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Corey Hill – DRPT
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Liz McAdory – VDOT 
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Joe Vidunas – Hanover County

Lloyd Vye – RABA

David Williams – Powhatan County

John Zeugner – VCN

Frank Spielberg – VHB (HNTB Consultant Team)
Alan Tobias – HNTB (HNTB Consultant Team)

Lee Yolton ‑ Richmond Regional Planning District Commission

Dan Lysy ‑ Richmond Regional Planning District Commission

Archita Rajbhandary – Richmond Regional Planning District Commission

Barbara Nelson – Richmond Regional Planning District Commission
Rob Banta – Richmond Regional Planning District Commission
Anne Darby – Richmond Regional Planning District Commission
Sarah Smith – Richmond Regional Planning District Commission
Allison Finchum – Richmond Regional Planning District Commission
The sign-in sheet is attached to these meeting notes.
Meeting NOtes

The Consultant Team gave a presentation regarding the items covered in Technical Memorandum #3: Review of Peer Regions.  The following sections summarize the items discussed during the meeting.

Discussion of Technical Memorandum #3: Review of Peer Regions

1. Mr. Tobias provided a brief description of the three areas selected for peer review:  Albany, NY, Charlotte, NC and Memphis, TN.  These three areas were selected because they are similar in size, population and socio-economic conditions to the Richmond Region.  Each of these three regions has ambitious plans for the development of transit service, and the Richmond Region can learn some important lessons from each area.

2. Socio-economic data, travel patterns, congestion, and the level of transit service provided were summarized for the three regions and compared to the Richmond Region. 
3. Mr. Tobias noted that in general the Richmond area provides less transit service that covers a smaller portion of the Metropolitan Statistical Area than the peer regions.  However, GRTC is very efficient and effective in the service they do provide. Mr. Tobias noted that the Richmond transit performance data was only for GRTC.  It was suggested that the data for Petersburg Area Transit be included in this analysis since it also serves the study region.

4. Mr. Tobias compared the institutional arrangements for the three peer regions.  Ms. Badger recommended that similar information for the Richmond region be included in this table so that it would be easier to make comparisons.   

5. Mr. Yolton requested that the peer review add information of the rate of growth in the Richmond Metropolitan Area and the peer areas.

6. Ms. Badger requested that capital and operating costs be presented separately when comparing the transit budgets of the Richmond area and the peer communities.

7. Mr. Tobias talked about some of the transit successes that have been achieved in each of the peer review region.  Charlotte has a dedicated source of revenue (1/2 cent sales tax) that has allowed them to construct a 9.6 mile long light rail line, which is scheduled to begin operations in November of this year.  This reliable funding source has also allowed the region to complete a 20 year plan for the expansion of transit service in five corridors radiating out from the city center using a variety of transit modes (Bus Rapid Transit, street car, light rail and commuter rail).  Mr. Spielberg noted that there is referendum on the November ballot calling for the repeal of this ½ cent sales tax. Mr. Zeugner requested that information be provided on the amount of revenue raised by the sales tax and the distribution of that revenue between operating and capital expenses.
8. Memphis, TN has a downtown trolley system that uses historic vehicles to circulate through the commercial and tourism center of the city.  Transit service is provided by an authority, but membership in the authority is limited to the City of Memphis and does not include any of the surrounding jurisdictions. Memphis is currently planning a light rail line that would extend off of the trolley and serve the major employment center around the airport.

9. In Albany, NY transit service is provided by a regional transit authority whose members are appointed by the state and include representation from each of the jurisdictions within the authority.  The Capital District Transit Authority (CDTA) is currently working to implement a Bus Rapid Transit System in one of its busiest travel corridors.  CDTA also has a dedicated source of funding, but the mortgage recording tax can vary significantly from year to year based on the economy.  
10. Mr. Tobias discussed some of the challenges that each peer region faces.  Charlotte is limited to planning for service expansion in the City and Mecklenburg County because the outlying communities do not participate in the taxing district.  Memphis has limited cooperation between the City and County so they are limiting their major service expansions to the city.  Albany has found that their dedicated funding source (recording tax) is unreliable and makes it difficult to plan for future growth.

11. Mr. Hagin recommended that the report include a discussion of the successes that have occurred in Richmond, including the construction of the new GRTC maintenance facility and the implementation of Smart technology that will allow real time tracking of bus locations.  Ms. Badger suggested that the report discuss the challenges faced in Richmond, including limited cooperation among jurisdictions, the lack of dedicated funding and the challenges of operating under the Dillon Rule.  Mr. Zeugner also mentioned the extensive roadway network in the Richmond, the relatively low levels of congestion and the rapid rate of suburban development as other challenges faced in this region

12. The committee members discussed the findings of the peer review and how the experiences in these other regions might be useful for Richmond.  It was suggested that the issue of land use must be brought into the discussion early in the planning process so that you can focus growth around existing and proposed transportation corridors rather than chasing growth after the fact in an attempt to provide transit service.  
13. Mr. Hill commented on the difficulty in getting federal funds for new transit projects through the FTA New Starts Program.  Analysis must demonstrate that there will be a high level of ridership on any new rail transit system, and this level of ridership can only occur if there is dense, mixed use development along the transit corridor. Mr. Hill suggested that one way to approach the issue is to identify the density of development that is necessary to support a fixed rail transit system.  If the localities are unwilling to support that level of density in a proposed transit corridor,  then it will never be possible to generate the levels of ridership needed, and there will not be any federal New Starts funding available.
Status of Socio-Economic Data Revisions
1. Ms. Finchum provided an update on the status of the update to the regional socio-economic data forecasts.  The PDC staff has utilized the new VEC numbers to update the 2031 population projections for each jurisdiction and distributed this population to the Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZ).  This revised data has been sent to the jurisdictional staff at the July TAC meeting. The PDC has also revised the auto ownership, housing and employment projections for the region.  All of the jurisdictions have completed their review of the revised population numbers, but several need to provide a justification for increasing the population projections an additional 10% above the numbers provided by the VEC.
2. Mr. Zeugner asked if the higher population projections had any impact on transportation funding for the region.  Mr. Lysy replied that the funding formulas are based on the most recent census data and not the projections. 

3. Mr. Lysy stated that the revised data would be presented to the TAC Data Committee on October 19, 2007.  A draft of the revised data will be submitted to the TAC on November 15, 2007.  He said the schedule calls for the TAC to take action at the November meeting to recommend MPO approval, and for the MPO to approve the revised numbers at their December meeting. 
Report on the Chamber of Commerce Meetings
1. Mr. Tobias reported that presentations were given to the Hanover County Business Council on September 27th, to the Henrico County Business Council on October 3rd.  The final presentation will occur in Chesterfield County on October 16th.  

2. Mr. Tobias stated that these meetings have been well attended and there have been a lot of good comments provided.  He noted particularly that many businesses in the outlying counties are experiencing difficulty in finding workers for production and service jobs, and that transportation is a critical issue.  Several large employers reported that they are paying a substantial amount to provide transportation to some of their workers who would not otherwise be able to get to their suburban employment site.

3. Mr. Tobias said that a written summary of these meetings is being compiled and will be distributed to the SAC.

Next Steps
1. The final Chamber of Commerce Meeting will be on October 16, 2007 at Johnston-Willis Hospital in Chesterfield County.

2. The first Public Meeting for the study will be held on November 8, 2007 at the Children’s Museum of Richmond, which is adjacent to the Science Museum on West Broad Street.  

3. Technical Memorandum #4 – Analysis of Modal Alternatives is due on January 8, 2008.  Mr. Spielberg stated that it is critical that the revised socio-economic data be approved and turned over to the consultants no later than early December in order to meet this schedule. He also noted that VDOT must re-run the regional model using this revised data as soon as possible.

4. The next meeting of the Study Advisory Committee is tentatively scheduled for January 15, 2008.  Mr. Spielberg noted that this was scheduled during the middle of the Transportation Research Board Annual Meeting, and many of the SAC members are planning to attend.  It was suggested that the SAC meeting be rescheduled to January 17, 2008.  Mr. Lysy said that he would check the conference room availability, and would confirm this date with the Study Team.
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