Climate Change and Environmental Forecasting, reported that Volpe, the National Transportation
Systems Center, a research agency within the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT), has
recently completed a draft report, Hampton Roads Climate Impact Quantification Initiative: Scoping
Paper and Preliminary Baseline Assessment of the Transportation Assets in Hampton Roads. He
stated this report was written in support of the ODU-led Intergovernmental Pilot Project, with the
intention of completing additional products in the future for the Hampton Roads region.
Mr. Strasser indicated that United States Code established the Department of Office and Climate
Change and Environment to plan, coordinate, and implement department-wide research, strategies,
and actions under the Department’s statutory authority to reduce transportation-related energy
use and mitigate the effects of climate change; and department-wide research strategies and actions
to address the impacts of climate change on transportation systems and infrastructure.
Dr. Camelia Ravanbakht, HRTPO Deputy Executive Director, stated the HRTPO planned to revisit the
Board-approved Prioritization Tool and possibly incorporate climate change and sea level rise in
order to strengthen the Economic Vitality component of the tool.
I-264 Corridor Evaluation Study Update

Mr. Eric Stringfield, VDOT Planning Director, reported that the Virginia Department of
Transportation contracted the services of AECOM to conduct a corridor evaluation study for the I264 corridor.
Mr. Chris Lawrence, AECOM Senior Transportation Engineer, outlined the study’s interchange
locations and stated the purpose of the effort was to identify appropriate improvements to the
facility to adequately accommodate forecasted mainline freeway traffic volumes. Once adopted, the
plan for improvements to the I-264 freeway lanes will serve as a guide in the design of
improvements to the interstate.
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Mr. Lawrence provided an overview of each interchange in the I-264 study corridor which includes:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Military Highway
I-64 at I-264
Newtown Road
Witchduck Road
Independence Boulevard
Rosemont Road
First Colonial Road
Parks Avenue and Birdneck Road

He noted that interstate widening between Independence Boulevard and Rosemont Road was also
included in the study.
Mr. Stringfield explained possible Next Steps as follows:
•

•

•

Individual improvement projects would need to be in Fiscally-Constrained Long-Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP), with identified funding sources and approval from FHWA.
Required Tasks:
o Interchange Modification Report (Required by FHWA & VDOT)
 Analysis of alternatives
 Impact assessment
 Cost Estimates
o Environmental Document
 Public involvement opportunity
 Preliminary Engineering
 Public Hearing
HRTAC funds scheduled for Agenda discussion in September 2016
o PE I-64 / I-264 Interchange ($10 Million)

Three-Month Tentative Schedule

Chair Gey outlined the Three-Month Tentative Schedule in the Agenda Packet. Dr. Ravanbakht
noted that the Hampton Roads Crossing Study (HRCS) draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) Preferred Alternative (PA) will be on the TTAC Agenda in October for TTAC to
recommend a PA for HRTPO Board approval at its October meeting.
For Your Information

Chair Gey reviewed the items in the For Your Information section of the Agenda Packet.
Announcements

Chair Gey highlighted the announcements in the Agenda Packet. It was noted that the October 21,
2016 Transportation Programming Subcommittee (TPS) meeting conflicts with the Governor’s
Conference in Northern Virginia and it was suggested to move the TPS meeting to another date.

Summary TTAC Minutes – September 7, 2016 – Page 10
Prepared by K. Grauberger

Attachment 23

Old/New Business
There was no old/new business.
Adjournment

With no further business to come before the Hampton Roads Transportation Technical Advisory
Committee, the meeting adjourned at 11:28 a.m.
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ITEM #24: FOR YOUR INFORMATION
HAMPTON ROADS TRANSPORTATION FUND: MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORT
The Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) provides the HRTPO with monthly financial
reports relating to the HRTF including the following information:
•
•
•
•

Revenue from sources as detailed by the collecting agency
Interest earnings
Expenditures reflecting both the program (HRTF) total as well as project totals
The current cash position/balance in the HRTF as well as forecasted cash
position/balance

Attachment 24
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HAMPTON ROADS TRANSPORTATION FUND
FINANCIAL REPORT
FY2014 – FY2017
VDOT provides the HRTPO and HRTAC staff with monthly financial reports relating to the
HRTF including the following information:
•
•
•
•

Revenue from sources as detailed by the collecting agency
Interest earnings
Expenditures reflecting both the program total as well as project totals
The current cash position/balance in the HRTF as well as forecasted cash
position/balance

Attached are the August 2016 financial reports. Based on the financial reports received to date
from VDOT, the HRTPO staff has analyzed the data and prepared the attached reports and
summaries:

Revenues
Total Gross Revenues (as of August 31, 2016): $495,579,315
•
•
•
•

State Sales and Use Tax : 380,912,014
Local Fuels Tax : 109,183,929
Interest : 1,713,919
Investment Income: 3,769,453

Expenditures
Total Expenditures: $40,877,197
•
•
•
•
•

Project Construction: 38,360,934
Total Dept. of Tax Administrative Fees: 499,518
Total DMV Administrative Fees: 98,695
Investment Fees: 422,401
Operating Expenses: 1,495,649

Cash Balance
Ending Cash Balance: $454,702,118

Encumbered Balance
Balance of Encumbered (through FY2020): $1,045,919,211
Allocation: $1,084,280,145
• Less Construction Expenditures: $38,360,934
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Hampton Roads Transportation Fund (HRTF)
Total of Sales & Use and Fuels Taxes
Summary
Gross Revenue
Sales & Use Tax
July 2013 - August 2015

$

253,124,863

Fuel Tax
$

83,034,814

$

1,582,315

10,921,675

3,103,960

-

October 2015

10,667,491

2,730,430

20,956

November 2015

10,278,741

2,476,244

-

December 2015

10,227,086

2,309,950

-

January 2016

12,517,610

1,982,010

15,257

February 2016

8,517,528

2,135,239

Dept of Tax

Income

Interest

September 2015

March 2016

Investment
$

363,443

Total
$

338,105,434

Construction
1,544,502.42

Expenditures
DMV Admin Investment

Admin Fee
$

499,518

Fee
$

Expenses

Fees

98,695

693,355

14,718,990

-

-

-

(135,702)

13,283,175

-

-

(641,787)

12,113,199

-

-

(243,682)

12,293,354

-

1,647,705

16,162,582

-

331,223

10,983,989

$

Cummulative Balance

Operating

71,031

$

535,285

Total
$

2,749,031

7/1/13 - 8/31/16
$

335,356,403

136

135,430

135,566

349,939,827

-

5,835

50,205

56,040

363,166,962

-

52,597

35,761

88,358

375,191,803

-

-

23,888

228,745

252,633

387,232,524

-

-

34,984

42,542

77,527

403,317,580

-

-

-

29,424

51,529

80,953

414,220,616

9,586,789

1,714,858

-

750,130

12,051,777

-

-

-

28,370

108,236

136,606

426,135,787

April 2016

11,106,409

1,278,871

14,767

86,070

12,486,116

-

-

-

39,416

51,089

90,505

438,531,397

May 2016

10,954,209

2,081,793

-

(283,883)

12,752,118

-

June 2016

16,475,897

2,086,824

30,779

5,309,301

2,040,681

31,522

11,224,415

2,208,256

18,323

July 2016
August 2016

Total 12 Months
Grand Totals
Less Balance of
Encumbered
Total Net Available

$

127,787,151

$

$

380,912,014

$

26,149,116 $
109,183,929

$

-

-

55,869

46,199

102,068

451,181,447

20,388,713

32,727,649

-

-

23,712

133,538

32,884,898

438,685,262

(176,716)

7,204,788

4,088,783

-

-

32,618

30,167

4,151,567

441,738,483

(415,914)

13,035,080

-

-

24,521

46,924

71,445

454,702,118

1,795,212

-

131,604

$

3,406,010

$

157,473,880

36,816,432

$

1,713,919

$

3,769,453

$

495,579,316

38,360,934 $

499,518

$

-

$

351,370

$

960,364

$ 38,128,165

$

98,695

$

422,401

$

1,495,649

$ 40,877,197
$

(1,045,919,211)
(591,217,093)
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(5,000,000)

August 2016

July 2016

Investment

June 2016

May 2016

Interest

April 2016

Fuel Tax

March 2016

Sales & Use Tax

February 2016

January 2016

December 2015

November 2015

October 2015

September 2015

HRTF Revenue

25,000,000
Total

20,000,000

15,000,000

10,000,000

5,000,000

-

Table 1 - Total HRTF Revenues
Hampton Roads Transportation Fund (HRTF)
Total of Sales & Use and Fuels Taxes
Fiscal Year 2017
Locality
Chesapeake

Total FY2014
- FY 2016

Previous FY2017

August 2016

Total YTD FY2017

Total

85,583,739

1,398,785

2,360,806

3,759,591

89,343,331

Franklin

4,094,524

53,279

107,130

160,409

4,254,933

Hampton

34,772,960

522,733

935,336

1,458,069

36,231,028

7,502,182

106,327

206,411

312,739

7,814,921

James City

21,356,516

325,571

642,668

968,239

22,324,755

Newport News

49,945,592

723,514

1,334,463

2,057,977

52,003,569

Norfolk

64,950,150

902,343

1,729,657

2,632,000

67,582,150

1,237,029

10,902

27,830

38,733

1,275,761

16,717,771

242,753

446,730

689,483

17,407,254

2,255,654

26,720

54,230

80,950

2,336,604

22,212,686

318,760

594,243

913,002

23,125,688

Virginia Beach

126,726,303

2,024,362

4,037,151

6,061,513

132,787,815

Williamsburg

10,340,895

342,287

312,643

654,930

10,995,825

York

21,617,290

351,645

643,373

995,019

22,612,309

469,313,290

7,349,982

13,432,671

20,782,653

490,095,943

Isle of Wight

Poquoson
Portsmouth
Southampton
Suffolk

Total
Interest
Investment Income (Sterling/ Union/LGIP)
Total Revenues
Construction
Dept of Tax Admin Fees
DMV Admin Fees
Investment Fees (Sterling)
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Operating Expense
Cash Balance

1,664,074
4,362,082

31,522
(176,716)

475,339,447

7,204,788

(34,272,151)

(4,088,783)

18,323
(415,914)
13,035,081
-

49,845
(592,629)

1,713,919
3,769,453

20,239,870

495,579,315

(4,088,783)

(38,360,934)

(499,518)

-

-

-

(499,518)

(98,695)

-

-

-

(98,695)

(365,262)

(32,618)

(24,521)

(57,139)

(422,401)

(1,418,558)

(30,167)

(46,924)

(77,091)

(1,495,649)

438,685,263

3,053,220

12,963,636

16,016,857

454,702,118
(1,045,919,211)

Less Balance of Encumbered
Net Available Cash

(591,217,093)

Forecast

503,745,037

6,271,395

Total Revenue - Forecast (under)/over

(28,405,590)

1,078,587

14,382,069
(949,398)

20,653,464
129,189

524,398,501
(28,819,186)

Table 1A - State Sales & Use Tax
Hampton Roads Transportation Fund (HRTF)
State Sales & Use Tax
Fiscal Year 2017
Total FY2014
- FY 2016

Locality
Chesapeake

$

Previous FY2017

65,494,853 $

957,928 $

August 2016
1,871,843 $

Total YTD
FY2017
2,829,771 $

Total
68,324,624
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Franklin

2,808,293

39,769

84,465

124,234

2,932,527

Hampton

26,599,916

351,721

725,545

1,077,267

27,677,183

4,089,875

56,132

123,269

179,401

4,269,276

James City

18,544,657

288,820

588,944

877,765

19,422,422

Newport News

39,689,099

543,518

1,132,297

1,675,815

41,364,914

Norfolk

53,291,271

704,138

1,515,852

2,219,990

55,511,261

868,089

9,344

26,029

35,373

903,463

11,922,181

149,402

334,758

484,160

12,406,341

930,935

11,535

26,468

38,003

968,938

14,870,545

217,853

447,759

665,612

15,536,157

100,505,441

1,599,977

3,548,158

5,148,136

105,653,577

8,209,028

117,933

259,339

377,273

8,586,301

16,554,113

261,230

539,687

800,918

17,355,030

Isle of Wight

Poquoson
Portsmouth
Southampton
Suffolk
Virginia Beach
Williamsburg
York
Total
Updated Forecast
Diff(under)/over

$ 364,378,298
363,171,042
1,207,256

$

5,309,301 $

11,224,415 $

16,533,717

380,912,014

5,893,027

11,320,547

17,213,574

380,384,616

(583,726)

(96,132)

(679,857)

527,398

Table 1B - Local Fuels Tax
Hampton Roads Transportation Fund (HRTF)
Local Fuels Tax
Fiscal Year 2017

Locality
Chesapeake

Total FY2014
- FY 2016

Previous FY2017

$ 20,088,886 $

440,857 $

August 2016
488,963 $

Total YTD
FY2017

Total

929,820 $

21,018,706
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Franklin

1,286,231

13,510

22,665

36,175

1,322,406

Hampton

8,173,043

171,012

209,790

380,802

8,553,845

Isle of Wight

3,412,308

50,195

83,142

133,338

3,545,645

James City

2,811,859

36,750

53,724

90,474

2,902,333

Newport News

10,256,493

179,996

202,166

382,162

10,638,655

Norfolk

11,658,879

198,205

213,805

412,010

12,070,889

368,939

1,558

1,801

3,359

372,299

Portsmouth

4,795,589

93,351

111,973

205,323

5,000,912

Southampton

1,324,719

15,185

27,762

42,947

1,367,666

Suffolk

7,342,141

100,907

146,483

247,391

7,589,531

Virginia Beach

26,220,861

424,385

488,993

913,377

27,134,239

Williamsburg

2,131,867

224,354

53,303

277,657

2,409,524

York

5,063,178

90,415

103,686

194,101

5,257,279

Poquoson

Total

104,934,993

Updated Forecast

139,700,002

Diff(under)/over

(34,765,009)

$

2,040,681 $
378,368
1,662,313

2,208,256 $

4,248,937

3,061,522

3,439,890

(853,266)

809,047

$

109,183,929
143,139,892
(33,955,963)

Table 2 - Allocations
Hampton Roads Transportation Fund (HRTF)
Allocations
Fiscal Year 2017
Total FY2014
- FY 2016

Project

Previous FY2017

Total YTD
FY2017

August 2016

Total

I-64 Peninsula Widening
- UPC 104905 (Segment 1) -Construction
- UPC 106665 (Segment 2) - PE & Construction

$

44,000,000 $

-

$

-

$

-

$

44,000,000

213,592,853

-

-

213,592,853

10,000,000

-

-

10,000,000

- UPC 17630 - PE/ROW

54,592,576

-

-

54,592,576

- UPC 57048 - PE/ROW

15,071,063

-

-

15,071,063

137,023,653

-

-

137,023,653

5,000,000

-

-

5,000,000

20,000,000

-

-

20,000,000

I-64 Southside/High-Rise Bridge - UPC 106692 ROW & Construction

580,000,000

-

-

580,000,000

Route 460/58/13 Connector - UPC 106694 - PE

5,000,000

-

-

5,000,000

- UPC 106689 (Segment 3) - PE
I-64/264 Interchange Improvement

- UPC 57048 - Construction of Phase 1
Third Crossing - UPC 106724 - SEIS
I-64 Southside/High-Rise Bridge - UPC 106692 - PE
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Total

$ 1,084,280,145 $

-

$

-

$

-

$

1,084,280,145

Table 3 - Expenditures
Hampton Roads Transportation Fund (HRTF)
Expenditures
Fiscal Year 2017
Total FY2014
- FY 2016

Project

Previous FY2017

Total YTD
FY2017

August 2016

Total

I-64 Peninsula Widening
- UPC 104905 (Segment 1) -Construction

$

- UPC 106665 (Segment 2) - PE & Construction

1,544,502 $
7,701,121

-

$

3,302,314

- UPC 106689 (Segment 3) - PE

-

-

$

-

-

$

3,302,314

-

-

1,544,502
11,003,435
-

I-64/264 Interchange Improvement
- UPC 17630 - PE/ROW

14,029,051

474,906

-

474,906

14,503,958

- UPC 57048 - PE/ROW

7,635,322

103,782

-

103,782

7,739,104

- UPC 57048 - Construction of Phase 1
Third Crossing - UPC 106724 - SEIS
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I-64 Southside/High-Rise Bridge - UPC 106692 PE
I-64 Southside/High-Rise Bridge - UPC 106692 ROW & Construction

Total

3,362,155

34,272,151

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

207,780

-

$

-

$

-

-

-

4,088,783 $

-

207,780
-

$

4,088,783 $

3,569,935
-

38,360,934

ITEM #25: OLD/NEW BUSINESS
ADJOURNMENT
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