
 

Meeting Meeting Date Meeting Minutes 
Date 

Discussion Action 

TPO Policy Board November 20, 
2014 

January 22, 2015 5. PRESENTATION ON TRANSIT FUNDING -Cristina Finch distributed at the meeting a transit funding fact sheet to help address questions concerning a 
large upcoming request submitted by Valley Metro for $14 million dollars in the next round of Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) funding. 
(The fact sheet is attached to the meeting Minutes.) The Valley Metro application is 1 of 16 RSTP applications received that the TPO Policy Board will vote 
on at their February 2015 meeting. Ms. Finch reported that when the Roanoke Valley area was designated a Transportation Management Area (TMA) in 
2012 (metropolitan areas with a population greater than 200,000) by the U.S. Department of Transportation, it afforded the region access to RSTP funds 
and also shifted the process of how Valley Metro requests funding for capital expenses. The fact sheet outlined the roles of the Roanoke Valley TPO, as the 
entity that approves how federal funds are used in the Roanoke Valley via the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), and of Valley Metro, as the 
designated recipient of federal funds for public transit and the entity responsible for developing and proposing a program for how federal funds will be 
used to support public transit services. Ms. Finch provided an overview of funds (Section 5307 and 5339) received by Valley Metro from the Federal 
Transit Administration via a national formula. With the TMA designation, Valley Metro shifted to a larger urban category so the competition to receive 
Section 5307 and Section 5339 funds is now more competitive (competing with transit agencies in other larger urban areas such as Hampton 
Roads/Virginia Beach and Richmond). Unmet capital needs for FY 2016-2021 total $14.1 million to replace/rehabilitate buses. 
 
In the past, when such funds were needed, Valley Metro would apply to the Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation (DRPT) as keeper of the 
portion of the Federal Highway Administration’s Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds which can be flexed to transit in Virginia (Flexible STP funds). 
As a large urban area, that responsibility has been shifted to the TPO Policy Board for consideration as part of the Regional Surface Transportation 
Program (RSTP). DRPT has indicated that small urban and rural areas are provided funding via Flexible STP before these funds, if any remain, are 
considered to supplement RSTP for large urban areas. The amount of RSTP funds is determined by the large urban area’s population. Roanoke, with a 
population of 210,111, receives $3.9 million in RSTP funds annually. Ms. Finch stated that in reviewing the transit funds obligated in Fiscal Year 2014, two 
small urban transit systems (Harrisonburg and Blacksburg) received Flexible STP funds in amounts greater than what the Roanoke Valley TPO Policy Board 
could provide to Valley Metro in any given year. 
 
Ms. Finch stated that the bottom line is as a TMA, the TPO Policy Board now has greater responsibility to fund transit capital expenses. Chairman Martin 
inquired about the cost of a Valley Metro bus. Mr. Palmer responded that the cost of a basic step-up bus is approximately $400,000. Ms. Finch added that 
cost is for a diesel bus, not a cleaner fueled bus, which can cost up to 50% more. Ms. Garst requested Mr. Palmer to provide her with ridership data from 
each locality. Mr. Rosen asked for clarification—stating that the bus system is largely a City of Roanoke ridership entity and since Roanoke’s urban area 
population has gone over 200,000 will the TPO have any control over some of the funding? Mr. Rosen had various questions concerning the roles, 
responsibilities and nature of RSTP funding and the appropriate way to make those funding decisions. He further requested clarification as to why some 
previously available state-level transit funding is not available and now being redirected to RSTP. Mark McCaskill reported that RSTP funding is not 
exclusively for transit funding. Mr. McCaskill also noted that there is a lot of competition for RSTP funds which are open to other projects such as roads, 
greenways, bridges, transit, etc. The big difference between now and the past is that Valley Metro used to be able to go to the Virginia Department of Rail 
and Public Transportation and only compete with other non-TMA transit systems for transit-related funds, now Valley Metro is competing with other 
types of regional surface transportation projects through the RSTP program. Mr. Osborne acknowledged that this shift in transit funding responsibility has 
been alluded to for some time and that it is now being reflected through Valley Metro’s current RSTP funding application. 
 

None 
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Meeting Meeting Date Meeting Minutes 
Date 

Discussion Action 

TTC December 11, 
2014 

January 15, 2015 DISCUSSION OF THE RSTP PROJECT RANKING PROCESS-TTC members were tasked with scoring the 16 applications that requested Regional Surface 
Transportation Program (RSTP) funding during the second round. After receiving rankings/scores from TTC members, Mark McCaskill developed a matrix 
showing previous allocations requested during the first round of funding and the rankings of the 16 projects for the second round. An alternative “ordinal” 
ranking analysis was also presented. In addition, Mark McCaskill stated that some ideas may be more appropriate for when the “RSTP Policies and 
Procedures Manual” is revised versus the current task of prioritization.  
Highlights from the RSTP discussion which ensued:  

• Should the TTC only look at the new projects (as depicted in green on the previous handout), or should the TTC see if the cash flows on previous 
projects (as depicted in red) can be revised? 

• Should the TTC consider which projects are ready to go to construction based on having already started with other funds or previous RSTP funds? 

• Are there any round one projects that would voluntarily modify their cash flow timing? 

• Is there a certain percentage of funding that a construction project, such as the Exit 140 Park and Ride, needs before it can go to bid? 

• If any cash flows are re-timed, need to make sure that funds are obligated and spent ontime relative to VDOT’s guidelines. 
Discussion also focused on the Valley Metro project request for buses. Valley Metro buses are purchased based on eligibility, and 10 buses are due to be 
replaced in 2016. The eligibility cycle for buses comes into play. Discussion centered on whether it would be better to smooth out the funding for the 
buses over all 6 years, rather than concentrate the funding over 3.5 years. Michael Gray suggested that he, Chairman Holladay and Mark McCaskill meet 
and/or have a conference call with each RSTP project manager to receive a status report on their project(s) (i.e., see if anything should be moved, which 
projects are on track, etc.). That information would then be worked into different scenarios and forwarded to TTC members prior to the January 2015 
meeting. TTC members concurred that would be a good course of action to take at this time 
 

None 
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Meeting Meeting Date Meeting 
Minutes Date 

Discussion Action 

TTC January 15, 
2015 

February 12, 
2015 

DISCUSSION CONCERNING REGIONAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (RSTP)_PROJECTS-Mark McCaskill stated that a de-facto “scenario 
committee meeting” of the TTC chair & vice chair, VDOT representative, Valley Metro and staff was held earlier in January to discuss possible 
scenarios in regard to the TTC’s recommendations to the Roanoke Valley TPO Policy Board of the Regional Surface Transportation Planning (RSTP) 
projects. From that meeting, three scenarios were developed and emailed earlier for discussion (copies were also available at the TTC meeting). 
Scenario #1 was priority based -- the original example funding plan distributed in December 2014. Scenario #2 was flat funding for bus replacements 
(50% of projected RSTP amount). Mr. McCaskill compared it to a fixed amount/yearly annuity that is assumed to continue beyond the 6-year funding 
plan. Scenario #3 was based on feedback from Valley Metro concerning approximate bus replacement schedule/costs.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
Following discussion, TTC members concurred to move forward with an updated version of Scenario #2. Scenario #2 highlights include: 
 

• Funding begins in FY’17 (partially) and fully in FY’18. 

• Assumption is that the TTC would recommend that the TPO Policy Board fund the flat rate beyond the six years, for the foreseeable future, 
and that Valley Metro would not “re-compete” for the flat rate funding the next time RSTP applications are received (Round Three). 

• The Garden City Trail connection project would be moved forward to FY’18 (per discussions at the December TTC meeting). 

• All other projects are programmed according to priority. 

• NOTE: Total 6-year Valley Metro Bus Replacement expenditures are only $9,618,071 in this Scenario with the assumption of ongoing funding 
per previous bullet.                                                           

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
Prior to the February TTC meeting, staff will look at ways to move the Garden City, Plantation Road and Greenway projects further up. Staff was 
instructed to develop an updated version of Scenario #2 that incorporates any funding from willing projects that can be extended so that the Garden 
City Trail project or PE on the Tinker Creek projects can get started a little earlier than originally stated in the scenario. All modifications would be 
voluntary on the part of previously funded or higher priority projects based on their schedules/needs.  An additional question focused on when the 
staff thought that the TPO would open applications for new projects (i.e., Round Three). Mr. McCaskill pointed out that RSTP is not a yearly program; 
however, there is a yearly review process to make any necessary technical, financial adjustments on existing projects, and to recommend whether or 
not new applications should be received next year. The TPO Policy Board can review and decide if they want to accept RSTP applications next year or 
any year in the future (2 years, 3 years, 4 years from now, etc.). With a healthy number of existing projects, it is anticipated that the TPO Policy 
Board might decide to wait several years for new projects in order to complete the previous projects (Round One) and to get a couple current 
projects (Round Two) started. However, this is a staff opinion and subject to change by the TPO Policy Board. 

None 

TTC  February 12, 
2015 

March 12, 2015 4. REGIONAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (RSTP)_PROJECTS - In keeping with Scenario #2, Michael Gray distributed at the meeting an 
updated Proposed FY 2016-2021 RSTP Six-Year Financial Plan.  Mr. Gray did, however, note a change to the dollar amount in FY’20 for the Bus 
Replacement and Rebuild Program, stating that the amount should read $1,955,746 instead of $2,043,746.  With that change, $88,000 was left to be 
redistributed elsewhere.  Mr. Gray suggested putting the $88,000 in FY’20 for the Campbell Avenue Bike and Pedestrian Improvements project and 
members concurred.  The $200,000 (from the first round of RSTP projects -- Intermodal Study) amount was shown for the Garden City Trail 
Connection project.  Mr. Gray noted he would look into whether or not the TPO Policy Board will need to adopt a resolution approving the transfer 
of $200,000 to this round for the Garden City Trail Connection project.   
  

Transportation Technical 
Committee Action:  Motion was 
made by Ms. Payne, seconded by 
Mr. Jamison and carried to 
forward to the Roanoke Valley 
TPO Policy Board:  (1) the new 
proposed FY 2016-2021 RSTP Six-
Year Financial Plan, with 
modification of $88,000 to the 
Campbell Avenue Bike and Ped. 
Improvements project, (2) transfer 
of $200,000 to the Garden City 
Trial Connection project, and (3) 
that the Valley Metro project (Bus 
Replacement and Rebuild 
Program) be treated as a 
separate/fixed cost each year (will 
not need to come back to 
recompete). 
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Meeting Meeting Date Meeting Minutes 
Date 

Discussion Action 

TPO Policy Board January 22, 
2015 

March 26, 2015 Other Business:  Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) Prioritization Update – Mark McCaskill updated the Policy Board members on 
the current state of the RSTP process.  Sixteen new applications were received for this coming round of RSTP funds.  The TPO’s advisory 
committee, the Transportation Technical Committee (TTC), has been reviewing and ranking the projects and it is expected that they will submit 
their 6-year RSTP Financial Plan recommendations to the TPO Policy Board at their February meeting.  All 15 members of the TTC scored the new 
applications and a priority was established using an average of the scores.  Due to cash flow dynamics, the recommended 6-year Financial Plan is 
still being finalized.  Mr. McCaskill reported that the TTC discussed 3 approaches (scenarios) for programming the RSTP funds:  
 

• Scenario 1 – Strict adherence to priority order regardless of project size or stage of project.  
 

• Scenario 2 – “Annuity-like” programming of Valley Metro bus replacement application to equal 50% of RSTP availability starting in fall of 
FY’18 (partial amount in FY’17).  This allows other projects to start in any given year.  This scenario assumes that the “annuity-like” 
structure would continue after the 6-year funding plan and that bus replacement would not have to “re-compete” for the “annuity-like” 
funding stream.  Also included slight timing tweaks to start the Garden City Trail Project earlier.  

 

• Scenario 3 – Partially smoothed out funding for Valley Metro bus replacement based on approximate bus replacement and re-build 
schedule.  

 The TTC decided to further develop Scenario 2 and prepare it for final recommendation at their February meeting.    
  
Mr. McCaskill stated that while the TTC will present well thought out and vetted recommendations to the TPO Policy Board to consider concerning 
RSTP projects and funding, the Policy Board has final authority on the allocation of RSTP funding.    

None 
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Meeting Meeting 
Date 

Meeting Minutes 
Date 

Discussion Action 

TPO 
Policy 
Board 

March 12, 
2015 

April 23, 2015 2. ENDORSEMENT OF FUNDING ALLOCATIONS FOR REGIONAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (RSTP) PROJECTS AND ADOPTION OF A SUPPORTING 
RESOLUTION ENDORSING THE FY 2016-2021 RSTP SIX-YEAR FINANCIAL PLAN - Background:  Transportation Planning Organizations (TPOs) with service area populations 
over 200,000 are classified as Transportation Management Areas (TMA). The Roanoke Valley TPO was designated a TMA-TPO in 2012, and with that designation became 
eligible to receive $3.9 million a year in Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) funds and have project selection authority in the allocation of those funds in 
consultation with the State .     Mark McCaskill reported that over the last few months, the Transportation Technical Committee (i.e., advisory committee to the TPO 
Policy Board) has worked to develop specific recommendations to be considered by the TPO Policy Board concerning the allocation of RSTP funding for projects in FY 
2016-2021.  The TTC recommended the following to the TPO Policy Board for consideration:  (1) approval of funding allocation as shown in the proposed FY 20162021 
RSTP Six-Year Financial Plan with modification of $88,000 to the Campbell Avenue Bike and Pedestrian Improvements project, (2) transfer of $200,000 to the Garden City 
Trail Connection project, and (3) that the Valley Metro project (Bus Replacement and Rebuild Program) be treated as a separate/fixed cost each year (i.e., will not need 
to come back to compete).  TTC funding allocations for the Valley Metro project in the FY 2016-2021 RSTP SixYear Financial Plan were as follows: $1,796,315 in FY’17 and 
$1,955,438 in FY’s 18, 19, 20 and 21.   
  
Discussion focused on the Valley Metro Bus Replacement and Rebuild project request for $14,127,475.  While members expressed support for Valley Metro services, 
they did have concerns for the requested amount of funds to be a perennial request.  They encouraged Valley Metro to continue looking for other funding sources.  Mr. 
Palmer reported that Valley Metro is driven by federal regulations to replace buses after 12 years and 5,000 miles to operate a safe infrastructure.  Mr. Palmer further 
stated that once the Roanoke area became a TMA, Valley Metro was no longer eligible to receive a certain category of statewide STP funds that they previously were 
able to access.  Instead, Valley Metro was directed by State and Federal officials to apply to RSTP as the appropriate source of bus replacement funding.  Mark McCaskill 
stated that the TTC’s recommendation for the Valley Metro request was for a flat rate to extend beyond FY’21 into future years and that Valley Metro would not need to 
compete for future funds.  He noted that the total amount as shown in the proposed Six-Year Financial Plan totals $9,618,071 (through FY’21) which is less than the 
original application request of $14,127,475.   Mark stated that the RVTPO Policy Board has an opportunity to fully address the question of whether or not the Bus 
Replacement and Rebuild project should receive a flat rate source of funding for the foreseeable future when the RSTP Policy & Procedures Manual is updated next year.  
He noted that when the Policy Board decides to go out for the next round of RSTP applications, there will be a newly updated Policy Procedures Guide so all new 
applicants will apply under those rules.  
  
Mr. Palmer wanted to distinguish between voting on the RSTP Six-Year Financial Plan presented at the meeting, and the policy that drives the process.  He asked if the 
Policy Board would be willing to entertain a discussion at a separate meeting(s) to change the Policies and Procedures from their current format.  He noted 
understanding that the current resolution was drafted based on the current Policy & Procedures; however, he further noted that the reality of ongoing rules and 
requirements placed upon Valley Metro (and by extension the local governments), does warrant serious consideration when the RSTP Policies and Procedures are next 
updated.  He suggested one way to do this would be to determine what type of “baseline” of funding would be appropriate from RSTP so that Valley Metro can address 
the long-term financial planning ramifications of bus replacement, which is a federal requirement that is not going away.  He noted there were only a few funding 
possibilities in the national discretionary plan programs, and that Valley Metro has competed against hundreds of other transit agencies across the country, and was not 
awarded funding.  He further noted that there are no easy and simple grants or funding sources, other than RSTP, that are widely and readily available.  Valley Metro has 
been diligent in seeking out other funding sources and has not found many opportunities.   
  
Mr. McCaskill stated that a supporting resolution was included for consideration.  The resolution outlined the $200,000 transfer of FY’14 RSTP funds (previously allocated 
for the Impacts of Freight Intermodal Center: Transportation and Economic Study project) to the Garden City Greenway Trail Connection project, and asked for 
endorsement of the FY 2016-2021 RSTP SixYear Financial Plan allocations, as presented.  Mr. McCaskill reported that the resolution did not include a continued flat rate 
of funding or funding past FY 2021 for the Valley Metro project.  

Roanoke Valley 
Transportation Planning 
Organization Policy 
Board Action: Mr. Palmer 
moved for adoption of 
the supporting resolution 
endorsing the FY 2016-
2021 RSTP Six-Year 
Financial Plan allocations, 
as presented. The motion 
was seconded by Mr. 
Bestpitch and carried.  

 

Meeting Meeting 
Date 

Meeting Minutes 
Date 

Discussion Action 

TTC March 12, 
2015 

April 9, 2015 5. OTHER BUSINESS-Mark McCaskill reported that the Roanoke Valley TPO Policy Board met earlier in the day and took final action on the allocation of RSTP funds/RSTP 
Six-Year Financial Plan. Mark stated that the TPO Policy Board approved the TTC’s recommendations, but did not include the continued flat rate of funding or funding 
past FY 2021 for the Valley Metro project. That question can be taken up when the Policies and Procedures Manual will be reexamined.  

None 
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Meeting Meeting Date Meeting Minutes Date Discussion Action 

TPO 
Policy 
Board 

 May 28, 2015 June 25, 2015 6. DRAFT SIX-YEAR TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM UPDATE  
  
Bryan Hill briefly outlined the transit and highway/Transportation Alternatives Program items from our region that will be included in the State’s (Draft) Six-
Year Improvement Program for FY 2016-2021.   
  
Transit:    
* Regional Commission – The Commission was granted $60,000 in funding from the Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation (VDRPT) to 
conduct a comprehensive route analysis as part of the Regional Transit Vision Plan. The analysis will be paid for as follows: 50% from the Commission and 
50% from VDRPT.  The grant amount may be more, given that the City of Roanoke will commit funds toward the analysis. 
 
RADAR – Three new vehicles will be acquired this year.  RADAR was also able to secure $260,000 in federal funding available through the Jobs Access 
Reverse Commuter (JARC) program to help pay for CORTRAN and STAR trips.  These funds are the last remaining funds available through the JARC program. 
No additional funds will be available in future years.  
  
* Valley Metro –   
  
 o State Operating Assistance is down a little more than $200,000 this year due to a decrease in State revenues.  Valley Metro was able to reduce expenses 
to make up for the shortfall.  
 
 o In the past, Valley Metro used Section 5311 rural funding to operate the Smart Way buses.  This year, instead, they were granted capital funding to 
rehabilitate four Smart Way buses in the amount of $450,000, which will reduce the need for Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) funds.  
 o The Six-Year Improvement Program includes $300,000 to purchase a real-time passenger information system that involves putting GPS/AVL on all buses, 
as well as kiosks and cash registers that can distribute Smart Cards (electronic fare cards).  
 
 o The Roanoke Valley was advised to use Federal RSTP funding for capital transit expenses since Federal Flexible Surface Transportation Program (STP) 
funds are granted to small urban areas and the Roanoke Valley is no longer such.  Given that Valley Metro’s bus replacement schedule lists several vehicles 
needing replacement in FY’16, and that RSTP funds had already been allocated to other projects, Valley Metro applied to the State for assistance.  The State 
was able to provide funding for buses at a rate of 68% State and 32% Local match, with no federal funds provided.  This is a ratio that requires significantly 
more investment locally than any other capital assistance previously.  This is compared to other federal programs where the match is usually 80/10/10 
(Federal/State/Local).  RSTP, comparatively, is 100% Federal funding.  While additional funds were able to be secured, it places a greater financial 
commitment on local governments to provide a local match, a need that was significantly less as a small urban region and a requirement that does not exist 
as greatly with other funding sources.   Although both Vinton and Salem provide public transit to their citizens through Valley Metro, they have not 
traditionally participated in financing bus replacement.  As such, this local match responsibility could essentially fall on the City of Roanoke, at an amount 
slightly over $1,686,000 for 14 buses over a 2-year period.   
 
 o The City of Roanoke and Valley Metro requested $3.2 million from the Intercity Passenger Rail Operating and Capital fund to purchase right-of-way for a 
Downtown Roanoke Multimodal Transportation Station, with only $465,000 granted.  Additionally, $1 million was requested for Architecture, Engineering 
and Design with only $340,000 granted.  As such, the City of Roanoke and Valley Metro are reevaluating how to best handle the future needs associated 
with the space limitations in Campbell Court and the impending return of passenger rail to Roanoke in 2017.  
  
Highway/Transportation Alternatives Program Projects:    
* Virginia Railway Station project (City of Roanoke), $246,000  
* Daleville Greenway project (Botetourt County), $476,000 

None 
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Meeting Meeting Date Meeting Minutes Date Discussion Action 

TTC January 14, 
2016 

March 10, 2016 4. RSTP POLICIES & PROCEDURES UPDATE (FIRST DISCUSSION) - In anticipation of future rounds of Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) 
applications, Mark McCaskill reported that now is the time to update the RSTP Project Development & Selection Procedures. The original procedures manual 
was approved in March of 2013 and updated in June of 2014. Mark stated he wanted to open the floor for discussion to gain ideas to develop a draft document 
for review at future meetings. Mark also noted that the central question in the discussion would be what role RSTP would play with regards to HB2. It is 
anticipated that the next round of HB2 will begin on August 1, 2016 with subsequent rounds on a biennial schedule beginning August 1, 2018, August 1, 2020, 
etc. Mark stated that the question is -- countercyclical to HB2 vs. simultaneous with HB2? Three potential RSTP strategies for consideration and discussion: 
 
1) Countercyclical – Recommend to the TPO Policy Board in this strategy that RSTP applications be received on a fixed biennial basis that runs countercyclical to 
HB2. This would mean that applications would be accepted in August/September of 2017, 2019, 2021, etc. This strategy would abandon the current practice of 
RSTP applications being called at the RVTPO’s discretion in response to external conditions in favor of the fixed biennial schedule that would give more 
predictability to applicants. It also has the advantage of positioning RSTP as a way to complement, supplement or replace any funds that did or did not get 
awarded in previous cycles. 
 
2) Cyclical – This strategy would resemble the previous strategy in recommending a fixed biennial schedule. The only difference is that RSTP would run 
simultaneous with the HB2 application cycle so that applications would be accepted August/September 2016, 2018, 2020, etc. One advantage of this strategy is 
that applicants can prepare the information for both HB2 and RSTP simultaneously. Additionally, with the simultaneous application cycle, and provided the 
TPO’s RSTP selection occurs following HB2 scoring announcements (roughly January of the following year), additional funds could potentially be available to 
other RSTP applicant projects which either did not apply for or did not score well in the HB2 process. Since the applications would be simultaneous they would 
essentially proceed independently. Similar to the countercyclical strategy, fully funded HB2 project applications can provide an opportunity to other projects 
seeking RSTP funding.                                                                                        
 
3) Other/No Material Change – One option would be to leave things as they are and have the RVTPO decide when to call for a new round of RSTP applications at 
their discretion without a fixed schedule. The advantage of this strategy is that the RVTPO could be completely responsive to changing opportunities or 
conditions.  
 
Mark asked for feedback by TTC members on a fixed schedule. Comments included: 
Liz Belcher said she thinks the fixed schedule is good because it gives people time to plan and know what to expect and when and it seems more proactive vs 
reactive. 
 

• Cody Sexton stated his question is not so much a fixed schedule on the application side, but if there were any rules governing the back end of the plan. 
He stated discussion last year was if you put things in the out years (more than 3-4 years out); you might as well assume that another application 
process would come along. 
 

• Ben Tripp stated he likes the scheduled nature, but he feels the decision on that needs to include a consideration of how much funding and over what 
length of time your project can get that maximum. If knowing you are going to come back and reevaluate something at a certain period of time, maybe 
part of that discussion is to have some rules. Mark McCaskill stated that according to the comments heard, it sounded as if everyone was on board with 
a fixed schedule of around two years and then discuss the pros and cons of countercyclical vs. cyclical.  
 

• § Mark Jamison stated a fixed schedule is good but it would be nice to have better certainty of the level of funding that might be available. Mr. Jamison 
feels some sort of fixed cycle so we can be planning for until there is a leveling out of how much funding is available. Mark McCaskill stated around $4 
million is anticipated. Mark stated that the TPO staff is in favor of recommending for discussion the countercyclical approach so you would have 
information on HB2 scores from the previous round. Chairman Holladay agreed setting a schedule was good since all have to respond to local boards 
and/or councils. Mark asked members to think over and email him comments/concerns on the recompete versus HB2-like of guaranteed funding 
system. Because, he noted, if it is HB2-like, it could disappoint stakeholders (i.e., yes, you can put in an application but you cannot get funded for four 
years by definition) 

None 
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Meeting Meeting Date Meeting Minutes Date Discussion Action 

TPO Policy Board Thursday, 
January 28, 
2016 

February 25, 2016 REGIONAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (RSTP) POLICIES AND PROCEDURES UPDATE- Mark McCaskill stated staff would be updating the Regional 
Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) Policies and Procedures document and asking the Policy Board to consider establishing a more regular schedule for 
RSTP updates. He reported that since the HB2 process is now established to follow a two-year pattern, TPO staff is suggesting putting in a two-year time line for 
RSTP cycle. Three options were detailed in the staff report provided in the agenda packet --- Option One which is countercyclical meaning when HB2 is not 
applied for that would be the year for RSTP, Option Two is cyclical with HB2, and Option Three is leaving things as they are. Mark stated he was looking for 
guidance from the Board and that staff preferred the countercyclical option. Ms. Scheid asked why the staff preferred that option. Mr. McCaskill responded it 
had to do with information. He said projects with HB2 funding in countercyclical situations the applicants would know how they are scored, if they would get 
funding, and if they need an RSTP application for an additional phase or supplemental funding. He noted it would allow the HB2 process to inform the RSTP 
process. Mr. McCaskill stated that RSTP projects currently re-compete if they are not started and HB2 is not anticipated to work that way. Mr. Fralin said once 
HB2 was selected it received full funding in the Six-Year Plan. He stated committed money would reduce the denominator and they were being scored both 
ways (per handout distributed at the meeting). Ms. Scheid said she was in favor of the two-year schedule but was not ready to decide on cyclical or 
countercyclical at this time. Todd Dodson asked what feedback had been received. Mark McCaskill said discussion at the TTC level was leaning toward a 
countercyclical approach, but that they had not yet made a formal recommendation. He said the document would need to be updated by the end of the fiscal 
year. 
Mr. Dodson said he would like to see the TTC’s feedback. Chair Johnson noted that this item would be placed on the agenda for further discussion at the 
February TPO meeting.  

None 
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Meeting Meeting Date Meeting Minutes Date Discussion Action 

TPO Policy Board February 25, 
2016 

March 24, 2016 3. REGIONAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (RSTP) POLICY AND PROCEDURES RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL 
COMMITTEE 
Mark McCaskill stated staff is interested in updating the Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) Policy and Procedures Guide. The staff is asking the 
Policy Board to consider establishing a more regular schedule for RSTP updates. He reported that since the HB2 process will follow a two-year pattern, the TPO 
staff is suggesting establishing a two-year cycle for our RSTP as well. Three options for consideration include: Option One – countercyclical, meaning in years 
when HB2 is not accepting applications that would be the year for our RSTP applications; Option Two - cyclical with HB2; and Option Three -leaving things as 
they are. Mark stated that staff prefers the countercyclical option. At the January TPO meeting, the Board asked for feedback from the TTC on several issues. 
Highlights from the TTC’s feedback included: 
· Countercyclical to HB2 – The TTC confirmed it is recommending a two-year RSTP application cycle that is countercyclical to the HB2 application cycle (this 
would mean that 2017 is the next year for requesting RSTP applications). 
· Re-compete or Keep the Same Cycle as HB2 (“Like HB2”) – The TTC did not reach consensus on this topic and sought further guidance from the RVTPO Board. 
· Annual Adjustment Review – The TTC recommends including an “Annual Adjustment” procedure where the TPO adjusts funding timing or other details based 
on any unforeseen delays or other events within particular projects. 
· Upper Limit on the Amount of Funding that Projects Can Receive (“UpperLimit Project Size”) – The TTC did not reach consensus on this topic and sought 
further guidance from the RVTPO Board.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
Mark McCaskill asked members how they wanted to proceed with the draft document after hearing comments from TTC and VDOT officials. Discussion ensued. 
Concerning “Like HB2” vs. Re-compete, Mark explained that in the last two policy and procedures documents for RSTP, the TPO has had a re-compete 
framework. Meaning, every time you go out for applications, those projects in the six-year funding plan that have not started must re-compete with new RSTP 
applications. That has been the TPO process over the last two rounds and it has seemed to work. However, he noted that HB2 has since been introduced with 
the opposite philosophy. When HB2 projects are scored, projects are programmed and the cost for the projects are covered – no re-competing. Mark noted 
that the TTC found both pros and cons on the issue and did not reach a consensus. Michael Gray spoke about VDOT’s “full funding policy” approved by the CTB. 
VDOT is encouraging their TPO/MPOs, as part of their RSTP process, to do something similar to fully fund projects so no projects will be left with inadequate 
funding and little work done (i.e., money is there but not being used).                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     
Mark stated if the Board goes with “Like HB2”, full funding would be “baked” into the philosophy. He noted that some members of the TTC liked the flexibility 
of the re-compete offer. He further noted that if the TPO chooses re-compete and full funding, the only way he thought that could be done is that in each 
application round you would have to de-list or drop off all projects that have not started before the re-compete so as to avoid any full funding issues. Michael 
Gray offered a different approach and said one way to positively look at how it is being done now is that projects which are funded in the first year of the six 
years of RSTP funding, the Board is really committing to those projects. It is the projects in years 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6, based off of what we have now, that will not 
have a funding commitment. Ken King asked when a project is considered as having “started”. Mark responded either it has already received money or has 
received a letter to proceed from VDOT or VDRPT. A discussion then ensued. Ken King, Michael Gray, Lee Osborne and Bill Bestpitch each discussed various 
ways that a project could be considered to have “started” with the options ranging from actually starting on the ground in a physical way to getting a letter to 
proceed from the State. In the end, Michael Gray and Ken King offered a hybrid solution in which the first two years of a RSTP six-year funding plan will be 
deemed as having “started.” Projects in the remaining four years will have to re-compete with new RSTP applications. Michael Gray said he was going to speak 
with VDOT officials at the Central Office to see if this proposal to commit to the first two years of a six-year funding plan would meet that intent for “full 
funding”.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
Ken King suggested that the TPO’s Transportation Technical Committee (TTC) continue to work on this issue noting that localities want to know their options. 
There are negatives to having projects fully funded when you are talking about adding a project. Six years from now is a long time from a local government’s 
perspective. VDOT is trying to get out of the business of partially funding projects that never come to fruition. However, he did see where Michael Gray’s 
earlier suggestion of committing to the first two years would allow for those committed projects to be fully funded in the VDOT SYIP, so that this may be a way 
to go forward with both flexibility and funding commitment. Lee Osborne asked about projects that theoretically may never be fully funded, such as the Valley 
Metro bus replacement project. Noting that the issue is not going to go away so the question is does that fall under the issue of “Upper Limit Project Size”? 
Mark stated that was a good point, noting what we call a project is what was applied for -- not a grand vision of money wanted. 
Mike Gray restated what he thought the TPO was asking the TTC, VDOT and TPO staff to examine more closely and bring back a recommendation to the next 
meeting. Once a project is started, the funding commitment will remain, but there is also a desire for flexibility to bring in new projects to re-compete, while 
keeping committed funds for projects. Mike Gray expressed that the TPO board needs to determine if they will stay committed to projects where the applicant 
may not be starting when they say they will – do you keep funding projects when no work has started or do you make those projects recompete? 
 

None 
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Vice Chair Ferris stated whatever the structure; it should give the TPO Policy Board maximum flexibility to go forward. There was agreement by the TPO Board 
on this comment.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     
Bill Bestpitch inquired how much certainty do we have as an organization about how much funding is going to be available one or two years out With things 
changing at the federal and state level, how are we to program money 2-5 years out when no one has committed they are going to give us that money.                                                                                                                            
Mark said it has been fairly consistent since these are federal funds so the only changes that occurred when SAFETEA-LU became MAP-21 and then the FAST 
Act. According to Mark, the availability of funds is only going to change when Congress passes a new transportation bill, usually every four to six years.                                                                                                                           
Mark talked about another option that is currently used by VDOT in its assessment of projects under HB2, which calls for assessing the 
“numerator/denominator” cost estimates associated with each project. Lee Osborne said he felt that would only favor small projects. Mark noted the other 
option is to say you want to have an upper limit. Instead of a dollar amount, since RSTP can change, you say our upper limit will be the equivalent of three 
years of RSTP funds or an equivalent of a certain amount of years. 
Bill Bestpitch said the numerator/denominator can be used as one factor to look at projects to consider but not necessarily the deciding factor in every case. 
Bill Bestpitch asked if the federal government requires that the policy and procedures guide be more definite than what was outlined above. Mark said it has to 
be a little more definite and will need to say how people are going to apply, be evaluated, how priorities are going to be arrived at, and how decisions are going 
to be made. 
Ken King noted that the HB2 policy has a methodology of scoring with ultimate discretion still left to the board. The numerator/denominator, as a point of 
information for the board, is valuable. The guidance to an applicant that the board would prefer not to fund a project that exceeds two years of funding 
available to the board is good guidance, but it doesn’t prevent action to the contrary. If the project has been funded in the first two years it is a committed 
project. This information will be useful in the dialogue among the TTC, VDOT and TPO staff, as well as informing the applicant they need to provide a scope, 
schedule and cash flow for the project. In this case, an upper limit “guidance” should be included as a strong suggestion but not as an absolute requirement. 
For instance, it could be very strongly suggested that projects not represent more than two years’ worth of RSTPfunding. 
The TPO Policy Board outlined the following guidance points and asked the TTC to discuss these points at their March meeting and bring back 
recommendations to the Board. Vice Chair Ferris said it should be conveyed to the TTC that the TPO Board would like for them to come up with a draft 
document that embodies the guidance points. 

• Localities will want a commitment that a project is funded in the first year or two (whether it is a letter to proceed or activity of project/Preliminary 
Engineering has begun). 

• TPO Board wants maximum flexibility. 

• Applicants need to show the cash flow of projects. This will illustrate the dependency a project may have that starts late. The Board should have the 
flexibility to respond as a part of an annual adjustment procedure.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

 
Establish an upper limit on funding (tying it to the number of years of funding). Language should be developed that makes this a very strong guidance but does 
not completely exclude an option for larger projects. The TPO Board suggested that two years of RSTP funding would be reasonable guidance to consider. 
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TTC February 11, 
2016  

March 10, 2016 4. RSTP POLICIES & PROCEDURES UPDATE (FIRST DISCUSSION)  
  
In anticipation of future rounds of Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) applications, Mark McCaskill reported 
that now is the time to update the RSTP Project Development & Selection Procedures.  The original procedures manual 
was approved in March of 2013 and updated in June of 2014.  Mark stated he wanted to open the floor for discussion to 
gain ideas to develop a draft document for review at future meetings.  Mark also noted that the central question in the 
discussion would be what role RSTP would play with regards to HB2.  It is anticipated that the next round of HB2 will 
begin on August 1, 2016 with subsequent rounds on a biennial schedule beginning August 1, 2018, August 1, 2020, etc.  
Mark stated that the question is -- countercyclical to HB2 vs. simultaneous with HB2?  
  
Three potential RSTP strategies for consideration and discussion:   
  
1) Countercyclical – Recommend to the TPO Policy Board in this strategy that RSTP applications be received on a fixed 
biennial basis that runs countercyclical to HB2.  This would mean that applications would be accepted in 
August/September of 2017, 2019, 2021, etc. This strategy would abandon the current practice of RSTP applications being 
called at the RVTPO’s discretion in response to external conditions in favor of the fixed biennial schedule that would give 
more predictability to applicants. It also has the advantage of positioning RSTP as a way to complement, supplement or 
replace any funds that did or did not get awarded in previous cycles.   
       
2) Cyclical – This strategy would resemble the previous strategy in recommending a fixed biennial schedule. The only 
difference is that RSTP would run simultaneous with the HB2 application cycle so that applications would be accepted 
August/September 2016, 2018, 2020, etc. One advantage of this strategy is that applicants can prepare the information 
for both HB2 and RSTP simultaneously. Additionally, with the simultaneous application cycle, and provided the TPO’s 
RSTP selection occurs following HB2 scoring announcements (roughly January of the following year), additional funds 
could potentially be available to other RSTP applicant projects which either did not apply for or did not score well in the 
HB2 process. Since the applications would be simultaneous they would essentially proceed independently. Similar to the 
countercyclical strategy, fully funded HB2 project applications can provide an opportunity to other projects seeking RSTP 
funding.    
  
3) Other/No Material Change – One option would be to leave things as they are and have the RVTPO decide when to call 
for a new round of RSTP applications at their discretion without a fixed schedule. The advantage of this strategy is that 
the RVTPO could be completely responsive to changing opportunities or conditions.   
  
Mark asked for feedback by TTC members on a fixed schedule.  Comments included:  
  

 Liz Belcher said she thinks the fixed schedule is good because it gives people time to plan and know what to expect and 
when and it seems more proactive vs reactive.  
  

 Cody Sexton stated his question is not so much a fixed schedule on the application side, but if there were any rules 
governing the back end of the plan.  He stated discussion last year was if you put things in the out years (more than 3-4 
years out); you might as well assume that another application process would come along.    Ben Tripp stated he likes the 
scheduled nature, but he feels the decision on that needs to include a consideration of how much funding and over what 
length of time your project can get that maximum.  If knowing you are going to come back and reevaluate something at a 
certain period of time, maybe part of that discussion is to have some rules.    
 Mark McCaskill stated that according to the comments heard, it sounded as if everyone was on board with a fixed 
schedule of around two years and then discuss the pros and cons of countercyclical vs. cyclical.  Mark Jamison stated a 
fixed schedule is good but it would be nice to have better certainty of the level of funding that might be available.  Mr. 

None 
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Jamison feels some sort of fixed cycle so we can be planning for until there is a leveling out of how much funding is 
available.     
  
Mark McCaskill stated around $4 million is anticipated. Mark stated that the TPO staff is in favor of recommending for 
discussion the countercyclical approach so you would have information on HB2 scores from the previous round.  
Chairman Holladay agreed setting a schedule was good since all have to respond to local boards and/or councils. Mark 
asked members to think over and email him comments/concerns on the recompete versus HB2-like of guaranteed 
funding system.  Because, he noted, if it is HB2-like, it could disappoint stakeholders (i.e., yes, you can put in an 
application but you cannot get funded for four years by definition). 
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TTC March 10, 2016 April 14, 2016 4. RSTP POLICY AND PROCEDURES RECOMMENDATIONS-To move the process forward with the TPO Policy Board, Mark 
McCaskill stated what he would like decisions from the TTC so staff can start updating and developing a draft RSTP Policy 
and Procedures document. The TTC needs to decide on: 
 
· A definitive answer on Countercyclical to HB2 Schedule – TTC unanimously agreed on the Countercyclical approach. 
 
· Re-compete or Keep the Same Cycle as HB2 (Like HB2) – Mark explained that in the last two policy and procedures 
documents for RSTP, the TPO has had a recompete framework. Meaning, every time you go out for applications, those 
projects in the six-year funding plan that have not started must re-compete with new RSTP applications. That has been 
the TPO process over the last two rounds and it has seemed to work. However, he noted that HB2 has since been 
introduced with the opposite philosophy. When HB2 projects are scored, projects are programmed and the cost for the 
projects are covered – no re-competing. Michael Gray spoke about VDOT’s “full funding policy” approved by the CTB. He 
stated VDOT will be encouraging their TPO/MPOs, as part of their RSTP process, to do something similar to fully fund 
projects so no projects will be left with inadequate funding and little work done. The TTC felt there were both pros and 
cons on this issue and did not reach consensus and asked for further direction from the TPO Policy Board. 
 
· Annual Adjustment Review – The TTC recommended including an “Annual Adjustment Review” procedure (show the 
cash flow of projects) where the TPO adjusts funding timing or details based on any unforeseen delays or other events 
within particular projects development cycle. The goal of the Annual Adjustment Review is to keep projects moving and 
not to stall other projects because of unanticipated delays in a single project. 
 
· Upper Limit on the Amount of funding that Projects Can Receive (“Upper Limit Project Size”) – Mark gave a hypothetical 
example if a fantastic project came in with a large amount ($40 million dollar project = $4 million for 10 years) then that 
would represent 10 years of RSTP funds regardless of the countercyclical schedule. In such a scenario it would be moot to 
keep to the 2-year application cycle as more than 10 years of RSTP funding would be programmed in the one project. The 
TTC did not reach consensus and asked for further direction from the TPO Policy Board.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

As listed under Discussion. 
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March 
24, 
2016 

April 28, 
2016 

5. FIRST DISCUSSION OF THE DRAFT REGIONAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (RSTP) POLICY AND PROCEDURES GUIDE - The first draft of the Regional Surface Transportation Program 
Project Development and Selection Procedures Guide was presented for discussion.  Mark McCaskill reported on the yellow highlighted text changes in the draft guide and asked for comments. 
 * Page 5, last paragraph on page under title “Large Projects” –TPO members agreed that only the first sentence be used and to delete the rest of the paragraph.  Change to read…The RVTPO Policy 
Board strongly advises that no RSTP application represent more than two years of RSTP funding.  
  
* Page 6, #1 - Change to read…The RVTPO Policy Board will initiate an initial RSTP candidate project list and rating.  Thereafter, the project list will be reviewed annually by the Transportation 
Technical Committee (TTC) in an Annual Adjustment Review process.  The TTC will recommend minor adjustments and financial plan changes to existing projects.  Every practical effort will be made 
to adhere to the most recent RSTP ranking (i.e., scoring) in making financial adjustments in the Annual Adjustment Review.  Also, the RVTPO’s commitment to fully funding RSTP projects and/or 
project phases will be considered during the annual adjustments.  The RVTPO Policy Board will have final decision making authority on all annual adjustments.  
  
* Page 7, #15 – Change to read…The RSTP candidate project list and rating will follow a two-year cycle that is countercyclical to VDOT’s HB2 process.  This means that there will be a call for 
applications starting in June on the following calendar years:  2017, 2019, 2021, 2023, 2025, 2027…..etc.  
  
* Page 7, #16 – Change to read…Pursuant to the two-year RSTP application cycle outlined in item #15, the first two years of any RSTP Six-Year Funding Plan will be considered “previously funded” 
and committed in the next application cycle.  RSTP projects in the following four years will have to re-compete with the new candidate projects in the application and scoring process.   
 Discussion ensued. Lee Osborne stated he was still unclear about the wording of #16, noting that he reads it to say that the first two years of any project that is in that six-year plan will be 
considered previously funded in the next cycle.  He asked if it was correct to say that even though those next years don’t start until years five or six, which in the next cycle will be years three and 
four, they would still be considered previously funded.    
 Mark McCaskill responded that from the discussion at the February TPO meeting, in the six-year funding plan those first two years of funding from a policy perspective would be considered 
previously funded.    
 Michael Gray noted it is the first two years of an approved six-year plan, which would be years One and Two.    
 Lee Osborne asked if the TPO was saying that any project approved to be funded in the first two years of any RSTP Six-Year Funding Plan would be considered previously funded in the next cycle.  
 Mark McCaskill said where the TPO Policy Board ended their discussion at the February meeting it was the first two years.  He further stated what we are discussing is the difference between cash 
flows and what a project is asking for.  Mr. McCaskill asked if it is the will of the TPO Policy Board to only guarantee the first two years of cash flows or if it is the will of the Policy Board to guarantee 
funding for any project that starts within those first two years of the approved Funding Plan, regardless of how far their cash may extend beyond it?  The central question – is it the will of the Policy 
Board to guarantee just the two years or to guarantee anything that starts within the two years?    
 Lee Osborne stated it was his understanding that the TPO talked about anything that started within that cycle, after it was approved, would be considered previously funded when it came up again 
regardless of how far into the future the funding was scheduled and that the TPO Board was going to limit or address the issue of large projects by putting a cap on the total amount that could be 
included in a project for approval.    
 Mike Gray stated that the only way for a project to start in those first two years is if it has money committed in those first two years.  
 It was the consensus of the Policy Board to ask Mark McCaskill to use the concept of the language articulated by both Mr. Osborne and Mr. Gray to update the draft guide for review and comment 
by the Transportation Technical Committee (TTC) at their April 14 meeting.  Mr. Gray stated that a PowerPoint example would also be developed showing how things work with the Six-Year Plan.    
  
* Lee Osborne asked about “Transfer of Unused Funds”, pp. 2-3, noting that it seemed like the issue of “unused funds” would be left with project sponsor(s) versus brought back to the TPO Policy 
Board so they can decide what to do with unused funds.  Mr. Osborne asked why those funds wouldn’t go back into a reserve fund and dealt out in general process.  Mark McCaskill responded that 
in the previous two RSTP Policy Guides, discussion centered around if a locality applies for funds and can’t use them for one project, are those funds given to the locality to be able to try and 
transfer to another project or does the locality have to give up funds to go into a general reserve.  Michael Gray stated that the language in the first Guide came from other MPOs around the State 
who are basically giving a piece of the pie to each locality to do with what they want.  Our MPO doesn’t have that same kind of process.  Mike Gray said he has no problem with the funds coming 
back to the Policy Board and for them to decide.  Lee Osborne said he wouldn’t have a problem with Item (A) saying the Board has the right to request that the funds be applied to one project.  But 
he thinks the request should be decided by the Policy Board.  He added he thinks the default would be that the funds go into a “reserve” to be allocated.  Mark McCaskill added that all these items 
can be covered through the annual adjustment procedure.  Mike Gray agreed that it should be better defined that the project sponsor can ask for the unused funds but the funds would still have to 
come back to the TPO Policy Board for its decision.  Lee Osborne said (A) reads ok to keep in the Guide.  He suggested in (B) take out the word “request” and let it be subject to process. Mark 
McCaskill stated that the staff will work on refining the language and present another draft to the Transportation Technical Committee (TTC).  After TTC comments, another draft guide will be 
brought back to the TPO Policy Board for review at their April meeting. 

None 
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TTC Thursday, April 14, 
2016 

May 12, 2016 5. ACTION ON DRAFT RSTP PROCEDURES GUIDE- Mark McCaskill stated that the changes/feedback from 
the March TPO Policy Board meeting have been incorporated into the latest draft of the Regional Surface 
Transportation Program (RSTP) Project Development and Selection Procedures document.                                                                                                                                                     
The draft document included the following: 
(1) Yellow highlights in the draft document represent changes from the draft that went to the TPO Policy 
Board at their March meeting. 
(2) Grey highlights cover a section that the RVTPO would like the TTC to re-work. VDOT is researching the 
question of who is the appropriate party to initiate changes and the 
appropriate mechanism of transferring funds (an overage and underage account). 
(3) Feedback concerning Section 11 “Rating Factors” was submitted by a staff member for discussion by 
the TTC (not yet included in the highlighted changes) but presented below: 
(a) “One of the Livable Roanoke Valley goals is to promote a healthy Roanoke Valley –consider a question 
that addresses how the project will help improve people’s 
personal health. Another goal is workforce development – how does the project support workforce 
development?” 
(b) “Should other criterion be added that plays into Environmental Justice/Title VI, such as – how will this 
project help improve the lives of the most challenged in our 
community including but not limited to those with few financial resources and the disabled?”                                                                                                                                                                                            
(4) The Roanoke Valley TPO Policy Board asked the TTC to include an example of how the two-year 
application cycles will work with regards to projects starting in the first two years of the RSTP Six-Year 
Financial Plan, being regarded as “previously funded” for the purposes of the next application cycle. 
Michael Gray offered to prepare an example for the TTC to discuss at their April meeting.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
The floor was opened for other changes/discussion by the TTC on the latest draft of the RSTP 
Procedures: 
· Michael Gray presented a spreadsheet listing previously funded projects, plus the first two years of 
committed funds by the TPO for projects, using the most recent RSTP SixYear 
Financial Plan (FY16-FY21). Mark McCaskill stated that the TPO Policy Board, in its review of the draft 
RSTP Project Selection Procedures document, used the term “strongly advised” with regard to no single 
project application representing more than two years of estimated RSTP funding. 
· Ben Tripp inquired if the TPO Policy Board specifically meant two years of dollar value or two years in 
actual time. Both Gray and McCaskill confirmed that the TPO meant 
dollar value. The TPO Board is looking for a clear definition; however, it desires the flexibility to address a 
new regional priority should it arise in the next two years.                                      Page 2, change last 
sentence “In general, if there are unused RSTP funds allocated to a project that has been completed or 
cancelled, the transfer of available funds will be handled as follows, preferably in the order presented:” 
TO READ “In general, if there are unused RSTP funds allocated to a project that has been completed or 
cancelled, the transfer of available funds will be evaluated by the Transportation Technical Committee 
(TTC) with the RVTPO Policy Board making the final decision.” This change came about from discussions 
on Page 3. TTC members asked why the TPO Board wanted the TTC to look at reworking or deleting a), 
b), and c) on 
Page 3. Mark McCaskill noted that text was taken from the Petersburg-Colonial Heights-Hopewell 
example document that staff used when developing our original RSTP Procedures document. The text 
was based on that area’s experience, which included infighting and ownership of funds. After further 
discussion, members agreed to delete a, b, and c and to reword the last paragraph on page 2 (as 
presented above in bold). 
· Page 4, under Pedestrian and/or Bicycle Improvements – 
o Change second bullet which reads…New Sidewalks, Shared Use Paths and or Greenway Trails to read 

Transportation Technical Committee Action: 
Michael Gray moved that the changes to the RSTP Procedures 
document, as outlined above and the inclusion of the Six-Year 
Financial Plan example, be forwarded to the TPO Policy Board for 
their consideration at their April 28, 2016 meeting. The motion was 
seconded by Cody Sexton and carried. 
The TTC also agreed to wait on the document from the Federal 
Review to see if a direction concerning Environmental Justice is 
addressed (noting that another update of the RSTP 
document can be presented if necessary).  
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New Sidewalks (as its own separate bullet #2). 
o The rest of the text, with the deletion of the word “or”, … “Shared Use Paths and or Greenway Trails”, 
would then become the third bullet. 
o “Sharrows, Striping or and other Bicycle Signage” would then become the fourth bullet, with the 
deletion of the word “or” and the insertion of the word “and”. 
o “Roadway Widening for Bicycle Lanes” would become the fifth bullet.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
Page 5, delete the word “of” in #3) to now read…Use of HB2 funds. 
· Page 6, change “create” and insert “approve” in first sentence to now read… “The RVTPO Policy Board 
will create approve a RSTP candidate project list and rating from….” 
· TTC members stated that for better comparison/reading in the future, it would be useful for staff to 
show the old version of the document/changes along with the newest 
version/changes. 
· Chairman Holladay asked if there were any further text changes to the RSTP Procedures document. 
Mark McCaskill stated that the TPO would like the example 
(presented by Michael Gray) to be included as well. 
· Mark McCaskill asked TTC members for their feedback about recommending to the TPO Policy Board 
the inclusion of Livable Roanoke Valley and Environmental 
Justice/Title VI as separate rating factors that would increase the point total. 
· Chairman Holladay stated that the spirits of these concepts are already included in existing categories. 
Liz Belcher said she felt that item E already includes Quality of Life (for Livable Roanoke Valley) and that 
the Environmental Justice issue was already 
being covered in items D & F.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
· Mike Gray asked how Environmental Justice/Title VI would score. Mark said Title VI was a main item in 
the TPO’s recent Federal Review and that it results from Executive orders instructing all federal agencies 
to evaluate potential impacts on minority and low income populations when federal dollars are spent. 
Discussion centered on whether or not to formally include Environmental Justice/Title VI in the scoring.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
· TTC members agreed that it would be best to wait on the findings in the final document from the TPO’s 
recent Federal Review to see if it provides any guidance on how to address the Environmental 
Justice/Title VI issue in RSTP. Mark McCaskill reported that the RSTP Project Selection and Procedures 
document could always be updated again when more formal federal guidance is received. For now, the 
RSTP document can be forwarded with the previously mentioned changes.  



17 
 

Meeting Meeting 
Date 

Meeting 
Minutes Date 

Discussion Action 

TPO 
Policy 
Board 

April 28, 
2016 

May 26, 2016 ACTION ON THE FINAL DRAFT OF THE UPDATE TO THE REGIONAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (RSTP) PROJECT 
DEVELOPMENT AND SELECTION PROCEDURES GUIDE-The final draft of the updated Regional Surface Transportation Program 
(RSTP) Project Development and Selection Procedures Guide was presented for consideration. Mark McCaskill reported that the 
process to update the guide began in January of this year and that several previous drafts have been presented and discussed at 
past meetings. Both the TPO Policy Board and the Transportation Technical Committee were heavily involved in providing 
feedback/input during the process.  

Roanoke Valley TPO Policy Board Action: 
Mr. Ferris moved adoption of the final draft of the updated Regional 
Surface Transportation 
Program (RSTP) Project Development and Selection Procedures 
Guide, as presented. The 
motion was seconded by Mr. Dodson and carried. 

 

Meeting Meeting Date Meeting Minutes 
Date 

Discussion Action 

TTC May 14, 2016 June 9, 2016  RSTP – NEW FUNDS 
A spreadsheet provided by Michael Gray (Working Draft “FY17-22 RSTP Six-Year Financial Plan”) was distributed at the meeting. The 
spreadsheet showed RSTP projects and their 
approved amounts for each year, as well as new RSTP funding the TPO area is projected to receive in years 2017 through 2022, which is 
approximately $9,243,360. Gray stated that the 
TTC needs to decide how they want to distribute the projected additional funds. 
Gray suggested that the TTC look at the 15 RSTP projects (many of which he noted were already fully funded) to see if there are any 
project changes needing to be made. Gray referred 
to discussion items on the bottom of the spreadsheet, and referred to #1 by saying that, “Estimates need to be revised for all projects; 
extra funding could be used to cover increases 
(high priority to low); not a way to add to the scope of the project; red flag if project increases over a certain amount (10-15%).” 
Gray indicated that it is time for project managers/applicants to update their original cost estimates, stating that if costs are 
significantly higher than original estimates, then it may be 
time to start asking questions. He noted that some projects are complete, while others are underway. He also stressed the need to find 
out if there are any cost increases on existing 
projects (this only applies to projects which had money in the first two columns of the spreadsheet - Previous Allocation and FY17 
amounts). 
Gray stated he would send an email next week requesting all applicants/managers of projects in the FY’16-21 RSTP Six-Year Financial 
Plan to update their cost estimates and provide that 
information to him at VDOT-Salem District, David Holladay at Roanoke County, and Bryan Hill at the Regional Commission by close of 
business on Tuesday, June 7. The updated 
estimates will be used by the TTC and TPO Policy Board in the development of the FY’17-22 RSTP Six-Year Financial Plan. 
Following discussion, the TTC felt it needed guidance from the TPO Policy Board on how to recommend redistributing the additional 
RSTP funding. Several scenarios were heard (i.e., 
fund applicants on list, call for applications this year, hold money in account, hold majority until cycle in fall of 2017, etc.). It was agreed 
that Michael Gray and David Holladay would present the new RSTP funding scenario to the TPO Policy Board at their May 26, 2016 
meeting for their feedback and direction on how to move forward 

None 
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Date 

Discussion Action 

TPO 
Policy 
Board 

May 26, 2016 June 23, 2016 UPDATE ON REGIONAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (RSTP) – NEW FUNDS 
Michael Gray, Virginia Department of Transportation – Salem District, reported that the Roanoke Valley TPO area is projected to 
receive $9,243,360 in additional RSTP funding in years 2017 through 2022. Handouts were distributed at the meeting showing the 
current (FY’16-21) RSTP Six-Year Financial Plan with the projects and amounts approved by the TPO Policy Board in March of 2015, 
updated RSTP allocations and their approved amount for each year, as well as the new funding received for years 2017-2022. Mr. 
Gray asked the members for their feedback/guidance on how to go about distributing the additional funding. He outlined the 
scenarios expressed by the Transportation Technical Committee (TTC) for the possible distribution of the additional funds:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
§Estimates need to be revised for all projects; extra funding could be used to cover increases (high priority to low); not a way to 
add to the scope of the project.                                                        §Is there a need to advance funding for any of the “committed” 
projects? 
§ Projects that start in out years of FY 16-21 (FY 19-21) could be started earlier; potential to fully fund those projects. 
§ Could call for applications this year, returning to two-year cycle next year. Would provide new list of projects to compete for 
funding. 
§ Could fund a priority project of the RVTPO Board.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
Mr. Gray stated when the Six-Year Improvement Program comes out in June the existing funding will show in a line item (in a 
special account not yet programmed to a specific project). 
Mr. Gray further stated that the money could be left in the “balance entry account” but suggested that perhaps the TPO may want 
to take the FY17-18 funding and apply it toward a project. 
Jason Peters stated that with the new funds coming in now, the Board might want to look at calling for applications this year. 
Staff was asked to look at other TPOs in the Commonwealth and their RSTP funding, and to review the updates from project 
managers on cost estimates of previous RSTP applications. 

Roanoke Valley TPO Policy Board Action: Billy Martin 
moved that Mark McCaskill, Bryan Hill, Mike Gray and 
David Holladay look at what are the best options for 
the TPO with the additional RSTP funding at this time 
and to bring that information back for further 
discussion at the June Policy Board meeting. The 
motion was seconded by Todd Dodson and carried. 
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TTC June 9, 2016 July 14, 2016 6. OTHER BUSINESS · RSTP – New Funding: The soft deadline for 
project managers to present their RSTP cost estimate information 
was extended to Wednesday, June 17, 2016. In addition, Mark 
McCaskill stated that he would research how other TPOs (i.e., 
Richmond Regional, Hampton Roads and Tri Cities – Petersburg, 
Hopewell, FAMPO) are approaching the extra RSTP funding and 
report to the TPO at their June 23, 2016 meeting. 

None. 

 

 

Meeting Meeting Date Meeting Minutes Date Discussion Action 

TPO 
Policy 
Board 

June 23, 2016 July 28, 2016  4. REGIONAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (RSTP) DISCUSSION 
At the June TPO Policy Board meeting, it was reported that the Roanoke Valley TPO area was projected to receive $9,243,360 in additional RSTP funding in years 
2017 through 2022. 
Members were asked to provide their feedback/guidance on how to go about distributing the additional funding. At the conclusion of the June meeting, the Policy 
Board directed staff to: 
(1) look at other TPOs in the Commonwealth and how they distribute their RSTP funding, and 
(2) review the updates from project managers on cost estimates/overruns of previous RSTP applications. 
Staff distributed a handout at the meeting entitled “RSTP Cost Estimate Revisions”, which outlined the following three existing RSTP projects with cost overruns: 
 

Project: Roanoke River Greenway – Eddy Avenue Bridge (UPC 50409) 
Locality: City of Salem 
Updated Estimate: $873,114 
Previous Funding: $646,000 
Shortfall: $226,514 
Project: Roanoke River Greenway (UPC 105439,102769) 
Locality: City of Roanoke 
Updated Estimate: $8,100,000 
Previous Funding: $4,500,000 
Shortfall: $3,600,000 
Project: Tinker Creek Greenway * 
Locality: City of Roanoke 
Updated Estimate: $5,000,000 
Previous Funding: $1,220,000 
Shortfall: $3,780,000                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
TPO members directed the staff to undertake the following 4 tasks and report back at the July meeting. 
1) Confirm the status of the Tinker Creek request with City of Roanoke staff. (*NOTE: After the meeting, Mr. McCaskill verified with City of Roanoke staff that the 
Tinker Creek Greenway project did not have a shortfall but was only asking to move existing funds up to FY’17. The information that was presented at the TPO 
meeting concerning the Tinker Creek Greenway was in error.) 
2) Obtain additional information from project managers on cost overruns and plug in information as a “scenario” of the Six-Year Financial Plan.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           
3) Research whether other TMA-MPOs in Virginia keep a “reserve fund” for RSTP. 
4) Ask Valley Metro if there are any changes in the Bus Replacement Schedule that would have a bearing on RSTP.                                                                                                                        
Additionally, there are four new RSTP projects which are being added to this amendment. Those projects are: 
1. Valley Metro and Southern Area Agency on Aging Transit Vehicle Replacements 

None 
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2. Tinker Creek Pedestrian Bridge 
3. Tinker Creek Trail Extension 
4. Tinker Creek Connectivity Study 
These new projects are being amended into the TIP and all other new projects are being grouped, which do not require any revision to the TIP. An official public 
hearing on the proposed Amendment will take place at a meeting of the RVTPO Policy Board on Thursday, July 28, 2016 at 1:00 p.m. A draft supporting resolution 
for consideration by the TPO Policy Board is attached. 
 

 

Meeting Meeting 
Date 

Meeting 
Minutes Date 

Discussion Action 

TTC July 14, 
2016 

August 11, 2016 8. RSTP INFORMATION UPDATE/DISCUSSION 
Mark McCaskill stated that in order to get the discussion going concerning the Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP), he had prepared three scenarios for TTC 
members to review (sent via email). Mr. McCaskill also reported that Liz Belcher informed him before the meeting that she also had prepared a scenario she would like for 
the TTC to consider. 
Ms. Belcher was asked to present her scenario to TTC members and staff. Ms. Belcher stated her aim was to look at keeping projects moving that were close to construction. 
Michael Gray asked that VDOT’s original estimate of the gap between available funding and programmed funding be placed on the screen for comparison sake. Ms. Belcher 
stated that in the three scenarios provided by Mark McCaskill, the Eddy Bridge project needed $632,114 rather than $405,600 so that difference of $226,514 could be 
programmed in FY17 since the project is ready to go out to construction. 
Ms. Belcher next referred to input for engineering from the Roanoke City greenway project that Mark McCaskill’s scenarios stated would need another $3.5 million. Mark 
Jamison corroborated that statement by saying that the City of Roanoke would be appreciative of any help it can receive. Mr. Jamison re-iterated that the City of Roanoke is 
about to send bids for the first part of the project so they really need money in ’17 and ’18 because of project timing (would not do them any good to have the money in 
’22). 
Michael Gray stated that by analogy, VDOT’s perspective for SMART SCALE is that projects are fully funded and project sponsor’s “feet are held to the fire” about project 
estimates. He stated that whoever has this project needs to be ready to answer questions from the RVTPO Policy Board if they are asking for more money. The project 
originally asked for $2.8 million and it nowit is up to $6.3 million. 
With regard to the Lila Drive/Rte. 117 Improvements project, Ms. Belcher stated that her scenario only shows $517,000 and $518,000 for FY17 and FY18 which could 
increase to $750,000 in each fiscal year since the County of Roanoke stated that Lila Drive could be removed from the RSTP Financial Plan due to being fully funded under 
the SMART SCALE program. It is noted that this is less than the original $3.5 million that was requested as a cost overrun because it is assumed that the City of Roanoke 
should be responsible for a portion of the shortfall. Other changes in the proposed scenario included: 
· Plantation Road project asked for an extra $100,000. That project is out to bid. 
· Tinker Creek Pedestrian Bridge project. Vinton asked that the project be pushed back which freed up $1.5 million in ’17. 
· The Valley Metro Bus Replacement amount was extended for another $1,955,439 in FY’22 (which still does not fully fund the original project award amount of 
$14,127,475). 
· Donnie Underwood (Roanoke City Parks & Recreation staff) had asked that $300,000 be moved to ’17 so money could be saved by bidding two consultant projects 
together. The total funding amount did not change. 
Discussion ensued about the scenario presented by Liz Belcher.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
Postscript: After the meeting, staff discovered that the RSTP Policy and Procedures Manual requires that project sponsor should notify the RVTPO Policy Board with a 
request and justification for project cost or scope changes of more than 10%. With that in mind, RSTP discussion will be taken up at the August RVTPO meeting and project 
sponsors will be invited so that they can communicate a request and justification for the project cost changes of more than 10% (that are included in the TTC 
recommendation). The presentation of information at the August RVTPO meeting will proceed as follows: 
· Mark McCaskill will frame the discussion by presenting the relevant portions of the RSTP Policy and Procedures Manual and emphasizing general planning values that were 
highlighted in the recent federal review such as including projects that address ADA or Environmental Justice whenever possible. 
· Cody Sexton, TTC Chairman, will present the specific TTC recommendation. 
· Project sponsors will be asked to speak to the cost overruns and explain why, in their view, they occurred. 

Transportation Technical 
Committee Action: Mark 
Jamison moved that the 
scenario presented by Liz 
Belcher be forwarded to 
the TPO Policy Board as the 
TTC’s recommendation, as 
revised to include the 
changes discussed at the 
meeting. The motion was 
seconded by Cody Sexton 
and carried. 
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July 28, 
2016 

August 25, 
2016 

10. OTHER BUSINESS 
· Mark McCaskill noted that discussion on the 
Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) 
would take place at the August TPO meeting when 
the TPO Policy Board will be asked to consider the 
Transportation Technical Committee’s (TTC) 
recommendation(s) for a Six-Year RSTP Funding Plan. 
(Discussion will focus on relevant RSTP policies & 
procedures, project sponsors to speak on cost 
overruns, and the TTC Chairman will present 
recommendation(s) from the July TTC meeting, etc.) 

 

 

Meeting Meeting Date Meeting Minutes Date Discussion Action 

TPO Policy Board August 25, 2016 September 22, 2016 4. FY 2017-2022 REGIONAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (RSTP) SIX-YEAR FINANCIAL PLAN 
RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL COMMITTEE (TTC)- 
Mark McCaskill presented the framework for RSTP decision-making, reminding the RVTPO Policy Board 
of relevant sections of the current RSTP Policy and Procedures Manual, which states that project 
sponsors should address the RVTPO Policy Board concerning cost overruns greater than 10%. Mr. 
McCaskill also mentioned the planning principles of Environmental Justice (EJ) and the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA). Mr. McCaskill further noted that the Bus Stop Accessibility project, which 
concerns both EJ and ADA, was not advanced in time or funding during the development of the TTC 
funding recommendation. 
 
Project sponsors, requesting cost overruns greater than 10% for their respective RSTP projects, were in 
attendance to address the Policy Board on the following projects: 
 
Administered/Project Sponsor: City of Salem 
Project: Roanoke River Greenway (Eddy Avenue Bridge), UPC 56409 
Original $ Request: $405,600 
Change in Cost: $226,514 
Funding Recommendation: $632,114 
 
Administered/Project Sponsor: Roanoke County 
Project: Plantation Road, Bicycle, Pedestrian & Streetscape Improvements 
Original $ Request: $1,279,503 
Change in Cost: $400,000 
Funding Recommendation: $1,679,503 
 
Roanoke County staff also reported that the Plantation Road – Lila Drive Intersection project 
($968,750) has been dropped from the RSTP listing since SMART SCALE funding was received for that 
project. 
 
Administered/Project Sponsor: City of Roanoke 

Roanoke Valley TPO Policy Board Action: 
Upon motion by Mr. Ferris, seconded by Mr. 
Martin and carried, the supporting resolution 
to 
endorse the FY 2017-2022 RSTP Six-Year 
Financial Plan, as presented, was adopted. 
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Project: Roanoke River Greenway – City of Salem line to Bridge Street, 
 UPC 102769 and UPC 105439 
Original $ Request: $2,863,800 
Change in Cost: $3,500,000 
Funding Recommendation: $4,363.800* 
 
 
*Staff reported that the TTC recommended that the Roanoke River Greenway overage not be fully 
funded from RSTP funding. Instead, the TTC’s recommended scenario contains $1,500,000 with 
the understanding that the City of Roanoke will make up the additional $2,000,000 in cost overruns 
from other sources. 
 
Some minor discussion revolved around the cash flow timing change of some projects, the decision 
to not fully fund the greenway project because of its large cost overrun and the use of a Balance 
Entry account in the out years as a cushion for potential future reductions in funding and/or minor 
changes in project costs. 
 
Mr. McCaskill then asked Cody Sexton, Chairman of the Transportation Technical Committee 
(technical advisory committee to the TPO), to present the TTC’s RSTP recommendations for FY17- 
22 (presented earlier in the agenda packet). 
 
CTB Member, William Fralin, reiterated that the intent of SMART SCALE is to fully fund the requested 
amount of SMART SCALE projects that successfully score and are funded. Mr. Fralin noted that the 
Roanoke Valley TPO’s RSTP program operates on a different principle in which those projects not 
awarded funding in the first two years would have to re-compete with new project applications in the 
next round of RSTP applications. 
 
Ken King added that any SMART SCALE applications that depend on RSTP funding beyond the two year 
“re-compete” window could seek a resolution from the RVTPO Policy Board stating that they intend to 
reserve said RSTP funding for the projects should it be awarded SMART SCALE funding and will 
program said RSTP funding after the next round of applications. Mr. King further stated that he would 
seek an answer at the statewide level addressing the use of a RVTPO resolution as previously outlined. 
 
5. ACTION ON SUPPORTING RESOLUTION FOR ENDORSEMENT OF THE FY 2017-2022 RSTP SIX-YEAR 
FINANCIAL PLAN 
 
Staff is seeking adoption of the supporting resolution to endorse the FY 2017-2022 Regional 
Surface Transportation Program Six-Year Financial Plan, as presented. 
 

 


