
 

 

 

NVTC COMMISSION MEETING  

THURSDAY, JUNE 4, 2009 

NVTC CONFERENCE ROOM  

8:00 PM 

 

NOTE: A buffet supper will be provided for attendees.  

 
AGENDA 

 

1.  Minutes of the NVTC Meeting of May 7, 2009. 
 
Recommended Action: Approval.  
 
 

2. VRE Items. 
 
A report will be provided from VRE’s Chief Executive Officer. The VRE 
Operations Board did not meet in May. 
 
Information Item.  
 
 

3. WMATA Items. 
 
A. Presentation by John Catoe, General Manager. 

 
B. Rail Modernization Report to Congress by the Federal Transit Administration. 
 
C. RFP for Open Payment System. 
 
D. Comments on FY 2010 WMATA Budget.  

 
Presentation and Discussion Item.  
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4. State Aid for FY 2010. 

 
A copy of the statement to the CTB presented by Chairman Zimmerman on June 
2nd is attached.  The issues described therein were discussed further with DRPT 
staff at a workshop.  The attached tables provide comparisons of state aid 
expected to be received from DRPT by NVTC in FY 2010. 
 
Recommended Action: Authorize NVTC’s Executive Director to sign DRPT grant 
agreements for FY 2010 on behalf of NVTC’s jurisdictions and VRE.  

 
 

5. GEORGE Transit Service Agreement with Falls Church and Arlington’s 
ART. 
 
Falls Church expects to execute a service agreement with ART to replace 
WMATA as the provider of GEORGE bus service effective July 1, 2009.  NVTC is 
a party to an agreement with WMATA allowing NVTC to repurchase the four 
GEORGE buses currently titled to WMATA.  NVTC will retain the same rights in 
the new agreement. 

 
Recommended Action:  Authorize NVTC’s Executive Director, with the 
concurrence of NVTC’s legal counsel, to execute appropriate contracts 
facilitating repurchase of the four GEORGE buses from WMATA for $1 each and 
providing title to the buses to ART, with NVTC retaining the right to repurchase 
the buses from ART for $1 each.  

 
 

6. Legislative Items. 
 
The status of pending federal legislation to authorize and appropriate funding for 
public transit will be reviewed.  
 
Discussion Item. 

 
 

7.  Regional Transportation Items.  

A. I-95/395 HOT Lanes. 
B. VTA Conference in Fredericksburg on June 8-9, 2009. 
C. EDF’s Reinventing Transit Case Studies. 
D. Bus Rapid Transit Update. 
E. Examining the Speed-Flow-Delay Paradox in the Washington D.C. Region 

 
Information Item. 
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8. Northern Virginia Transit Ridership as of April, 2009. 

 
Information Item.  
 
 

9. NVTC Financial Items for April, 2009. 
 
Information Item. 
 
 
 
 Note: NVTC’s July 2nd meeting will start at 6:30 p.m. and feature a holiday 

barbeque.  After the meeting a 53-minute documentary will be shown of 
smart growth in Arlington, which includes archive material provided by 
NVTC. 



Agenda Item #1 
 

 

    
MINUTES 

NVTC COMMISSION MEETING – MAY 7, 2009 
NVTC CONFERENCE ROOM, ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 

 
 The meeting of the Northern Virginia Transportation Commission was called to order 
by Chairman Zimmerman at 8:10 P.M. 
 
Members Present 
Charles Badger 
Sharon Bulova 
Kelly Burk 
Adam Ebbin 
John Foust 
Jeffrey Greenfield 
Mark R. Herring 
Pat Herrity 
Catherine Hudgins 
Mary Hynes 
Dan Maller  
Jeffrey McKay 
Paul Smedberg 
Christopher Zimmerman 
 
 
Members Absent 
David Albo 
William D. Euille 
Jay Fisette 
Joe May 
Thomas Rust 
Mary Margaret Whipple 
 
 
Staff Present 
Lynn Everett 
Rhonda Gilchrest 
Corey Hill (DRPT) 
Scott Kalkwarf 
Greg McFarland 
Adam McGavock 
Kala Quintana 
Rick Taube 
Dale Zehner (VRE) 
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Minutes of the April 9, 2009 NVTC Meeting 
 

Mrs. Bulova moved, with a second by Mr. Smedberg, to approve the minutes.   
The vote in favor was cast by commissioners Badger, Bulova, Foust, Greenfield, 
Herring, Hudgins, McKay, Smedberg and Zimmerman.  Commissioners Hynes and 
Maller abstained since they did not attend the April meeting.   
 
 
VRE Items 
 

Report from the VRE Operations Board.   Mrs. Bulova stated that there are no 
VRE action items this month.  She reported that the total number of VRE trips in March, 
2009 was 6.1 percent higher than the same time last year.  Although the growth rate 
has slowed, ridership continues to increase.  Chairman Zimmerman noted that ridership 
has increased even with a recent fare increase, gas prices plummeting and the 
economic situation.  He announced that there will be no Operations Board meeting in 
May. 

 
When Mr. Zehner arrived, he was given an opportunity to comment on VRE 

items.  Mr. Zehner stated that on-time performance for April was 93 percent on the 
Fredericksburg line and 94 percent on the Manassas line.  Following six locomotive 
failures in March, VRE has taken a proactive approach and now has a contractor at the 
yards inspecting and maintaining the locomotive fleet on a daily basis.   

 
 
GEORGE Bus 
 
 Mr. Taube announced that effective with this meeting, Dan Maller, who has been 
serving as an alternate, will now be the NVTC commissioner from Falls Church and 
Dave Snyder will serve as an alternate. 
 

Mr. Snyder stated that it has been an honor to serve on NVTC and he continues 
to look forward to staying involved as an alternate.  He will also continue to serve on the 
Transportation Planning Board.  He recognized NVTC staff’s hard work to correct some 
erroneous information about the GEORGE Bus system that had recently been 
circulated.   

 
Mr. Taube added that the Falls Church City Council has agreed to continue the 

local bus system for FY 2010 at a cost of no more than $300,000. Funds held in trust for 
the city at NVTC are available for that purpose.  A working group will be formed to 
examine the long-term future of the GEORGE Bus service.  NVTC staff has been invited 
to participate.   
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I-66 Transit/TDM Study 
 
 Chairman Zimmerman introduced Corey Hill from DRPT, who gave a 
presentation on the I-66 Transit/TDM Study.  Mr. Hill reviewed the study’s goals and 
objectives, which include identifying more transportation choices through transit and 
transportation demand management (TDM) enhancements that will create mobility in 
the I-66 corridor; developing a recommended plan for short-term and medium-term 
transit and TDM service improvements in the I-66 corridor between Haymarket and 
Washington, D.C.; and providing input into the restart of the I-66 Multimodal 
Transportation Environmental Study. 
 
 Commissioners Burk and Ebbin arrived at 8:23 P.M. and 8:24 P.M., respectively. 
 
 Mr. McKay requested that under the BRT types of investments “bus-only” include 
existing lanes as well as the shoulder lane.  Mr. Hill stated that the study will look at as 
many options as possible.  There may be some low-cost and easy solutions that can be 
implemented in the corridor.  He stated that he would be happy to return for a future 
meeting and update NVTC on this study.   
 
 Mr. Herrity arrived at 8:26 P.M. 
  
 
2007 State of the Commute Survey 
 
 Mr. Hill explained that the survey expanded on one conducted by the 
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG) in 2007.  The Virginia 
State-of-the-Commute (SOC) project surveyed approximately 7,000 employed residents 
of the Commonwealth of Virginia.  The purpose of the survey was to document trends in 
commuting behavior and collect attitudinal data regarding Virginia commuters.   Mr. 
Hill reviewed some of the key findings of the survey: 
 

1) When it comes to work trips, Virginians are embracing transportation choices; 
2) Infrastructure and outreach are key for transportation choices; 
3) Employer involvement lifts participation in transportation choices; 
4) Telework has tremendous growth potential; and 
5) Investment in transportation choices has broad based support. 
 
In response to a question from Delegate Ebbin, Mr. Hill stated that the survey 

was scientifically balanced and he provided more details about how the survey was 
conducted and used.    
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Mr. McKay asked if employers in Virginia are doing a better job of offering 
employer-provided commute services than employers in Maryland and Washington, 
D.C. He also asked if the Commonwealth is reaching out to the other local governments 
who do not offer assistance to their employers in their jurisdictions. Mr. Hill responded 
that is a great question and it would be helpful to know if Virginia is as far ahead in this 
area as it thinks it is.  He stated that he will further research this. Mr. McKay observed 
that if a commuter living in Virginia but working in Maryland or the District is not using 
transit because his employer is not providing these services, then it affects Virginia.   

 
Chairman Zimmerman observed that the survey was conducted before the big 

spike in fuel prices.  Therefore, some of the survey results may be understated because 
transit ridership significantly increased after fuel prices skyrocketed.  Also, there needs 
to be a way to express the difference between using transit versus driving alone when 
transit is available.  There is a dramatic difference in results of respondents living closer 
to the Beltway compared to those that live farther out.  Mr. Hill stated that the survey 
was broken down by inside the Beltway and outside the Beltway for analysis and he will 
provide NVTC with this information.  Mr. Maller stated that it would be helpful to have 
this information by zip code.  Mrs. Hynes asked if DRPT cut the data by socio-economic 
or ethnicity criteria.  Mr. Hill stated that DRPT can analyze the data in all different ways 
and would be happy to analyze the data to answer specific questions from 
commissioners.   

 
Mrs. Bulova stated that it is interesting that people are not aware of the 

guaranteed ride home programs in the region.  She suggested getting the word out 
through different media outlets.  Mr. Zehner stated that VRE has a 30 percent turnover 
rate because of the transient nature of the region, so it is important to consistently 
educate riders.      

 
In response to a question from Mrs. Hudgins, Mr. Hill stated that there is a lot of 

survey information about the respondents’ commuter patterns (satisfaction of commute, 
how long is your commute, how do you commute, etc.)  Mrs. Hudgins stated that it 
would be interesting to look at the frequency of transit. 

 
Chairman Zimmerman expressed his concern about the short notice for the 

public hearings.  Mr. Hill stated that there was a 30-day advanced public advertisement 
for the I-66 public hearings.     
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Support for Northern Virginia’s Bus Rapid Transit Initiatives 
 

Mr. Taube explained that the Transportation Planning Board of the National 
Capital Area, led by its Scenario Study Task Force, is preparing a proposal for federal 
stimulus funding of a regional Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) network.  The commission is 
asked to go on record in support of regional efforts to initiate Bus Rapid Transit service 
in the I-66 and I-95/395 corridors within three years using federal stimulus funds that 
may become available from a discretionary $1.5 billion nationwide program. However, 
the criteria have not been identified yet.  Commissioners were provided with a proposed 
statement crafted by Chairman Zimmerman and Vice-Chairman Hudgins. 
 
 Chairman Zimmerman stated that this is an exciting opportunity since the 
stimulus bill has a $1.5 billion provision for competitive grants, with no funding matches 
required.  Awards can range from $25 - $300 million.  By its nature, the grant application 
needs to be a region wide project.   
 
 Mrs. Hudgins moved, with a second by Mrs. Bulova, to go on record in support of 
regional efforts to initiative BRT service using federal stimulus funds if awarded, using 
the language in the written statement provided to commissioners (copy attached).   
 

Mrs. Hudgins agreed that this is an opportunity to jumpstart BRT in the region, 
which will benefit the entire region.  Even if the region is not successful in acquiring the 
funding, the initiative is still critical.   Mr. McKay agreed, but suggested being more 
vague and taking out the word “two” in the sentence “existence of transit-advantaged 
facilities in two existing corridors” in paragraph C of the statement.  Chairman 
Zimmerman observed that the proposed statement provided to commissioners will not 
be the exact language of the grant application.   In response to a question from Mr. 
Smedberg, Mr. McKay stated that Fairfax County has decided to list many possibilities 
with the hope that some projects will qualify.  Chairman Zimmerman observed that 
ultimately there will need to be a very specific application. 

 
The commission then voted on the motion and it passed.  The vote in favor was 

cast by commissioners Badger, Bulova, Burk, Ebbin, Foust, Greenfield, Herring, Herrity, 
Hudgins, Hynes, Maller, McKay, Smedberg and Zimmerman.     

 
 

I-95/395 HOT Lanes 
 

Mr. Taube reported that NVTC finally received a response from Secretary Homer 
to its December, 2008 letter.   Commissioners were provided with a copy of the 
Secretary’s letter.   
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 In response to a question from Mr. Smedberg, Mr. Taube responded that the 
BRT study for HOT lanes is expected to be completed by July and is, in his opinion, 
progressing well.  Chairman Zimmerman observed that the potential for stimulus 
funding is timely with this study.  
 

Mrs. Hynes suggested responding to Secretary Homer’s letter with specific 
questions concerning the challenges listed in his letter, such as timing issues.   

 
Mrs. Hynes moved, with a second by Mr. Smedberg, to authorize Chairman 

Zimmerman to send a letter to Secretary Homer in response to his letter with specific 
follow-up questions.     

 
Mr. Ebbin stated that the letter should be clear that NVTC and the region want to 

be included before the commercial agreement is approved.  Mr. McKay suggested that 
better information on performance measures is needed.  Mr. Herrity asked for 
clarification of the issues to be addressed in the letter. Emphasis would be on the timing 
of actions described by the Secretary. 

 
The commission then unanimously approved the letter.  The vote in favor was 

cast by commissioners Badger, Bulova, Burk, Ebbin, Foust, Greenfield, Herring, Herrity, 
Hudgins, Hynes, Maller, McKay, Smedberg and Zimmerman.     

 
 

Preliminary State Aid for FY 2010 
 

Mr. Taube stated that as jurisdictions act on their FY 2010 budgets, to date no 
official indication has been received from DRPT on proposed state aid.  The 
Commonwealth Transportation Board will be shown a draft program on May 21st and 
after that grantees will have limited opportunity to comment before the CTB adopts the 
final program in June.  DRPT’s grantees must submit their grant requests by February 
1st each year, well before their own budgets are adopted.  Grantees budgets are then 
adopted before the amount of state aid is known.    

 
Mr. Taube explained that the commission is asked to authorize Chairman 

Zimmerman to deliver a statement to CTB at its June 2nd public hearing on its draft six-
year program for FY 2010-15.  The proposed statement cannot be provided to NVTC at 
this time because DRPT has not released the draft state program.  It is expected to be 
available only after the CTB meeting on May 21st, providing less than two weeks for 
staff review and no opportunity for the commission to act prior to the hearing.  Mr. 
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Taube stated that the NVTC statement should emphasize the need for increased 
flexibility in administering DRPT’s state aid programs, among other concerns. 

 
Mr. Taube explained that NVTC and its jurisdictions are experiencing several 

serious consequences of DRPT’s rigid approach to its grant-making responsibilities, 
which has evolved over the past two years or so. One of NVTC’s jurisdictions has 
recently reluctantly agreed to return unspent grant funds to DRPT from a significant 
grant awarded in FY 2007.  The jurisdiction is unable to proceed because the developer 
is not prepared to say when or if it will go ahead with the project in the current severe 
recession.  DRPT’s grants now generally expire in two to three years and DRPT has 
been unwilling to allow the grant to be used for another project within that jurisdiction.  
Unfortunately, the unintended consequence of this action impacts NVTC’s process of 
allocating state aid through its Subsidy Allocation Model.  Other jurisdictions have 
received a lower share of state aid in anticipation of this project going forward as 
planned and the inability to bill the grant means less total state aid is available to share. 
To remedy this situation, jurisdictions’ staff recommended that DRPT be asked to 
reconsider its policies to provide more leeway in situations like this in order to extend 
the grant, or to use it for other eligible projects.  DRPT staff has indicated that it is willing 
to consider such requests. 

 
Chairman Zimmerman noted that the $115,940 budget reduction for the ART Bus 

system was restored in Arlington’s final budget.   However, there is still a net reduction 
for transit overall since Arlington is taking over two Metrobus routes. 
 

Mrs. Hynes moved, with a second by Mr. Smedberg, to authorize NVTC’s 
chairman to give testimony on behalf of the commission reflecting NVTC’s adopted 
positions.  The vote in favor was cast by commissioners Badger, Bulova, Burk, Ebbin, 
Foust, Greenfield, Herring, Herrity, Hudgins, Hynes, Maller, McKay, Smedberg and 
Zimmerman.     
  
 
Legislative Items 
 
 Mr. Taube reported that the Obama Administration has announced a Vision for 
High-Speed Rail in America, which provides a strategy, implementation schedule and 
funding approach.  The program should benefit corridors used by VRE.   
 
 Mr. Taube stated that the Virginia Department of Taxation has replied to NVTC’s 
March 31st letter documenting a discussion of SB 1532.  The department will not be 
formally cooperating with documenting whether more or less taxes will be collected 
using this new method.  NVTC will have to do the analysis.   
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WMATA Items 
  

FY 2010 Budget.  Public hearings were conducted and the WMATA Board 
approved the budget on April 30th.  Many of the public comments at the hearings 
favored fare increases rather than bus service cuts, but the District of Columbia vetoed 
any such considerations of fare increases.  Chairman Zimmerman announced that 
WMATA’s General Manager, John Catoe, will attend NVTC’s June meeting. 
 
 Clean Cities Grants for Hybrid-Electric Buses.  WMATA is seeking funding from a 
grant program to help buy 150 hybrid-electric buses.  Vice President Biden announced 
the new program in a ceremony at the Carmen Turner Maintenance and Training 
Facility. 
 
 SmarTrip Improvements.  WMATA has implemented improvements for users of 
Smar Trip cards.  Currently 1.6 million cards are active and 58 percent of Metrobus 
customers and 72 percent of Metrorail riders use these cards. 
 
 
Transit Ridership and Gas Prices   
 

Mr. Taube stated that staff is continuing to monitor the relationships between 
transit ridership and gas prices, vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and employment. The 
greatest visual correlation with VMT appears to be employment and the Consumer 
Confidence Index.  Transit ridership appears to be strong, despite dips in gas prices and 
employment. 
 
 Mr. Maller expressed his appreciation for staff putting this information together 
and stated that one can start to see relationships between the data.  He stated that this 
historical data is very useful, but suggested also including some predictions, such as 
scenarios of lack of investing in public transit.  It is important for the Commonwealth to 
focus on this.  
 
 
WiFi/WiMax Capabilities in Northern Virginia Transit Vehicles 
 

Mr. Taube stated that NVTC staff has completed a survey of the availability and 
costs of these potential transit amenities.  Within Northern Virginia, PRTC is proceeding 
with plans to offer WiFi to customers on some of its buses providing service to Tysons 
Corner. Arlington’s ART will be adding WiFi to its Shirlington Transit Center, three 
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“super Stops” on Columbia Pike and all of WMATA’s 16-series Pike Ride buses.  
Loudoun County surveyed its LCT customers and they are strongly opposed.  VRE is 
unable to offer service because of dead zones. 
 
 
Regional Transportation Items 
 

GEORGE Bus System.  As reported previously, Mr. Taube stated that the 
GEORGE bus service will continue with reduced service.  Mr. Maller observed that it 
has been a painful process and unfortunately Falls Church staff did not utilize NVTC’s 
expertise quicker.  It is a temporary solution.  Effective July 1st, service will be reduced 
by 50 percent.  Mr. Maller also recognized Arlington County for their assistance and 
Falls Church will contract with the ART bus system for operation of the GEORGE Bus 
system.  Chairman Zimmerman stated that Arlington County looks forward to working 
with Falls Church on this issue.  He stated that if GEORGE service is permanently 
reduced as proposed, it is his opinion that it will not be successful since GEORGE 
service was not running frequent enough service before all this happened.  To run 
successful bus service, frequency is the key. 

 
Preliminary Results from Regional Bus Survey.  MWCOG conducted a regional 

bus survey during 2008.  Fairfax County also conducted an expanded bus survey during 
the same time period and the results have been incorporated together wherever 
possible.   
 
 Amphibus Tour Bus.  An article was provided describing a possible alternative to 
ferry commuter services, although very calm water is needed.  An amphibus is a fifty-
seat road coach bus with sailing capabilities to be able to go from water to road. 
 

VTrans 2035.  The workplan for the statewide surface transportation plan calls 
for completion by the end of 2009.  Several strategic corridors are being chosen as a 
means to establish priorities for focused investments and other initiatives. A workshop 
was conducted in Charlottesville on April 27th. 

 
Bike to Work Day.  The annual event is scheduled for May 15, 2009. 
 
 
Virginia Survey on Climate Change.  A new survey of Virginians shows that three 

quarters believe global warming is happening and 90 percent have made major or minor 
changes in lifestyle to protect the environment.  A reported 62 percent are driving less.  
Also interesting is the fact that 55 percent support cutting funding for new highways to 
increase funding for rail, transit and other alternatives to driving.   
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NVTC Financial Items for March, 2009 
 

Commissioners were provided with a copy of NVTC’s financial reports.  Mr. 
Maller observed the striking decline of gas tax revenues over a several month period.  
Chairman Zimmerman stated that it is mainly a result of a significant drop in vehicle 
miles travelled (VMT).   Mr. Taube stated that as long as VMT and gas prices are low, it 
can be predicted that gas tax revenues will also be low. 
 
 
Adjournment 
 

Without objection, Chairman Zimmerman adjourned the meeting at 9:22 P.M. 
 
 
Approved this 4th day of June, 2009. 
 
       ________________________ 
       Christopher Zimmerman 
       Chairman 
 
 
____________________________ 
William Euille 
Secretary-Treasurer 





 

 

 
 
 
          AGENDA ITEM #2 
 
 
 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Zimmerman and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube  
 
DATE: May 28, 2009 
 
SUBJECT: VRE Items 
              
 
Report from VRE’s Chief Executive Officer-- Information Item. 
 
Note: There was no meeting of the VRE Operations Board in May.  The report of VRE’s 
CEO is attached.  
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Virginia Railway Express 
 

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S 
REPORT 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  MONTHLY DELAY SUMMARY 
 January February March April 
System wide     
Total delays 39 36 84 45 
Average length of delay (mins.) 21 17 21 15 
Number over 30 minutes 7 4 14 4 
Days with Heat Restrictions/Total days 0/18 0/19 0/22 2/22 
On-Time Performance 93.1% 93.5% 86.8% 92.9% 
Fredericksburg Line     
Total delays 21 19 49 21 
Average length of delay (mins.) 22 17 21 15 
Number over 30 minutes 4 2 10 1 
On-Time Performance 91.8% 92.3% 82.9% 92.7% 
Manassas Line     
Total delays 18 17 35 24 
Average length of delay (mins.) 21 16 21 15 
Number over 30 minutes 3 2 4 3 
On-Time Performance 94.2% 94.4% 90.1% 93.2% 

 
The  total number of April  trips  in  2009 was  2.0% higher  than  in April  2008.   The growth  in 
ridership has leveled off more in April than in any other month due to spring break and Easter 
vacations, which were in March last year.  The year‐to‐date gain through April in ridership was 
6.8%.  

 
System on time performance has improved significantly over last month. Mechanical difficulties 
have  decreased  significantly.    After  the  poor  performance  in  the month  of March,  we  re‐
evaluated our maintenance program with all of our mechanical  contractors.   We are pleased 
with the end result of over 90% on‐time for both lines.  We have experienced over 90% on‐time 
performance three out of the first four calendar months this year. 

 
On Wednesday, April 29, VRE hosted a delegation from Lynchburg and Charlottesville to show 
them our  rail operation. The delegation, which was  comprised of Rex Hammond,   President 
and  CEO,  Lynchburg  Regional  Chamber,  Turner  Perrow,  Jr.,  Councilman  for  the  City  of 
Lynchburg, Rebecca White, Director of Transportation for the University of Virginia, and Corrin 
Hoffmann, Program Manager, Lynchburg Regional Chamber. 

 SYSTEM RIDERSHIP 

 SYSTEM ON TIME PERFORMANCE 

 VISIT FROM LYNCHBURG AND CHARLOTTESVILLE DELEGATION 

 May 2009 
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VRE staff escorted  the group on Train 332  for a  train ride  from our Broad Run Station  to our 
offices  in Alexandria. We boarded  a Manassas  line  train  so  that  the delegation  could  see  for 
themselves  first‐hand what  commuter  rail  service was  and  the  territory  their  train would be 
operating over. 
 
Once  in Alexandria, we  toured  the VRE headquarters,  introduced  them  to all of  the staff and 
then walked them through the various components of our daily operation in order for them to 
better understand the complexities of running a rail operation. In the end, the meeting proved 
very  beneficial  because  it  helped  to  shed  light  on what  the  Lynchburg  train  service  should 
expect operationally, added greater understanding of existing needs  to  integrate  into  the  rail 
network, and most importantly created a very positive working relationship between VRE and 
those members who will be active in the daily operation of the Lynchburg‐Charlottesville train 
service. 

 
Starting Friday May 15th, VRE will change  its policy on bicycles and allow full size bikes on‐
board as a pilot program.   This will be  just  in  time  for our riders  to  join  in on  ʺBike  to Work 
Day,ʺ which is May 15th.  Bicycles will only be allowed on the last three northbound, the mid‐
day,  and  the  last  three  southbound  trains.   They will  also  only  be  allowed  to  board  on  the 
northernmost  car,  or  cab  car,  and  utilize  the  south  end,  four  folding  seat  bench,  with  a 
maximum of  two bikes  tethered  to  the area.   Bicyclists will be  responsible  for  tethering  their 
own bikes with bungee cords to the eyelets on the seats, but will have priority to use the bench.  
The full policy is available on our website. 

 
At Brooke 
The parking project  is  temporarily on hold  for now until VRE  is allowed access back on  the 
selected  property  to  conduct  further  test  pitting, which  is what  is  required  to  conclude  the 
environmental work. 
  
At Leeland 
We  are  in  the  process  of  submitting  the  environmental  assessment  (EA)  to  FTA  for  their 
approval. Once approved, it can be put out for bid. This expansion is expected to provide 200 
additional parking spaces.    

 
The annual “Meet the Management” events started up again  in April. The following schedule 
provides a list of remaining dates and locations.  
                                                                        
 May 13    Fredericksburg (am)      July 1    Burke Centre   (am) 
 May 20    Broad Run    (am)                             July 8    Rippon   (am) 

 VRE NOW ALLOWING FULL SIZE BICYCLES ON BOARD 

 PARKING EXPANSION STATUS AT BROOKE AND LEELAND ROAD 

 MEET THE MANAGEMENT  
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 May 27    Leeland Road    (am)                            July 15   Rolling Road   (am)                     
 June 3                Manassas           (am)          July 22   Woodbridge   (am) 
 June 10    Brooke     (am)      July 29   Backlick Road  (am) 
 June 17                         Manassas Park  (am)                             August 5          Lorton              (am) 
 June 24    Quantico     (am)       
                                                      

 
MotivePower  is  in  the process of buying  raw materials now  for  the 9 new  locomotives.   On 
April  3,  VRE  signed  the  amended  agreement  with  Motive  Power  for  four  additional 
locomotives. The nine new units will start arriving by October of 2010.   VRE  is also working 
with  the Commonwealth  to  apply match  toward  the Omnibus  appropriation  signed  by  the 
President  in March.    This would  allow  one  or  two more  units  to  be  ordered,  bringing  us 
halfway  to our goal of 20  locomotives.   I  intend  to request authority  to order  the 10th and 11th 
locomotives at our June meeting. 

 
Our Annual Customer Service Survey was conducted on Wednesday, May 6, 2009.  This is the 
survey where  customers  rate  our  overall  performance. We  refer  to  this  survey  as  the  “VRE 
Report  Card”.  VRE  representatives  were  available  on  every  morning  train  to  assist  with 
distribution, collect  the surveys and answer any questions. Results will be available  later  this 
summer. 

 
A meeting was held on Tuesday, May 5  to present  the  findings of  the Gainesville‐Haymarket 
Feasibility  Study  and Alternatives Analysis  to  the  public. Approximately  25  people were  in 
attendance. Discussion at the meeting included questions about the frequency of service on the 
proposed  extension,  cost  and  timeline  to  implement,  sources  of  funding  for  the project,  and 
potential  impacts  of  the  extension  on  existing VRE  service  and  stations. The majority  of  the 
attendees expressed support for the project and desire to see expanded VRE service. 

   
On April 16, 19 national  travel writers  rode  the Fredericksburg and Manassas  lines  to Union 
Station and back out again in the evening.  There was a well represented group from Travel and 
Leisure Magazine, the LA Times, the Boston Globe, Ladies Home Journal – giving VRE national 
exposure.   The process went  so well  that  the  touring  association will be  including VRE  as  a 
regular feature now, showcasing VRE to a national audience three times a year. 
 

 

 

 

 LOCOMOTIVE UPDATE 

 CUSTOMER SERVICE SURVEY 

 GAINESVILLE‐HAYMARKET EXTENSION WORKSHOP 

 PUBLIC OUTREACH 
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MONTHLY ON‐TIME PERFORMANCE  ON‐TIME 
PERCENTAGE 

April Fredericksburg OTP Average  92.7% 

April Manassas OTP Average  93.2% 
VRE  APRIL OVERALL OTP AVERAGE  92.9% 

 
MONTHLY PERFORMANCE MEASURES – APRIL 2009 

RIDERSHIP YEAR TO DATE   RIDERSHIP  

VRE FY 2009 Passenger Totals   3,199,780 
VRE FY 2008 Passenger Totals   2,994,850 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE  6.8% 

RIDERSHIP MONTH TO MONTH COMPARISON 

DESCRIPTION  MONTHLY RIDERSHIP 

APRIL 2009  343,696 
APRIL 2008  336,860 

PERCENTAGE CHANGE   2.0%  
SERVICE DAYS (CURRENT/PRIOR)  22 / 22 





































 

 

 
 
 
          AGENDA ITEM #3 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Zimmerman and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube  
 
DATE: May 28, 2009 
 
SUBJECT: WMATA Items 
              
 

A. Presentation by John Catoe, General Manager.   
 
Following Mr. Catoe’s remarks, there will be an opportunity for NVTC 

commissioners to ask questions and provide comments.  
 

B. Rail Modernization Report to Congress by the Federal Transit Administration. 
 

The April, 2009 report states that WMATA and the other six biggest U.S. 
commuter, heavy and light rail systems have a $50 billion backlog of 
rehabilitation and replacement investments in trains, stations and track 
improvements that are currently in marginal or poor condition.  This represents 
about a third of their assets.  Together, they require $8.4 billion annually over the 
next two decades to eliminate the backlog.  This does not consider any 
expansion or capacity improvements. 

 
The report does not provide any data separately for WMATA and the other 

agencies (CTA—Chicago; MBTA—Boston; MTA—New York; NJT—New Jersey; 
BART—San Francisco; SEPTA—Philadelphia). 

 
The study also points out that the share of these “old” rail systems in FTA’s 

Section 5309 fixed guideway modernization program is declining as new HOV 
and busway facilities enter. 

 
FTA also pointed out that many of these rail systems fall short in maintaining 

comprehensive asset management systems, including inventories, prioritization 
and condition assessment. 
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FTA asked Congress to consider four reforms: 
 
1. Modify the Section 5309 program and redirect funds to cover a roughly 

equal proportion of each grantee’s capital needs (in general, commuter rail 
systems would lose and older subway systems would gain); 
 

2. Establish a temporary funding program to address the $50 billion backlog; 
 

3. Provide technical support to upgrade asset management systems; and 
 

4. Require capital asset data reporting through the National Transit 
Database. 

 
Excerpts from the report are attached.  

 
C. RFP for Open Payment System. 

 
On May 14th WMATA’s Finance, Administration and Oversight Committee 

recommended to the full Board the issuance of a RFP that asks for descriptions 
of how WMATA could utilize bank and credit cards for fare collection together 
with its existing SmarTrip network.  The bank/credit cards might permit passage 
through Metrorail’s faregates and boarding buses with a “backend” processing 
system to deduct the proper fare.  The current proprietary SmarTrip system 
manages the transactions on the cards themselves. 
 

An issue of concern to the region’s local transit systems is the need for 
assurance that whatever WMATA ultimately chooses to implement must retain 
the current integrated regional fare collection partnership.  That is, if WMATA 
ultimately offers direct access using bank/credit cards to its customers, the local 
transit systems should be able to do the same and the timing and costs of doing 
so should be known in advance.  

 
Another issue is the need for WMATA staff to complete the implementation of 

“autoload” features for SmarTrip, including the availability of pass products, in the 
next few months without being distracted by this new procurement. 

 
It is likely that a NVTC staff representative will be asked to serve on the 

selection committee to review the RFP’s. 
 

D. Comments on FY 2010 Budget. 
 

A proposed letter containing NVTC’s comments is attached.  It has been 
reviewed by staff of NVTC’s jurisdictions.  Following discussion, the commission 
is asked to authorize its chairman to send the letter to WMATA.   
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 
Overview 
 
The nation’s seven largest rail transit agencies deliver over three billion passenger trips each year, relying on over 
6,000 miles of track, 1,700 passenger stations and close to 15,000 rail vehicles to do so. In a period of rising 
congestion and fuel prices, these services, and the infrastructure and rolling stock that support them, are critical to 
the transportation needs and quality of life of the communities they serve.  At the same time, this infrastructure is 
aging and the level of reinvestment appears insufficient to address a growing backlog of deferred investment needs. 
 
The main objective of this Rail Modernization Study is to assess the level of capital investment required to attain and 
maintain a state of good repair (SGR) for the nation’s seven largest rail transit operators (see Exhibit ES-1).  The 
study also considers these reinvestment needs within the context of past levels of Federal funding support as well as 
potential changes to the current Federal program. 
 

Exhibit ES-1 
Study Agencies and Rail Modes 

Agency Modes 
Chicago Transit Authority (CTA) Heavy Rail 
Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA) Commuter Rail, Light Rail and Heavy Rail 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) Commuter Rail and Heavy Rail 
New Jersey Transit Corporation (NJ TRANSIT) Commuter Rail and Light Rail 
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) Heavy Rail 
Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority (SEPTA) Commuter Rail, Light Rail and Heavy Rail 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) Heavy Rail 

 
 
Background 
 
On December 7, 2007, FTA Administrator James Simpson received a letter from Senator Richard Durbin and 11 
other Senators1 requesting that FTA conduct a study to determine the infrastructure needs of our country’s largest 
rail transit systems. This letter also referenced an amendment to the FY 2008 Transportation-HUD Appropriations bill 
which included the following text: 
 

“Rail Modernization Study – The Appropriations Committees direct the FTA to conduct a study within one 
year of enactment of transit agencies in urbanized areas to determine the status of our Nation’s commuter 
rail infrastructure.  The study should include a funding history over the last three highway authorization acts; 
the estimated cost of bringing the infrastructure up to a state of good repair, and an analysis of the 
necessary formula modifications to achieve a state of good repair.” 

 
At the same time, FTA has also received direct requests from several major U.S. transit operators to consider their 
recapitalization needs and the potential Federal role in helping to address those needs.  The Rail Modernization 
Study presented in this report was completed in response to these requests.  
  

                                                                 

1 

1 Senators Evan Bayh, Robert Casey, Hillary Clinton, Christopher Dodd, John Kerry, Edward Kennedy, Joe Lieberman, Robert Menendez, 
Barack Obama, Charles Schumer, and Arlen Specter 
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Study Agency Selection 
 
The seven rail agencies (and fourteen different rail mode systems) included in 
this study were selected based on an analysis of National Transit Database 
(NTD) records of ridership of U.S. rail transit agencies operating commuter rail, 
heavy rail and light rail systems. The rail transit agencies with the largest total 
rail ridership were then selected and are listed in Exhibit ES-1.  These 
agencies’ combined assets encompass roughly two-thirds of the nation’s total 
investment in rail transit assets as well as the majority of the nation’s oldest rail 
transit infrastructure (including rail transit investments in New York, Boston, 
Chicago and Philadelphia).  The study agencies also include several large rail 
systems that are just entering their first significant rehabilitation cycles, such as the rail systems in San Francisco, 
New Jersey and Washington, DC.  Together, the seven rail agencies serve more than 80 percent of all rail transit 
riders. 
 
 
Current Asset Conditions     Exhibit ES-2  
This study begins with a preliminary assessment of the 
agencies’ reinvestment needs based solely on the physical 
condition of their existing transit assets. A summary of this 
analysis, developed using FTA’s Transit Economic 
Requirements Model (TERM) and using asset inventory 
data supplied by the study agencies, is presented in 
Exhibit ES-2.   

Asset Conditions: 
Study Agencies 

Excellent
8%

Good
22%

Adequate
35%

Marginal
27%

Poor
8%

Source: TERM 2008

 
More than one-third of the study agencies’ assets (weighted 
by replacement value) are in either marginal or poor 
condition, implying that these assets are near or have 
already exceeded their expected useful life. By way of 
comparison, the proportion of transit assets in marginal or 
poor condition for the nation as a whole and excluding the 
seven study agencies is less than 20 percent.  This 
comparison suggests that the reinvestment needs for these 
seven operators is measurably higher (per dollar invested) 
than the rest of the transit industry. 
 
 
Past Trends in Federal Funding Support 
 
The study also reviews the level of Federal funding for capital reinvestment available to the seven study agencies 
over the past three Surface Transportation Bills (ISTEA, TEA-21 and SAFETEA-LU), covering the eighteen-year 
period from 1991 to 2009.  Over this period, the seven study agencies received roughly half of their capital funding 
from Federal sources (primarily from Section 5309 Fixed Guideway Modernization funds and Section 5307 Urbanized 
Area funds).  While the actual dollar amount has increased over this time period, the share of Fixed Guideway 
Modernization Funds allocated to the seven study agencies and to the “old rail cities” in particular, has declined as 
new fixed guideway systems (including busways and HOV lanes) have entered the program (see Exhibit ES-3). 
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Exhibit ES-3 

FTA Fixed Guideway Modernization 
Obligations
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The seven study agencies currently receive $2.9 
billion in Federal funds annually that can be 
reinvested in existing infrastructure. Of this amount, 
the agencies spend roughly $2.7 billion on 
rehabilitation and replacement activities, with a 
similar amount coming from state, local and 
dedicated sources.  The remaining funds (less than 
7% of all capital funds) are spent on expanding 
service.  Roughly 50 percent of all transit capital 
expenditures are federally funded while roughly 90 
percent of eligible Federal funds are spent on 
SGR-related investments.  These funding and 
expenditure relationships have remained relatively 
constant over the past 18 years. 
 
 
Study Approach: TERM and State of Good Repair 
 
The Transit Economic Requirements Model (TERM): The study’s estimates of the level of investment required to 
bring the study rail systems up to a state of good repair (SGR) were produced using FTA’s Transit Economic 
Requirements Model (TERM).  TERM is an analysis tool designed to estimate transit capital investment needs and 
has been used since 1995 to support preparation of U.S. DOT’s biennial Report to Congress on the Condition and 
Performance of the Nation’s Highways, Bridges and Transit (C&P Report). TERM was selected for this analysis 
because the model has been thoroughly tested and independently reviewed, and because the use of one analytical 
model such as TERM ensures that the needs of all seven operators are being assessed on a single, consistent basis. 
 
While the core of this study’s reinvestment needs estimates are derived from TERM, the figures have also been 
corroborated using each agency’s own unconstrained needs estimates.  These agency estimates were used as an 
independent check of those produced by TERM and TERM’s estimates have been adjusted as appropriate to better 
reflect the costs and asset life expectancies of each study agency.  In addition, staff from the study agencies 
participated in these comparisons. 
 
State of Good Repair (SGR):  For the purposes of this study, state of good repair was defined using TERM’s 
numerically based system for evaluating transit asset conditions.  TERM uses deterioration schedules to rate an 
asset’s condition on a scale of 5 (excellent), 4 (good), 3 (adequate), 2 (marginal) through 1 (poor) based on the 
asset’s type, age, rehabilitation history and other factors.  Specifically, this study considers an asset to be in a state 
of good repair when the physical condition of that asset is at or above a specific condition rating value of 2.5 (the mid-
point between adequate and marginal).2  Similarly, an entire transit system would be in a state of good repair if all of 
its assets have an estimated condition value of 2.5 or higher.  The level of investment required to attain and maintain 
a state of good repair is therefore that amount required to rehabilitate and replace all assets with estimated condition 
ratings that are less than this minimum condition value.   
 
 
Study Estimates of SGR Needs 
 
The study’s estimates of the current investment backlog for the seven study agencies and the level of investment 
required to address that backlog over various time periods is provided below in Exhibit ES-4.  Assuming assets are 
permitted to remain in service beyond their expected useful life for a limited time (a more realistic assumption based 

                                                                 
2 A complete description of TERM’s condition rating system and how the model uses asset condition deterioration schedules, life-to-date 
mileage, maintenance histories and other factors to estimate an asset’s physical condition are provided in Chapter 3. 
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on current agency practices), TERM estimates a current SGR backlog of roughly $50.0 billion ($2008).  Once this 
backlog has been addressed, an estimated annual average of $5.9 billion in normal replacement expenditures would 
be required to maintain that state of good repair.  Alternatively, an annual investment of $8.4 billion is estimated as 
sufficient to attain SGR over a twenty-year period while simultaneously addressing normal replacement needs (or 
$2.5 billion to address the backlog alone). 
 

Exhibit ES-4 
Study Agencies’ SGR Backlog and Annual Normal Replacement Needs (Billions of $2008)

Annual Investment  
to Attain SGR over  

(including normal replacement): 
Annual Investment  

to Eliminate SGR Backlog over: 

Mode 
SGR 

Backlog 

Average Annual 
Normal 

Replacement 
Needs 6 Years 12 Years 20 Years 6 Years 12 Years 20 Years 

Rail $46.8 $5.0 $12.9 $9.0 $7.4 $7.8 $3.9 $2.3 
Non-Rail $3.2 $0.9 $1.4 $1.1 $1.0 $0.5 $0.3 $0.2 
Total $50.0 $5.9 $14.3 $10.1 $8.4 $8.3 $4.2 $2.5 
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Needs vs. Current Expenditures: The actual level of investment in the rehabilitation, replacement and improvement 
of the seven agencies’ existing transit assets was $5.4 billion in 2006.3   This amount is well below the $8.4 to $14.3 
billion required to address SGR backlog and normal replacement needs over any of the time periods considered in 
either of the scenarios shown in Exhibit ES-4.  It is also less than the $5.9 billion required to simply maintain a state 
of good repair after the backlog is 
addressed, suggesting the 
investment backlog for these 
seven agencies may be 
increasing. 
 
The potential consequences of 
the continuation of the current 
reinvestment rate are shown in 
Exhibit ES-5. This analysis 
suggests that continued 
reinvestment at current rates will 
result in a continuing decline in 
the overall condition of the study 
agencies’ assets (left-axis), and 
the proportion of assets 
exceeding their useful life (right-
axis) will increase from the 
current 16 percent to more than 
30 percent by 2028. 
 
 
Potential Changes to the Federal Fixed Guideway Modernization Funding Formula 
 
The existing Fixed Guideway Modernization funding formula represents a complex mix of funding tiers, lump-sum 
funding allocations and formula-based allocations.  While intended to capture the differing needs of program 
recipients, the current allocation process tends to favor newer systems and commuter rail operators by covering a 

                                                                 
3 Source: 2006 NTD; Note that the study’s needs estimates do not include many types of improvement investments, hence the actual amount 
spent strictly on rehabilitation and replacement activities is less than the full $5.4 billion. 
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greater proportion of their capital reinvestment needs as compared to other systems.  This Rail Modernization Study 
identifies several potential changes to this allocation process, as well as potential new allocation mechanisms, 
intended to more closely align Federal funding to capital needs across all rail modes and rail system ages. 
 
 
Asset Management Practices of the Study Agencies 
 
This Rail Modernization Study also documented the transit asset management (TAM) practices of the seven rail 
transit agencies included in this study.  This analysis focused on a set of four key TAM practices designed to help 
organizations with large infrastructure holdings more efficiently manage their reinvestment needs given limited 
funding availability.  At the same time, it has also been noted that the transit industry’s adoption of these practices 
has been slow relative to that in other transportation sectors.  Hence, a second objective was to obtain a better 
understanding of the transit industry’s current utilization of asset management practices in general. The completed 
scan revealed the following: 
 
• Asset Inventory Development (capital planning):  While few transit agencies had capital asset inventories in 

the recent past, seven of the seven study agencies (or their oversight bodies) now maintain comprehensive 
asset inventories for capital planning purposes.  This development is positive because asset inventories 
represent a minimum requirement for the development of a more comprehensive asset management program.  
However, there is wide variation in the level of detail and types of data reported in these inventories, and the 
transit industry may benefit from comparisons of best practices. 
 

• Asset Condition Monitoring:  At the present time, only three of the study agencies have committed to 
conducting comprehensive asset condition assessments on an ongoing basis.  A fourth study agency has 
completed two major condition assessments since the mid-1990s, but does not plan to do so on a regular 
basis. The transit industry lags other sectors in this respect; in contrast, virtually all state DOTs maintain 
detailed and current condition records of at least their pavement and bridge assets. 

 
• Decision Support Tools/Processes:  Decision support tools (e.g., needs assessment models) help capital 

planning staff conduct “what-if” analyses and scenario planning to answer questions such as “what level of 
investment is required to attain SGR in 10 years” or “what happens to asset conditions if funding levels remain 
unchanged.”  Only one of the seven agencies currently maintains a decision support tool permitting these 
types of analyses. 

 
• Investment Prioritization: The seven study agencies’ approaches to prioritizing capital investments also vary 

widely.  Each agency allocates resources between different asset types (for rehabilitation and replacement 
investments) and between different investment types, including SGR, expansion, core capacity improvements, 
safety or technology improvements.  These prioritization approaches include: 

 
– “Mission Critical” assets first (e.g., vehicles and trackwork) 
– Safety first 
– Coordination of related line segment investments (to ensure efficiency) 
– Maintenance of historical funding levels 

 
Only two of the seven agencies use an objective, multi-factor project scoring process to help rank and 
prioritize their investment needs. 
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Options 
 
The results of this Rail Modernization Study suggest four key options that Congress 
and FTA may want to consider: 
 
• Fixed Guideway Funding Formula Modifications:  Congress should consider 

revising the current funding apportionment structure for the Section 5309 Fixed 
Guideway Modernization program to help redirect existing funds to where they 
are needed most.  These changes should strive for a more even match 
between funding allocations and the capital reinvestment needs of grantees 
based on differences in mode, alignment characteristics, and, to the extent 
possible, system age.  After these revisions, the funding formulas would cover a roughly equal proportion of 
each grantee’s capital needs (i.e., with needs being higher for larger and older systems). 
 

• Temporary SGR Investment Fund:  The rail transit industry would benefit from a temporary funding program 
designed to eliminate the existing SGR backlog.  In practice, this temporary program could last for two or three 
six-year reauthorization periods (given the size of the existing backlog and “constructability” constraints, a 
single reauthorization does not provide sufficient time to address the problem).  In concept, the existing Fixed 
Guideway Modernization program would remain in place to cover rail transit’s normal replacement needs, 
while this temporary program would focus entirely on addressing the SGR reinvestment backlog.  As shown in 
Exhibit ES-4, a temporary SGR investment program of $4.2 billion annually for 12 years (two authorization 
cycles) or $2.5 billion annually over 20 years would address the investment backlog of the seven study 
agencies. At the same time, the level of expenditures for normal replacement needs would need to increase to 
roughly $5.9 billion annually to ensure that the state of good repair is maintained into the future.  The 
assumption is that the funds for these programs would originate from a mix of Federal, state and local 
sources. 
 

• Technical Support for Asset Management:  FTA should consider helping the transit industry catch up to other 
transportation sectors (most notably highways) in the implementation of transportation asset management 
practices by developing technical assistance programs, similar to those offered to State highway departments 
by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).  Initial areas of focus should include the development and 
use of asset inventories (for capital planning purposes), condition assessment monitoring systems, decision 
support tools and multi-factor investment capital prioritization methods. The objective should not be to 
advocate for specific solutions, but to provide technical support in the development and use of these tools and 
techniques. 

 
• Capital Asset Reporting: FTA should consider using the National Transit Database as the basis for national 

capital asset data.  This Rail Modernization Study has benefited from the availability of good quality asset 
inventory data for the seven study agencies.  FTA’s ability to repeat this analysis nationally or for the seven 
study agencies would greatly benefit from the presence of a National Transit Capital Asset Reporting System 
that ensured (1) regular asset reporting and (2) a consistent structure and level of reporting across all urban 
transit agencies.  This data would support better national needs assessments and transit asset condition 
monitoring than is currently possible.  The National Transit Database represents the most logical reporting 
mechanism for this data.  Enactment of this reporting requirement would also encourage agencies to develop 
and maintain their own asset inventory and condition monitoring systems (potentially supported by the asset 
management technical support recommendation identified above). 
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Draft: June 4, 2009 

 
Hon. Jim Graham 
Chairman  
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
600 5th Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20001 
 

 
      Re: Comments on FY 2010 WMATA Budget 

 
 
Dear Chairman Graham: 
 
 At its June 4, 2009 meeting, the Northern Virginia Transportation 
Commission heard from WMATA’s General Manager, John Catoe, and 
also discussed the proposed FY 2010 WMATA budget. 
 
 NVTC appreciates the very difficult circumstances surrounding the 
consideration of the budget for FY 2010.  From NVTC’s perspective, 
problems included increases in uncontrollable costs, the inability of local 
governments to absorb subsidy increases given collapsing real estate 
values that decimated their sources of general funds, and an 
unwillingness of one of WMATA’s partners to consider fare increases.   
 

A successful budget outcome is especially important this year, given 
WMATA’s current strong performance.  Even while gas prices, vehicle 
miles traveled by automobiles and employment have dropped sharply, 
transit ridership growth is very strong.  
 
 WMATA’s jurisdictions and the WMATA Board ultimately listened to 
their customers and avoided most of the proposed bus service cuts for 
FY 2010.  But the outlook for FY 2011 and beyond is extremely 
threatening, because unappropriated revenues have been used to plug 
the gap for FY 2010.  This places even more importance on approaching 
WMATA’s future budget deliberations with a true spirit of regional 
cooperation.   
 
 

D
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Also, efforts to win increased federal funding for WMATA take on greater 
significance.  Congress should begin in FY 2010 to appropriate at least $150 million 
each year to match the commitments of WMATA’s local partners, despite the Obama 
Administration’s failure to include this amount in its budget proposal.  Congress should 
also increase the flexibility of its transit assistance programs to allow funds to be used for 
operations as well as capital needs. 

 
 We hope WMATA is employing all the resources at its disposal to encourage 
Congress to act quickly and favorably.  NVTC is anxious to provide whatever support 
would be most helpful and we hope you will share your legislative strategy with us. 
 
 We appreciate the opportunity to comment. 

 
    Sincerely, 
 
 
 
    Christopher Zimmerman 
    Chairman 

cc:  John Catoe 
William Euille 
Catherine Hudgins 
Jeffrey McKay 

 



 

  

 

        AGENDA ITEM  #4 

 

TO:  Chairman Zimmerman and NVTC Commissioners 

FROM:  Rick Taube and Scott Kalkwarf 

DATE:  May 28, 2009  

SUBJECT: State Aid for FY 2010  
              

 Each year DRPT provides standard contracts to NVTC covering the terms and 
conditions for receiving grants on behalf of NVTC’s jurisdictions and VRE.  The 
commission is asked to authorize its executive director to sign the grant agreements 
when they are provided by DRPT for FY 2010.  
 

The attached tables show the amounts of state aid expected to be received by 
NVTC in FY 2010, with comparisons to FY 2009.  Also provided is a copy of a 
presentation to the CTB by DRPT staff. 

 
In a nutshell, considering state funds, overall statewide transit funding for FY 2010 

decreased about $26 million (10.3%) from FY 2009.  But with an increase in state-
administered federal funds, the net reduction was $9.6 million (3.1%).  NVTC’s share 
dropped about $18 million, but DRPT is providing the remaining amount of an earlier 
General Assembly appropriation for WMATA rolling stock, so NVTC’s net reduction in 
FY 2010 from the revised FY 2009 DRPT program is about $8.1 million.  VRE actually 
gained $2.1 million in FY 2010. 

 
It should be noted the NVTC’s local jurisdictions applied for much less capital 

assistance in FY 2010.  Even so, the amount of additional state aid to NVTC that would 
be necessary for the state to meet the General Assembly’s target of 95% of eligible 
expenses is $112 million.  Many more details are included in the attached tables.  
 
 Also attached is a draft copy of the PowerPoint statement of NVTC’s Chairman 
Zimmerman.  It will be presented at the June 2nd CTB hearing on the six-year program 
(FY 2010-2015).  It contains new information on the local level of effort in Northern 
Virginia to support transit, including: 
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• NVTC’s gas tax revenues have fallen 37% in the first third of calendar 2009 from 
the same period a year ago; 
 

• NVTC’s jurisdictions provide $278 per person in local resources (fares, local 
subsidies, regional gas tax) for transit.  The statewide average excluding 
Northern Virginia is only $20.16.  

 
• In NVTC’s jurisdictions, 99 transit trips per capita were taken in FY 2008.  This is 

about nine times greater than the statewide average outside of Northern Virginia. 
 

DRPT will conduct a staff workshop on its programs on June 2nd.  NVTC staff and 
local jurisdictions have prepared detailed comments on DRPT’s programs and 
procedures, including praise for strong performance as well as constructive suggestions 
for improvements.  NVTC and local staff hope to have an opportunity to discuss these 
suggestions at the workshop.   

 
A copy of a letter from Corey Hill of DRPT is attached.  Mr. Hill takes exception to a 

memo provided to the NVTC Board at its May meeting.  Further discussion of these 
issues will be possible at the June 4th NVTC meeting.  
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Commonwealth Transportation Board

Public Hearing on Six‐Year Transportation Plan

January 13, 2009

Commonwealth Transportation Board

Public Hearing on Six-Year Transportation Program

June 2, 2009

7:00 P.M.
7:00 P.M.

Fairfax County Government Center

Statement of Christopher Zimmerman, Chairman
Northern Virginia Transportation Commission
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Mary Ellen Henderson Middle School
7130 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, VA

Statement of Christopher Zimmerman, Chairman
Northern Virginia Transportation Commission

Summary

• Since my last statement to you in January, 2009, transit has continued to perform 
exceptionally well in Northern Virginia despite severe financial constraints. The slides in 
the appendix illustrate this fact.

• The Commonwealth Transportation Board should give top priority to this region’s 
transportation needs, including flexing federal stimulus and other funds to transit 
projects, because Northern Virginia’s level of local effort far exceeds the rest of the 
commonwealth.

• The level of transit assistance for FY 2010 for NVTC’s jurisdictions and VRE, while less than 
in FY 2009, is significant and appreciated.

• In these brutal economic times, we hope that DRPT will  continue to be flexible in 
administering its programs.g p g

• An effective dialogue is needed to resolve concerns with the I‐95/395 HOT Lanes project.

2
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Northern Virginia’s 
Interconnected Transit Systems

3In Northern Virginia: 142 million trips in FY 2008

Ridership Data Show Continued Positive Regional Transit Performance

Strong transit performance in Northern Virginia: 

• Through April, 2009, ridership is up five percent in FY 2009 compared to the sameThrough April, 2009, ridership is up five percent in FY 2009 compared to the same 
period in FY 2008 (see slide 14 in appendix).

• 75% of Virginia’s transit ridership is here.

• Northern Virginia’s 2.1 million residents took 66 transit trips per capita in FY 2007, 
while in NVTC’s WMATA jurisdictions residents took 96 (the statewide average 
outside of Northern Virginia was only approximately 11).  For FY 2008, NVTC 
jurisdiction residents increased their per capita transit trips to 99.

• Transit and ridesharing carry two‐thirds of commuters in our major corridors 
inside the Beltway in peak periods and about half outside the Beltwayinside the Beltway in peak periods and about half outside the Beltway. 

• The Virginia State of the Commute survey shows 30% of Northern Virginia’s work 
trips occur in alternative modes (other than driving alone), three times as great a 
share as the rest of the commonwealth. 

4
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Local Level of Effort

• It now costs over $636 million dollars annually to operate• It now costs over $636 million dollars annually to operate, 
maintain and invest in public transit in NVTC’s 
jurisdictions.

• Local sources (fares, 2% gas tax, local subsidies) provide 
two‐thirds of that amount, but economic challenges are 
threatening NVTC’s transit revenues. So far in the first 
third of calendar 2009, NVTC’s gas tax revenues are 37% 
lower than the comparable period in 2008.

L l t t l h l l• Local property tax revenues are also sharply lower, 
necessitating rate hikes in most jurisdictions.

• Transit fares have also been increased on most transit 
systems in Northern Virginia. 

5

Local Level of Effort

• For FY 2009, the Northern Virginia Transportation District had a local level of effort , g p
funding transit of $212 per person.   NVTC’s five WMATA jurisdictions had a 
combined local effort of $278 per person.  The next largest effort was in the 
Richmond District at $31 per person.

• The statewide average excluding the Northern Virginia District was only $20.16, so 
this district’s per capita level of local effort is more than  10 times greater than the 
rest of the commonwealth.

• 51% of Northern Virginia’s employers provide commuter services to encourage 
transit and ridesharing, versus 40% in the rest of Virginia. 

6
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State Transit Aid for FY 2010

• Statewide assistance for transit using state funds is down about $26 million 
(10%) from the FY 2009 program.  Increased state‐administered federal ( ) p g
funds cushion the decrease for a net reduction of $9.6 million (3.1%).

• For the state to meet the statutory target of 95% of eligible transit expenses 
for its programs another $166 million is needed ($153 million of that is for 
operating assistance).

• NVTC’s portion of that shortfall is $112 million, including VRE.

• NVTC receives about 62% of statewide transit allocations and Northern 
Virginia (including Loudoun County and PRTC) receives 76%.

• DRPT has reduced its project management costs and properly allocated a 
portion of NVTC’s Metro Matters project to bond funding which helps to 
cushion the impact of reduced state assistance to NVTC.

7

What can CTB do to Help Transit in Northern Virginia?

1. Give top priority for transit projects in Northern 
Virginia because this region has the greatest use 
of transit and greatest per capita local effort to 
invest in transit. 

2. Encourage the General Assembly to increase 
statewide transit funding and restore regional g g
funding.

8



5

What can CTB do to Help Transit in Northern Virginia?

3 Maintain flexibility in administering DRPT programs in light of the enormous3. Maintain flexibility in administering DRPT programs in light of the enormous 
funding pressures faced by local transit systems. Support DRPT’s case‐by‐
case decisions to extend grant deadlines and shift project funds within the 
same transit system, to allow full billing where warranted due to events 
beyond the control of grantees. 
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What can CTB do to Help Transit in Northern Virginia?

4.   Consider carefully Northern Virginia’s concerns with 
the I‐95/395 HOT lanes project to protect levels of service and safety 
on the existing transit/HOV facility and encourage an active dialogue 
with stakeholders to resolve problems before the commercial 
agreement with the private partners is executed. 

10
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In Closing

• NVTC appreciates the support of Secretary Homer and DRPT 
Director Badger and their staffs, as well as each member ofDirector Badger and their staffs, as well as each member of 
the CTB.

• For more transit performance facts and links to each public 
transit system, visit NVTC’s website at: 
www.thinkoutsidethecar.org

• Questions?   

11

APPENDIX
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NVTC is…

• A regional agency with the mission of 
managing traffic congestion, restoring 
clean air, boosting the economy and 
improving the quality of life for all of 
Northern Virginia’s citizens through 
effective public transit and ridesharing 
networks.   

• NVTC includes the counties of Arlington, Fairfax and 
Loudoun and the cities of Alexandria, Fairfax and Falls 
Church covering over 1,000 square miles with a 
population of 1.7 million.  

13

p p

• The agency manages over $200 million of state and federal grant funds 
and regional gas tax revenues each year for public transit and serves as a 
forum for its board of 20 state and local elected officials to resolve issues 
involving public transit and ridesharing.  

• For information about NVTC, please visit www.thinkoutsidethecar.org.

Cumulative Monthly Northern Virginia 
Transit Passenger Trips FY2006 ‐ FY2009

140,000,000 

160,000,000 

2006 Passengers

2007 Passengers

60,000,000 

80,000,000 

100,000,000 

120,000,000 

2008 Passengers

2009 Passengers
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JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN

2006 Passengers 11,827,150  23,456,875  35,126,061  46,671,161  57,598,592  67,760,308  78,464,368  88,429,718  100,458,632 111,938,133 124,243,702 136,509,624

2007 Passengers 12,102,314  24,199,757  35,419,367  47,304,063  58,197,365  68,506,034  79,325,889  88,950,203  100,895,012 112,550,549 124,827,724 136,946,748

2008 Passengers 12,452,450  24,900,431  36,124,627  49,171,532  60,413,205  70,572,507  82,019,230  92,908,470  104,961,987 117,677,949 130,203,206 142,858,066

2009 Passengers 13,924,269  27,010,155  39,226,327  52,826,635  64,283,888  75,164,160  87,024,247  98,237,622  110,479,554 123,558,687

‐

20,000,000 

40,000,000 
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Total Transit Ridership Growth 
NoVA FY 2003‐2008

FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008

Transit Provider                               
Passenger 

Trips
Passenger 

Trips
Passenger 

Trips 
Passenger 

Trips
Passenger 

Trips
Passenger 

Trips

Metrorail (Northern 
Virginia) 83,529,741 87,817,948 89,624,272 94,642,466 94,161,091 97,964,390

Mertrobus (Northern 
Virginia) 20,855,658 19,190,908 19,314,871 20,899,080 21,011,434 20,870,898*

Fairfax Connector 7,595,138 7,990,825 8,474,143 9,529,056 9,717,392 9,810,228

Alexandria  DASH Bus 2,986,631 3,131,284 3,323,021 3,556,486 3,743,449 3,978,773

Virginia Railway Express 3,179,957 3,645,434 3,745,382 3,640,000 3,453,561 3,628,563
PRTC OMNI Ride Bus 1,182,996 1,251,316 1,398,026 1,608,583 1,738,556 1,840,722
Arlington Transit 397,001 674,806 788,854 926,574 1,060,441 1,225,427
City of Fairfax CUE Bus 925,000 985,500 1,068,492 1,093,926 1,135,758 1,047,346
PRTC OMNI Link B s 649 405 604 586 694 367 843 407 870 206 1 008 626

15

PRTC OMNI Link Bus 649,405 604,586 694,367 843,407 870,206 1,008,626
Loudoun County Transit 281,829 392,901 513,766 602,333 652,347 777,273

Total 121,583,356 125,685,507 128,945,194 137,341,911 137,544,235 142,152,246

*Preliminary.

60,000

70,000

80,000
Average Weekday Passenger Trips on Northern Virginia Transit Systems*, 

FY 1984-2008

VRE over 10,000 
weekday passenger 

trips
Connector over 20,000  

weekday passenger trips

Over 80,000 daily 
passenger trips on 

local transit systems in 
Northern Virginia!

ART receives APTA 
Outstanding Transit 

System award

20,000

30,000

40,000

50,000

Tyson's Shuttle, Crystal 
City Trolley begin 

service

VRE, PRTC 
CommuteRide 
begin service

PRTC OMNILink 
begins service

Arlington
ART begins 

service

CUE named one of 10 best 
small bus systems in U.S 

by Metro Magazine

Loudoun County Transit 
begins service
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Trips 753 3,254 9,619 12,231 18,696 17,433 17,605 17,605 25,681 29,495 32,886 38,743 40,052 39,740 39,411 42,100 48,236 52,539 58,615 63,827 69,338 73,145 79,418 81,660 83,645

0

10,000
DASH 
begins 
service

Fairfax Connector 
begins service

DASH named APTA 
"Best Small Transit 

System" 

*  Northern Virginia Transit Systems for 2004 include DASH, Fairfax Connector, CUE, VRE, PRTC OmniRide and OmniLink, Loudoun County Transit, and Arlington Transit (ART).  
Previous years may include data from RIBS, Tyson's Shuttle, Crystal City Shuttle, and Loudoun County Commuter Service.  WMATA Metrorail and MetroBus data not included. 
CUE began service in FY 81.  Data does not include WMATA reimbursable services such as the GEORGE Bus, REX, Pike Ride, or TAGS
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Northern Virginia WMATA Unlinked Transit Passenger 
Trips – 12 Month Moving Total vs. Gas Price
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NVTC 
Schedules analyzing DRPT’s FY 2010 Rail and Public Transportation Improvement Program 
 
Comparison of Rail and Public Transportation Improvement Program 
 
This schedule shows the amount of revenue, by program, that is expected to be received in FY10 
compared with the FY09 revised program.  The first section lists the state funds, and is broken down 
between the Mass Transit Trust Fund and Other State Assistance.  The MTF provides formula operating, 
capital and special project assistance, and decreased only 0.1% from FY09.  Other state assistance 
includes revenue for transit and rail programs.  Significant sources of revenue for transit included in this 
“other” category includes $23.6M of recordation tax (operating assistance), which is unchanged from 
FY09.  Bond funds available for capital programs decreased from $60M to $32.7M.  Funding for the rail 
programs remained about constant, and includes the Rail Enhancement Fund, Rail Bond Funds, and the 
Railway Preservation Fund.  Commonwealth Transportation Funds of $5.4M are included in the FY10 
program for rail projects. 
 
DRPT is utilizing a portion of the MTF, Recordation Tax, Rail Enhancement Fund, and the Railway 
Preservation to fund project management costs.  For FY10, DRPT is deducting 2.3% from these 
programs, as opposed to 2.4% in FY09. 
 
Overall state funds available decreased 10.3% from FY09. 
 
The FY10 program diverts 1% of the MTF that is normally allocated to special projects, and instead 
applies this funding to the operating program. 
 
DRPT also administers several federally funded programs.  Funding through these programs increased by 
25.8%, from $63.1M to $79.4M.  Not shown on this schedule is an additional $17.3M of ARRA funding 
approved by the CTB in April, which was applied to various statewide capital projects through federal 
formulas. 
 
 
Comparison of State Financial Assistance through DRPT 
 
Two schedules are provided, one comparing statewide assistance with NVTC, the other with all of 
Northern Virginia.  Both schedules show that the state assistance available for transit decreased by 
15.3% from FY09 to FY10 ($212.2M to $179.7M).  NVTC’s share of the state‐wide total decreased from 
$129.2M to $117.7M, however the percentage to the state‐wide funding available increased from 
$60.9% to 62.2%.  NVTC’s share of the bond fund increased from 55.9% to 71.3% as a result of DRPT 
including a portion of the Metro Matters program in the bond fund.   
 
The schedule comparing assistance for all of Northern Virginia shows that NOVA receives 75.9% of the 
statewide assistance available for transit.  This includes 98.2% of the MTF capital program, and 82.7% of 
the bond fund capital program, compared with 96.6% and 64.8% in FY09. 
 
Other financial assistance includes rail funding, part of which is contracted by DRPT directly with VRE.   It 
should be noted that many of the other rail programs may indirectly benefit VRE and NOVA. 
 
 



Statewide Eligibility and Assistance for Capital and Operating 
 
This schedule compares the statewide eligibility, actual assistance, and shortfall for capital and 
operating programs for FY09 and FY10.  Capital eligibility dropped from $139.5M in FY09 to $79.2M in 
FY10 as a result of less capital assistance applied for in FY10.  Even though capital assistance available 
dropped over 30%, the overall state capital funding level increased from 64% to 78%, creating less of a 
shortfall in FY10 than FY09 ($12.7M compared to $43.7M). 
 
 
NVTC Eligibility and Assistance for Capital and Operating 
 
This schedule compares NVTC’s eligibility, actual assistance, and shortfall for capital and operating 
programs for FY09 and FY10.   The amount of capital assistance for NVTC decreased $14.5M, which is 
the result of a $39.5M decrease in capital assistance requested, offset by an increase in the state 
effective match from 61% to 79.1%.  Operating assistance decreased by $3.6M, or about 5%.  Overall 
state assistance for NVTC decreased by $18.1M.  As explained in the footnotes, DRPT is allowing NVTC to 
utilize funding from a FY06 special appropriation for a portion of the FY10 Metro Matters subsidy.  
Taking into account this funding, assistance available decreased $8.1M instead of the $18.1M shown on 
the schedule. 
 
VRE experienced a similar increase in the effective state capital percentage, from 56.2% to 78.0%, and 
also experienced a slightly greater decline in operating assistance (6.5%).  However, since VRE’s capital 
needs remained about constant from FY09, total assistance included in the FY10 program increased by 
$2.1M from FY09. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



COMPARISON OF RAIL AND PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
FY 2009 REVISED AND FY 2010 DRAFT

(in millions)
Increase (Decrease)

FY09 FY10 $ %FY09 FY10 $ %
State Funds

Mass Transit Trust Fund Appropriation and Adjustments
TTF Allocations to MTTF 118.8   124.2   5.4$        4.5%
Adjustments for Indirect Charges and Basis Points (0.6)      (0.6)      -           0.0%
Adjustment for DRPT Project Management - 2.4% / 2.3% of TTF Allocations (2.8)      (2.8)      -           
Adjustment for Paratransit Assistance Program (1.5)    (2.5)      (1.0)       66.7%Adjustment for Paratransit Assistance Program (1.5)    (2.5)      (1.0)       66.7%
Adjust for Prior Year Revenue / Estimate 4.5       -         (4.5)        -100.0%

Total MTTF Appropriation and Adjustments 118.4$ 118.3$ (0.1)$     -0.1%

Mass Transit Trust Fund Allocations
FTM/Admin (Formula) Subprogram of MTTF 87.0     88.1     1.1          1.3%
Capital Assistance Subprogram of MTTF 29.6     29.6     -           0.0%
Special Projects Subprogram of MTTF 1.8       0.6       (1.2)        -66.7%

Subtotal 118.4   118.3   (0.1)        -0.1%

Other State Assistance
Recordation Tax for Transit Operating (FTM/Admin) 23.6     23.6     -           0.0%
Adjustment for DRPT Project Management - 2.4% / 2.3% of RT (0.6)      (0.5)      0.1          -16.7%
Additional Formula Funding 5.1       -         (5.1)        -100.0%
Mass Transit Capital Fund (Bond Funds) 60.0     32.7     (27.3)      -45.5%
Highway Maintenance and Operating Funds 0 5 0 5Highway Maintenance and Operating Funds -       0.5       0.5         
Paratransit Assistance Program 1.5       2.5       1.0          66.7%
Transportation Efficiency Improvement Fund 4.0       4.0       -           0.0%
Rail Enhancement Fund 24.5     24.2     (0.3)        -1.2%
Adjustment for DRPT Project Management - 2.4% / 2.3% REF (0.6)      (0.6)      -           0.0%
Rail Bond Funds 12.9     12.9     -           0.0%
Commonwealth Transportation Funds -         5.4       5.4          
Railway Preservation Fund 3.4     3.3       (0.1)       -2.9%y 3 3 3 (0 ) 9%
Adjustment for DRPT Project Management - 2.4% / 2.3% RPF (0.1)      (0.1)      -           0.0%

Total State Funds 252.1 226.2   (25.9)     -10.3%

State Administered Federal Funds
Flexible STP Funds carried forward from prior FY 8.7       2.0       (6.7)        -77.0%
Flexible STP Funds 14.4     13.7     (0.7)        -4.9%
Equity Bonus Funds for Transit (STP) 10.5     10.1     (0.4)        -3.8%

S btotal 33 6 25 8 (7 8) 23 2%Subtotal 33.6   25.8     (7.8)       -23.2%
IM Funds Convert to STP (Dulles Extension) -         17.8     17.8        
SAFETEA-LU Earmarks -         4.1       4.1          
Federal Transit Act Section 5307 (Gov. Apport.) Appropriation (FY09) 10.1     10.7     0.6          5.9%
Federal Transit act Section 5311 & RTAP Program Appropriation (FY09) 11.9     12.6     0.7          5.9%
Federal Transit Act Section 5303 Program appropriation 2.0       2.1       0.1          5.0%
Federal Transit Act Section 5304 Program Appropriation 0.4       0.5       0.1          25.0%
Federal Transit Act Section 5310 Program Appropriation 2.8 3.0 0.2 7.1%Federal Transit Act Section 5310 Program Appropriation 2.8     3.0       0.2         7.1%
Federal Transit Jobs Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) Urban Program 0.7       0.8       0.1          14.3%
Federal Transit Jobs Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) Rural Program 0.7       0.9       0.2          28.6%
Federal Transit New Freedom Urban Appropriation 0.4       0.5       0.1          25.0%
Federal Transit New Freedom Rural Appropriation 0.5       0.6       0.1          20.0%

Total State Administered Federal Funds 63.1     79.4     16.3        25.8%

Total Rail and Public Transportation Improvement Program 315.2$ 305.6$ (9.6)$     -3.1%



COMPARISON OF STATE FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE THROUGH DRPT
FY 2009 REVISED AND FY 2010 DRAFT

(in millions)

STATEWIDE NVTC
Increase(Decrease) FY09 FY10

FY09 FY10 $ % $ NVTC % $ NVTC %

Available for State-wide Transit Allocations:
FTM/Admin (Formula) Subprogram of MTTF,

plus Recordation Tax 115 1$ 111 1$ (4 0)$ 71 0$ 61 7% 67 5$ 60 7%    plus Recordation Tax 115.1$ 111.1$ (4.0)$       71.0$   61.7% 67.5$  60.7%
Capital Assistance Subprogram of MTTF 30.0     29.2     (0.8)          23.9     79.5% 20.6     70.6%
Mass Transit Capital Fund (Bond Funds) 60.6     32.7     (27.9)        33.8     55.9% 23.3     71.3%
Paratransit Assistance Program 0.7       1.6       0.9           -         0.0% -         0.0%
Special Projects Subprogram of MTTF (Note A) 1.8       0.6       (1.2)          0.2       12.2% 0.1       16.2%
Transportation Efficiency Improvement Fund (Note A) 4.0       4.0       -             0.3       7.4% 0.2       5.0%
Highway Maintenance and Operating Funds -         0.5       0.5           -         -         0.0%

Total Available for State-wide Transit Allocation 212.2  179.7 (32.5)      -15.3% 129.2 60.9% 111.7 62.2%

Other Financial Assistance
Commonwealth Transportation Funds -         5.4       5.4           -         0.0% -         0.0%
Rail Enhancement Fund (Note B) 23.9     23.6     (0.3)          -         0.0% -         0.0%
Railway Preservation Fund (Note C) 3.3       3.2       (0.1)          -         0.0% -         0.0%
Rail Bond Funds (Note C) 12.9     12.9     -             -         0.0% -         0.0%
Passenger Rail Demonstration Service (Note D) -         -         -             -         0.0% -         0.0%

Total Other Financial Assistance 40 1 45 1 5 1 12 6% - 0 0% - 0 0%Total Other Financial Assistance 40.1    45.1   5.1         12.6% -        0.0% -       0.0%

Total State Financial Assistance Available
     Through DRPT 252.3$ 224.8$ (27.5)$     -10.9% 129.2$ 51.2% 111.7$ 49.7%

Notes
A. May include non-transit projects.
B. Table reflects current year anticipated funding.  Actual amount available and programmed in FY10 includes an additional $11.3M carryover from

previous fiscal years, plus $24.4M of Rail Bonds available.  Total funding programmed for FY10 equals $46.9M, including $665,000 directly top y , p g p g q , g , y
VRE.  Other projects may benefit NOVA.

C. Table reflects current year anticipated funding. Includes projects for Culpeper, Richmond, Lynchburg, Staunton and Hampton Roads Districts.
D.  Revenue source is deobligated funding for DRPT projects totaling $5.4M for FY10.

*NVTC includes all NVTC jurisdictions



COMPARISON OF STATE FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE THROUGH DRPT
FY 2009 REVISED AND FY 2010 DRAFT

(in millions)

STATEWIDE NOVA
Increase(Decrease) FY09 FY10

FY09 FY10 $ % $ NOVA % $ NOVA %

Available for State-wide Transit Allocations:
FTM/Admin (Formula) Subprogram of MTTF,
    plus Recordation Tax 115.1$ 111.1$ (4.0)$      84.2$   73.2% 80.3$   72.2%
Capital Assistance Subprogram of MTTF 30.0 29.2 (0.8) 29.0 96.6% 28.7 98.2%Capital Assistance Subprogram of MTTF 30.0   29.2   (0.8)      29.0   96.6% 28.7   98.2%
Mass Transit Capital Fund (Bond Funds) 60.6     32.7     (27.9)      39.3     64.8% 27.0     82.7%
Paratransit Assistance Program 0.7       1.6       0.9         -         0.0% -         0.0%
Special Projects Subprogram of MTTF (Note A) 1.8       0.6       (1.2)        0.3       14.3% 0.1       16.2%
Transportation Efficiency Improvement Fund (Note A) 4.0       4.0       -           0.3       7.4% 0.3       6.4%
Highway Maintenance and Operating Funds -         0.5       0.5         -         -         0.0%

Total Available for State-wide Transit Allocation 212.2 179.7 (32.5)    -15.3% 153.1 72.1% 136.3 75.9%

Other Financial Assistance
Commonwealth Transportation Funds -         5.4       5.4         -         0.0% -         0.0%
Rail Enhancement Fund (Note B) 23.9     23.6     (0.3)        -         0.0% -         0.0%
Railway Preservation Fund (Note C) 3.3       3.2       (0.1)        -         0.0% -         0.0%
Rail Bond Funds (Note C) 12.9     12.9     -           -         0.0% -         0.0%
Passenger Rail Demonstration Service (Note D) -         -         -           -         0.0% -         0.0%

Total Other Financial Assistance 40.1   45.1   5.1       12.6% -        0.0% -       0.0%

Total State Financial Assistance Available
     Through DRPT 252.3$ 224.8$ (27.5)$   -10.9% 153.1$ 60.7% 136.3$ 60.6%

Notes
A. May include non-transit projects.
B. Table reflects current year anticipated funding.  Actual amount available and programmed in FY10 includes an additional $11.3M carryover fro

previous fiscal years, plus $24.4M of Rail Bonds available.  Total funding programmed for FY10 equals $46.9M, including $665,000 directly to
VRE Oth j t b fit NOVAVRE.  Other projects may benefit NOVA.

C. Table reflects current year anticipated funding. Includes projects for Culpeper, Richmond, Lynchburg, Staunton and Hampton Roads Districts.
D.  Revenue source is deobligated funding for DRPT projects totaling $5.4M for FY10.

*NOVA includes NVTC, PRTC and VRE 



NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
STATEWIDE ELIGIBILITY AND ASSISTANCE FOR CAPITAL AND OPERATING
(FY 2010 Draft Six-Year Program and FY 2009 Final Revised Six-Year Program)

FY 2010 FY 2009
Eligibility Draft Shortfall Eligibility Actual Shortfall

Capital
MTTF (77% / 45.5%) 36.039     29.211       (6.828)   62.663   30.012  (32.651)      MTTF (77% / 45.5%) 36.039     29.211       (6.828)   62.663   30.012  (32.651)      
MTCF (80%) 38.792     32.667        (6.125)     71.913     60.558    (11.355)      
TTF (100%) 4.406       4.638          0.232       4.962       5.223      0.261         
Total 79.236     66.515        (12.722)   139.538   95.794    (43.744)      

Operating 264.546   111.125      (153.421) 273.122   115.145  (157.977)    

Total 343.782   177.639     (166.143) 412.660 210.939 (201.721)    

Eligibility assumes target of 95% for all capital lines.

MTTF - Mass Transit Trust Fund.  Capital formula funds with target of 95%, draft FY10 at 77% and actual FY09 at 45.5%

MTCF - Mass Transit Capital Fund.  State-wide bond funds for select capital categories funded at 80%.

TTF - Transportation Trust Fund.  The required match to SAFETEA-LU, CMAQ and RSTP is funded at 100% from the TT



FY 2010 STATE TRANSIT CAPITAL AND OPERATING
STATE ASSISTANCE THROUGH DRPT FOR NVTC SYSTEMS

(in millions)
(Includes only funding from current year funds for current year budgeted expenditures)

DRAFT 6-YEAR PROGRAM

MTTF MTCF TTF Effective Shortfall
@ 77%(capital) @ 80% @ 100% Total State % eligibility (see note)

CAPITAL
WMATA 20.3$                   7.7$             -$             28.0$          77.8% 34.2          (6.2)$            
Local -                        13.0             1.4             14.5            81.6% 16.8          (2.4)              
Subtotal 20.3                     20.8             1.4             42.5            79.1% 51.1          (8.6)              
VRE 7.6                       2.8               0.1             10.5            78.0% 12.8          (2.3)              
Subtotal 27.9                     23.5             1.6             53.0            78.8% 63.9          (10.9)            

FTM/ADMIN
WMATA/Local 66.3                     66.3            38.7% 162.7        (96.4)            
VRE 8.7                       8.7              61.4% 13.4          (4.7)              
Subtotal 75.0                     75.0            40.4% 176.0        (101.1)          

COMBINED CAPITAL /
FTM/ADMIN

WMATA/Local 86.6                     108.8          48.4% 213.7        (104.9)          
VRE 16.3                     19.2            69.6% 26.2          (7.0)              
TOTAL 102.9$                 128.0$       50.7% 239.9$     (112.0)$       

Notes:

MTTF - Mass Transit Trust Fund.  Funds are allocated by statute to the FTM/Admin Program (73.5%), the Capital Program (25%)
and the Special Projects Program (1.5%). The statutory target percentage for the Capital Program is 95% of non-federal costs,
while the target percentage for the FTM/Admin (formula) Program is 95% of certain operating expenses.  The actual capital
percentage and FTM/Admin funding are products of the state-wide needs and funds available in the subprograms. 

MTCF - Mass Transit Capital Fund.  $60 million state-wide bond funds for select capital categories to be funded at 80%.  To
be eligible for this program, the funding must be directly linked to a specific asset with a significant useful life.  Items such
as debt service, preventative maintenance, and leases are not eligible.

TTF - Transportation Trust Fund.  The required match to SAFETEA-LU, CMAQ and RSTP is funded at 100% from the TTF.

Assistance Available from Other Program Years:
NVTC will be utilizing $15 million from a FY06 special appropriation for a portion of the FY10 Metro Matters subsidy.
In FY09, NVTC utilized $5 million of this fun dinging for a portion of the FY09 Metro Matters subsidy.  This funding
was provided at 80% of costs and has not been included in the table above.

DRPT deducted  $5.6 million from NVTC's capital assistance request to account for a portion of the required
local match to rail car funds to be utilized in FY09.  The remaining local match of $4.1M will be deducted from the
FY11 Metro capital request.

Capital shortfall assumes target rate of 95% for all programs.



NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
ELIGIBILITY AND ASSISTANCE FOR CAPITAL AND OPERATING

(FY 2010 Draft Six-Year Program and FY 2009 Final Revised Six-Year Program)

FY 2010 FY 2009 Increase (Decrease)
Effective Effective Effective

Eligibility Draft Shortfall State % Eligibility Actual Shortfall State % Eligibility Actual State %
NVTC
Capital Assistance

WMATA
MTTF (77% / 45.5%) 25.0$    20.3$      (4.7)$    48.6$     23.3$  (25.3)$   (23.5)$  (3.0)$  
MTCF (80%) 9.2        7.7          (1.4)      -           -        -          9.2        7.7     
Total 34.2      28.0        (6.2)      77.8% 48.6       23.3    (25.3)     45.5% (14.4)    4.8     32.3%

Local
MTTF (77% / 45.5%) -          -           -         0.9         0.4      (0.5)       (0.9)      (0.4)    
MTCF (80%) 15.5      13.0        (2.4)      37.9       31.9    (6.0)       (22.4)    (18.9)  
TTF (100%) 1.4        1.4          0.1        1.3         1.4      0.1        0.1        0.1     
Total 16.8      14.5        (2.4)      81.6% 40.1       33.7    (6.4)       79.9% (23.2)    (19.2)  1.7%

Total Capital 51.1      42.5        (8.6)      79.1% 88.6       57.0    (31.7)     61.0% (37.6)    (14.5)  18.0%

Operating Assistance
WMATA 137.4    53.8        (83.6)    37.2% 136.2     57.6    (78.6)     40.2% 1.2        (3.9)    -3.0%
Local 25.3      12.5        (12.8)    47.1% 21.3       12.3    (9.0)       54.8% 4.0        0.2     -7.7%

162.7    66.3        (96.4)    38.7% 157.5     69.9    (87.6)     42.2% 5.1        (3.6)    -3.5%

Total NVTC Assistance 213.7    108.8      (104.9)  48.4% 246.2   126.9 (119.3) 49.0% (32.4)    (18.1) -0.6%

VRE
Capital Assistance

MTTF (77% / 45.5%) 9.4        7.6          (1.8)      9.2         4.4      (4.8)       0.2        3.2     
MTCF (80%) 3.3        2.8          (0.5)      3.8         3.2      (0.6)       (0.5)      (0.4)    
TTF (100%) 0.1        0.1          0.0        0.2         0.2      0.0        (0.1)      (0.1)    
Total 12.8      10.5        (2.3)      78.0% 13.2       7.8      (5.4)       56.2% (0.3)      2.7     21.8%

Operating Assistance 13.4      8.7          (4.7)      61.4% 17.6       9.3      (8.3)       50.2% (4.2)      (0.6)    11.2%

Total VRE Assistance 26.2      19.2        (7.0)      69.6% 30.8     17.1  (13.7)   52.8% (4.6)      2.1   16.8%

Notes:

Assistance Available from Other Program Years:
NVTC will be utilizing $15 million from a FY06 special appropriation for a portion of the FY10 Metro Matters subsidy.  In FY09, NVTC utilized
$5 million of this funding for a portion of the FY09 Metro Matters subsidy.  This funding was provided at 80% of costs, and has not been included
in the table above.  Adjusting the FY09 and FY10 program to reflect these carryover funds shows the decrease in assistance available from
FY09 to FY10 to be $8.1 million as opposed to the $18.1 million decrease reflected in the table.

DRPT deducted  $5.6 million from NVTC's capital assistance request to account for a portion of the required local match to rail car funds to be
utilized in FY09.  The remaining local match of $4.1M will be deducted from the FY11 Metro capital request.

MTTF - Mass Transit Trust Fund.  Funds are allocated by statute to the FTM/Admin Program (73.5%), the Capital Program (25%) and Special
Projects Program (1.5%). The statutory target percentage for the Capital Program is 95% of non-federal costs, while the target percentage for
the FTM/Admin (operating) Program is 95% of certain operating expenses.  The actual capital percentage and FTM/Admin funding are products
of the state-wide needs and funds available in the subprograms. For FY10, Special Projects were reduced to 0.5% with the balance allocated
to the FTM/Admin program.

MTCF - Mass Transit Capital Fund.  $60 million state-wide bond funds for select capital categories to be funded at 80%.  To be eligible for this
program, the funding must be directly linked to a specific asset with a significant useful life.  Items such debt service, preventative maintenance,
and leases are not eligible.

TTF - Transportation Trust Fund.  The required match to SAFETEA-LU, CMAQ and RSTP is funded at 100% from the TTF.

Capital shortfall assumes target rate of 95% for all programs.
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Three Year Comparison of 
Six Year Program 

$ in millions

Revised
FY 08 - 13 FY 09 - 14 FY 10 - 15

Public Transit 1,780$        1,833$           1,739$         

Rail 287             260                242              

Dulles Metrorail 799             822                46                

     Total 2,866$       2,915$           2,027$        

Presenter
Presentation Notes
07 to 09
- $200 M for WMATA federal match	
- $340 M transit capital bonds	
- $138 M recordation tax	
- ($90 M) reduced MTTF revenues	
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Overall Program



 

The programmatic impact of the dedication of 
recordation tax revenue for transit operating has 
been significantly diminished



 

State’s blended matching share for transit capital 
projects at 78% - highest match in over a decade!



 

Funding provided for a 3-year demonstration 
passenger rail service and related capital costs in the 
I-95 and I-81 corridors



 

Allocation to rail projects through the Rail 
Enhancement Fund based on priorities identified in 
the Rail Resource Allocation Plan



 

30% decrease from FY 09-14 due to Dulles project 
removal
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Public Transportation Operations Funding
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
On the operating side, total operating expenses are expected to increase by 11% - this is due very largely to the increase in fuel costs.

The bottom blue section of the bars is operating revenue – increases in ridership and the associated revenues are anticipated but not quite at the same rate of increase as operating costs.  So the share of revenues to the total operating expenses drops slightly. (44 to 43%)

The second green section of the bars shows state aid.  It is expected to decrease by $3m so the share of state funds to total operating expenses drops by a couple of points. (21 to 19%)  The 2 numbers that you see here (108 and 105) include our state formula assistance, state match to CMAQ operating grants, and money for express bus service on the Dulles toll road.

Federal funds that support operations (shown in the yellow bar third from the bottom) are expected to increase so that the share of federal fund to total operating expenses remains at about 10%.  

That brings us to the top orange bar showing local funding.  Their share of the costs  of operations will increase by about three percent at the same time that the total cost will increase by 11%.  That double whammy will require an increase in local funding of 26%.  - That is a real concern to us – cost not avoidable may mean service cuts at a time when what we need is more PT.
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Public Transportation 
Operations Funding 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Dropped to 40% from 44% due to revenue decline
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Public Transportation 
Operations Funding



 
Decrease in operating funding available 
from $115.1 M to $111.1 M
– FY 09 included $5.1 M of deobligated funds
– FY 10 includes 74.5% of revenues vs. 73.5% in 

FY 09 ($1.2 M shift from Special Programs)



 
Addition of recordation tax revenue allowed 
40% state match for the FY 2010 program
– Without recordation tax, state match would be 

33% of eligible costs
– State share has not increased as intended with 

dedication of recordation tax
• Original projections were 55% state share

Presenter
Presentation Notes
As previously discussed in the transit sustainability and investment policy presentation,
asset management will be key analytical tool in the evaluation of capital grant applications. 
Therefore, it is important for us to clearly define AM



8

Public Transportation Capital 
Funding  
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
- Slid from 66 to 64 % due to lost revenue
- Still high compared to historical averages
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Investments in Public Transportation and TDM


 

Major transit projects in large urban areas that will improve mobility, 
generate jobs and promote economic development.
– Dulles Corridor Metrorail  
– Richmond Bus Rapid Transit Alternatives Analysis
– Norfolk Light Rail



 

Start new transit service in Haymarket, VA



 

New locomotives for VRE that will reduce maintenance costs and improve 
reliability



 

Metro Matters program – helps address aging infrastructure and capacity 
constraints for Metrorail and Metrobus
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Investments in Public Transportation and TDM



 

185 Buses for Transit and Human Service  
– 154 replacement vehicles that will reduce maintenance costs and 

improve reliability
– 31 vehicles that will improve upon existing services or be used for new 

services



 

Security investments for 10 systems to improve safety for the public 
and employees



 

Marketing and outreach funding for transit, carpooling, vanpooling 
and teleworking
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Rail Programs 
Rail Enhancement Fund



 

Includes $217 million for 14 projects for freight and passenger rail needs 
over the six-year period



 

Capital improvement in the I-95/I-64 and I-81/Rte. 29 rail corridors



 

Crescent Corridor and National Gateway freight intermodal initiatives



 

Intercity Passenger Rail, Virginia Port Authority, VRE Commuter Rail, 
and High Speed Rail initiatives
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Rail Programs 
Rail Preservation Fund



 

Includes $29.8 million for 14 projects for freight and passenger rail needs 
over the six-year period



 

Capital improvements include the rehabilitation of bridges, roadbed, 
rail, and grade crossings  



 

Projects contribute to the continuation and reliability of the Amtrak 
Cardinal service on the Buckingham Branch Railroad 



 

Several projects support rail service to the Port of Hampton Roads
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Proposed Rail Projects 
FY2010-2015
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Rail Programs 
Demonstration Passenger Service

• Pilot intercity passenger service for 3 years



 

Lynchburg to Washington, DC



 

Richmond to Washington, DC



 

$17.2 million in FY 10 – FY 12 of Commonwealth 
Transportation funds for operational subsidy
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New Passenger Rail Service
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SYIP Process Items



 

Incorporation of asset management, public benefit, 
maintenance of effort, and transit sustainability per 
Item 449.E. of Chapter 879 - 2008 Acts of Assembly



 

ARRA funding included in FY 09 in April and May FY 
09 supplemental allocation; FY 10 supplemental 
allocation planned for October



 

Proposed 2.3% allocation for project development, 
administration and compliance activities 
– Down from 2.4% in FY 2009



 

Public hearings in early June



 

Minor technical corrections to the working draft
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Major Transit and Rail 
Initiatives



www.drpt.virginia.gov

Questions?







 

 

 
          AGENDA ITEM #6 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Zimmerman and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube  
 
DATE: May 7, 2009 
 
SUBJECT: Authorization to Provide a Statement to the CTB on the FY 2010-15 

Transportation Program 
              
 
Recommended Action.  
 
 The commission is asked to authorize Chairman Zimmerman to deliver a 
statement to the Commonwealth Transportation Board at its June 2nd public hearing on 
its draft six-year program for FY 2010-15.  The hearing will be held at the Mary Ellen 
Henderson Middle School at 7130 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, beginning at 7:00 p.m.  
The proposed statement cannot be provided to NVTC at this time because DRPT has 
not released the draft state program.  It is expected to be available only after the CTB 
meeting on May 21st, providing less than two weeks for staff review and no opportunity 
for NVTC’s board to act prior to the hearing. The NVTC statement should emphasize 
the need for increased flexibility in administering DRPT’s state aid programs, among 
other concerns.  
 
Background. 
 
 NVTC and its jurisdictions are experiencing several serious consequences of 
DRPT’s rigid approach to its grant-making responsibilities.  This approach has evolved 
over the past two years or so.  NVTC’s statement to CTB should point out those 
consequences and ask for consideration of a much more flexible approach, especially in 
light of the significant uncertainties and budget pressures resulting from the ongoing 
economic meltdown. 
 
 One of NVTC’s jurisdictions has recently reluctantly agreed to return unspent to 
DRPT a significant grant awarded in FY 2007.  The jurisdiction is unable to proceed 
because the developer is not prepared to say when or if it will go ahead with the project 
in the current severe recession.  DRPT’s grants now generally expire in two to three 
years and DRPT has been unwilling to allow the grant to be used for another project 
within that jurisdiction.   
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 Unfortunately, the unintended consequence of this action is to impact NVTC’s 
process of allocating state aid through its Subsidy Allocation Model.  Other jurisdictions 
have received a lower share of state aid in anticipation of this project going forward as 
planned and the inability to bill the grant means less total state aid is available to share. 
 
 To remedy the situation, jurisdiction staff recommended that DRPT be asked to 
reconsider its policies to provide more leeway in situations like this in order to extend 
the grant, or to use it for other eligible projects.  Both of these approaches worked well 
for the recipients in the past.  It is acknowledged that DRPT has a responsibility to 
ensure that grant funds are not tied up indefinitely, but allowing the funds to be 
transferred with the permission of DRPT on a case by case basis to a project that can 
be promptly billed should pose no hardship for DRPT.  DRPT staff has indicated it is 
willing to consider such requests and NVTC’s statement should encourage a favorable 
decision. 
 
 As the April 30th deadline for extending grants approached, other similar issues 
came to light in other NVTC jurisdictions.  Special circumstances beyond the control of 
the jurisdictions made it impossible to bill large grants within the duration of DRPT’s 
grant agreements, while at the same time unanticipated expenses arose in related 
projects that could be billed now if only DRPT would allow a shift from one grant to 
another.  In the past DRPT was very accommodating in allowing grant extensions and 
reprogramming.  As a result, NVTC’s jurisdictions have had an exemplary record of 
spending almost all DRPT grants and the current adverse consequences for NVTC’s 
subsidy allocation formula were not experienced previously.  
 
 There are other examples of how DRPT’s rigid policies can be counterproductive.  
NVTC must submit detailed project budgets to DRPT on behalf of VRE and NVTC’s 
other partners by February 1, long before the jurisdictions actually approve their 
budgets.  By the time the state grants are available, project budgets often change.  In 
the case of VRE, their state funds are used to match federal grants.  The federal grants 
are usually not available until months after the state funds, by which time the project 
budgets have changed still further.  Ironically, the Federal Transit Administration 
provides much more flexibility to respond to such changed conditions than does DRPT.  
FTA even encourages contingencies for unexpected change orders related to projects 
in their grants.   
 

The state matching funds are often a small fraction of the total project cost.  For 
the state matching funds to jeopardize the much larger federal grant is unproductive and 
needlessly bureaucratic.  It provides the incentive for state grant applicants to apply for 
more grants in order to be prepared for contingencies. 

 
Overly inflexible policies contributed to the lengthy delay in NVTC receiving $40 

million of state General Funds for WMATA rail cars acted on in January, 2005 by the 
Virginia General Assembly.  The funds are finally expected to be provided later this 
month.  The remaining $15 million of $20 million of state General Funds for WMATA 
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rolling stock from the 2007 General Assembly may be provided in FY 2010--but since 
the draft program is not available, this can’t be confirmed.  

 
NVTC staff has consistently pointed out to DRPT that it is unwise to require grant 

applications to be submitted by February 1st, long before local transit budgets are 
adopted.  For DRPT not to release its grant recommendations until late May—well after 
the local budgets must be adopted—is also unproductive.  To then provide only about 
two weeks for localities to prepare comments on DRPT’s program is unfair. 

 
Finally, DRPT’s automated web-based financial tool (known as “OLGA”) has not 

yet achieved the level of reliability that is needed.  OLGA is used for on-line applications 
and for reporting monthly ridership, among other uses.  DRPT establishes firm 
deadlines but applicants are sometimes unable to enter the required information into 
OLGA.  DRPT is considering upgrades to this system and NVTC’s statement should 
encourage DRPT to do so while improving the flexibility with which this tool is used.  
Currently, too many glitches and lockouts place an added burden on applicants.  
 
 As stated above, the commission is asked to authorize its chairman to deliver a 
statement on June 2nd to CTB members to outline these concerns and the proposed 
remedies.  DRPT staff is often helpful and flexible with very positive results.  NVTC’s 
statement should ask that DRPT policies be restructured to provide a renewed 
emphasis on flexibility, at the very least during the current period of economic 
uncertainty. 



 

 

 

 
          AGENDA ITEM #5 
 
 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Zimmerman and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube  
 
DATE: May 28, 2009 
 
SUBJECT: GEORGE Transit Service Agreement with Falls Church and Arlington’s 

ART 
              
 
 As has been discussed with the commission, Falls Church intends to contract 
with Arlington’s ART to operate the city’s GEORGE bus system effective July 1, 2009.  
Many activities must be completed before then, including arranging for buses and 
fareboxes. 
 
 The four GEORGE buses were originally procured with Federal Transit 
Administration funds by NVTC.  For convenience, they were sold to WMATA for $1 and 
were titled and used by WMATA to provide the GEORGE service.  In the initial 
operating agreement, NVTC provided funding but currently Falls Church is entirely 
responsible.  However, NVTC retains the contractual right to repurchase the buses from 
WMATA for $1 if WMATA ceases to provide the service.  This was necessary to ensure 
that NVTC’s obligation to FTA on behalf of Falls Church is honored.  The buses must be 
kept in service during their useful lives. 
 
 Consequently, as Falls Church negotiates a new service agreement with 
Arlington, NVTC is likely to need to obtain the buses from WMATA and provide them to 
Arlington while retaining the right to repurchase the buses from Arlington.  The draft 
contracts are likely to be available in late June and must be executed before July 1, 
2009.  Accordingly, the commission is asked to authorize its executive director to 
execute appropriate contracts to facilitate the use of NVTC’s buses for GEORGE 
service while retaining the rights needed to comply with FTA requirements.  These 
contracts would be reviewed by NVTC’s legal counsel before they are executed.  
 



F.C. Wants Arlington, Not WMATA, to Run GEORGE

By Nicholas F. Benton   
Wednesday, 06 May 2009 16:02

Scaled-Back Bus Line Asks New Operator

Falls Church City Manager Wyatt Shields was in the process of crafting a “letter of intent” to the
Arlington County Department of Transportation when he picked up the phone to speak to the
News-Press late yesterday.

The letter, for which he’d gotten the go-ahead from the Falls Church City Council Monday, will
ask Arlington to take over the operation of F.C.’s scaled-back GEORGE bus system as of July 1.

It is the first step in reducing the cost of operating GEORGE, which became a major bone of
contention during the just-completed F.C. budget deliberations. Data showed that the system,
operating within the City’s 2.2 square mile area, cost taxpayers over $600,000 to serve what
turned out to be only 70,000 rides in the past year.

Faced with having to make deep cuts in the City’s budget due to a recession-driven precipitous
drop in tax revenues, Shields had proposed de-funding GEORGE, altogether. But that led to a lot
of objections both from within the community and on the City Council.

Subsequently, City Hall learned it had the option of drawing on the state and Northern Virginia
Transportation Commission trust funds for about $300,000, and the Council agreed to use that to
operate GEORGE for another year in a scaled back form at half the past years’ cost.

So, the reduced-service GEORGE will continue to operate its routes during morning and evening
rush hours at no added cost to City real estate taxpayers. The length of service of the rush hour
routes will be cut, and the mid-day 26-A route will be eliminated. The exact parameters of the
retained routes have yet to be worked out.

But while GEORGE is being given a one-year reprieve, the City Council will soon appoint and
assign a task force to study the viability of the system for the long term. It will be asked to
conclude its study in time to decide whether or not, or at what level, GEORGE should be funded
in the next budget.

F.C. Council members stressed at a work session Monday that making GEORGE work from now
on will require, among other things, a lot of publicity.

Shields got the OK Monday to take the first step of shifting the operations of the bus system from
the Washington Metro Area Transportation Authority (WMATA) to the operators of the smaller
Arlington Transit System (ART) serving Falls Church’s immediate but larger neighbor to the east.

Shields said he did not want to suggest anything negative about WMATA’s operation of the
GEORGE system, but that there would be added benefits from the proximity of Arlington to Falls
Church, as well as a lower cost to F.C. of funding the operation.

The process of Arlington formally agreeing to the terms of the new arrangement begins with
Shields’ “letter of intent” that will go in the mail this week. But Shields said he would be shocked
if Arlington did not accept the terms, since Falls Church and Arlington have been working “hand
in glove” on the notion for months at the administrative level.

As in the case of the current relationship with WMATA, Arlington would provide the drivers and all
the maintenance requirements to operate GEORGE. Falls Church’s only role, essentially, would be
to provide the buses, themselves and to design or modify the routes. The new relationship will
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become official when a “memorandum of understanding” is signed off on by both parties. It all
has to be completed by this July 1.

This is the second time that GEORGE has been scaled back since F.C. took over responsibility for
funding the system in 2004. Originally, the system included weekend and evening service that
was removed mid-decade.

When first envisioned, GEORGE was a federally-funded prototype experiment in the use of
environmentally-progressive electric hybrid buses. After many fits and starts, the technology was
deemed a failure, the buses were converted to clean diesel, the federal money dried up, and the
City assumed the full burden of its cost of operation.

The City Council is expected to hammer out the details of its plans for a GEORGE task force at its
meeting this Monday night.
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          AGENDA ITEM #6 
 
 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Zimmerman and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube  
 
DATE: May 28, 2009 
 
SUBJECT: Legislative Items 
              
 
 Attached for your information are several items pertaining to federal legislation.  
Unfortunately, the Obama Administration did not include $150 million of new funding for 
WMATA to match local commitments.  Members of Congress intend to make an effort to 
add the funds.   
  
 Also attached are materials from APTA describing progress in federal surface 
transportation program reauthorization and climate change legislation. 
 
  
 



Message Preview

To ensure delivery of Legislative Alert, please add 'LegislativeAlert@apta.com' to your email address book.  
If you are still having problems receiving our newsletter, see our whitelisting page for more details: http://www.commpartners.com/website/

white-listing.htm

May 8, 2009

Administration Releases More Detailed FY 2010 Budget Submission 
Proposes Baseline Funding for Transit Pending Action on Authorization Bill

On Thursday, May 7, 2009, the Obama Administration released its detailed budget recommendations for Fiscal 
Year (FY) 2010 for all federal programs, including federal surface transportation programs.  The documents 
released yesterday provide the programmatic level detail that was not included in the Administration’s initial 
budget submission to Congress, but as explained below, even this more detailed budget assumes only current 
baseline program levels for transit and highway programs under the expiring SAFETEA-LU authorizing law.  
The budget proposal essentially assumes that any funding growth under these programs will be subject to 
decisions made in the new authorizing bill.

For Federal Transit Administration programs in FY 2010, the Administration proposes total budget authority of 
$10.336 billion, which is essentially flat line funding from FY 2009 authorized levels, and a small increase over 
the FY 2009 appropriated levels (exclusive of stimulus funding).  Capital Investment Grants are proposed to be 
funded at a level of $1.827 billion and Formula and Bus Grants at a level of $8.343 billion.

The proposal includes a higher level of support from general fund resources for both transit and highway 
programs currently funded principally from the Highway Trust Fund.  In an effort to explain that its proposals on 
the Federal Transit Administration and Federal Highway Administration programs are really preliminary 
baseline proposals that will be modified in the authorization process, the Administration budget submission 
repeatedly states the following:

The Administration is developing a comprehensive approach for surface transportation reauthorization. 
Consequently, the Budget contains no policy recommendations for programs subject to reauthorization, 
including highway programs. Instead, the Budget displays baseline funding levels for all surface transportation 
programs.

With regard to general fund provisions of federal transit programs, the budget states that it is not indicative of 
“recommended funding levels or a budgeting approach for the upcoming reauthorization” but is intended to 
provide an accurate picture of the current fiscal condition of the Highway Trust Fund/Mass Transit Account.

Additionally, as previously announced, the budget recommends $1 billion for Capital Assistance for High-
Speed Rail Corridors and Intercity Passenger Rail Service.  This would be the first year of a five-year proposal 
following-on the $8 billion in “seed money” for this program in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA).  The budget also recommends a small increase in funding for Amtrak from $1.490 billion to $1.502 
billion.

Finally, the budget submission recommends a reduction in funding for the Rail and Public Transportation 
Security Grants program to $250 million in FY 2010. The program received $400 million in FY 2009 
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Appropriations and additional $150 million through the ARRA, for a total of $550 million in FY 2009.  Moreover, 
the program is authorized to be appropriated at a level of $900 million in FY 2010 under the 9/11 Commission 
Recommendations Act.

House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee to Introduce Authorization Bill

Chairman James Oberstar of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee has said he intends to 
introduce a committee draft of the next surface transportation authorization this month.  The Chairman has 
indicated that he would like to have the legislation considered in the full committee and onto the House Floor 
by June.  Few details regarding the Chairman’s plans for the public transportation title of the bill are available at 
this time, but committee staff has said they are using APTA’s recommendations as a starting point for the 
transit title.  Committee leaders have begun discussions with the House Ways and Means Committee to 
develop the financing portion of the bill.   In addition, the Transportation and Infrastructure Committee has 
extended the deadline for the submission of project requests until May 15.  

On the Senate side, the Banking Committee has also been working to develop the public transportation portion 
of the authorization bill, but has not yet released any details on their proposal.  The Senate Environment and 
Public Works Committee has also been working on its portion of the bill and leaders from that committee met 
recently with leaders from the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee on their respective versions 
of the upcoming bill.  Finally, in the President’s budget request for FY 2010, the Administration has indicated 
that it is in the process developing its proposal for the surface transportation legislation, as well.  More details 
will be reported as soon as they are available.

Stimulus Funds for Operating Purposes

Recently, there has been discussion about the possibility of adding legislative language permitting the 
temporary use of existing transit funds for operating purposes to the FY 2009 supplemental appropriations bill 
for military funding, which is likely to be considered in both the House and Senate in the next few 
weeks, with funds provided under either the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) or under the 
FY 2009 Transportation Appropriations bill.   While it does not appear that the House will include such 
language in its version of the supplemental appropriations bill, the Senate Banking Committee is considering 
offering an amendment to the Senate version of the bill that would permit the use of transit funding under 
ARRA for operating purposes.  

 
APTA has supported the use of a portion of ARRA funds for operating expenses to halt employee layoffs, 
service cuts, or fare increases, and continues to support efforts to permit the use of ARRA funds for such 
purposes.  Funding under ARRA is from general funds and would not affect trust fund balances in the Mass 
Transit Account (MTA) or the outlay rate of spending from the MTA.  More details will be provided as they 
become available.

House Likely to Move Climate Change Bill 

The House Energy and Commerce Committee this week continued preparations for markup of its climate 
change bill, the "American Clean Energy Security Act of 2009.”  Following a meeting of Democratic Committee 
members and President Obama on Tuesday, Chairman Henry Waxman (D-CA) indicated that the bill could be 
fast-tracked and move directly to a full committee markup.  A markup schedule has not been released, but the 
Chairman Waxman has repeatedly stated that the committee will approve a bill before Memorial Day. 

APTA strongly urges its members to immediately contact members of the committee that represent your 
agency, business, or region, including Chairman Waxman and Subcommittee Chairman Edward Markey.  
APTA members need to make a strong case for public transportation investment in the bill as the committee 
has been reluctant to direct cap and trade revenue proceeds to specific purposes.  
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APTA President Bill Millar sent a letter to Chairman Waxman asking that 10 percent of emission allowance 
revenue be dedicated to investment in public transportation and other emission-reducing transportation 
infrastructure.  A copy of the letter can be found here.  The APTA Intergovernmental Issues Subcommittee and 
APTA staff have also developed a set of “Discussion Principles” to highlight transit industry priorities under a 
cap-and-trade program.  To view the principles, click here.

When you talk to members of the committee, please ask the following:

* Urge your member of Congress to contact Chairman Waxman and ask for public transportation investment in 
climate change legislation.  APTA has asked the committee to dedicate no less than 10 percent of allowance 
revenue created under a cap-and-trade program to investment in public transportation and transportation 
infrastructure.  
     
* Explain that transportation is responsible for one-third of carbon dioxide emissions (CO2) and that current 
public transportation use already saves 4.2 billion gallons of fuel and prevents the emission of 37 million metric 
tonnes of CO2 annually.

* Ask that cap-and-trade revenue from fuel consumed by the transportation sector be reinvested in 
transportation infrastructure.  

* Request that climate change legislation provide investment in public transportation to prevent service 
reductions related to a cap-and-trade program resulting from increases in the price of fuel and electricity costs.  
Transit systems are exempt from federal motor fuels taxes, and this principle should be extended to climate 
change legislation.  

Members of the House Energy and Commerce Committee

Democrats 
Henry A. Waxman, CA, Chair 
John D. Dingell, MI, Chair Emeritus 
Edward J. Markey, MA 
Rick Boucher, VA 
Frank Pallone, Jr., NJ 
Bart Gordon, TN 
Bobby L. Rush, IL 
Anna G. Eshoo, CA 
Bart Stupak, MI 
Eliot L. Engel, NY 
Gene Green, TX 
Diana DeGette, CO 
Lois Capps, CA 
Mike Doyle, PA 
Jane Harman, CA 
Jan Schakowsky, IL 
Charles A. Gonzalez, TX 
Tammy Baldwin, WI 
Mike Ross, AR 
Anthony D. Weiner, NY 
Jim Matheson, UT 
G.K. Butterfield, NC 
Charlie Melancon, LA 
John Barrow, GA 
Baron P. Hill, IN 
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Doris O. Matsui, CA 
Donna M. Christensen, VI 
Kathy Castor, FL 
John P. Sarbanes, MD 
Christopher S. Murphy, CT 
Zachary T. Space, OH 
Jerry McNerney, CA 
Betty Sutton, OH 
Bruce L. Braley, IA 
Peter Welch, VT

Republicans 
Joe Barton, TX, Ranking Member  
Ralph M. Hall, TX 
Fred Upton, MI 
Cliff Stearns, FL 
Nathan Deal, GA 
Ed Whitfield, KY 
John Shimkus, IL 
John B. Shadegg, AZ 
Roy Blunt, MO 
Steve Buyer, IN 
George Radanovich, CA 
Joseph R. Pitts, PA 
Mary Bono Mack, CA 
Greg Walden, OR 
Lee Terry, NE 
Mike Rogers, MI 
Sue Wilkins Myrick, NC 
John Sullivan, OK 
Tim Murphy, PA 
Michael C. Burgess, TX 
Marsha Blackburn, TN 
Phil Gingrey, GA 
Steve Scalise, LA

American Public Transportation Association 
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          AGENDA ITEM #7 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Zimmerman and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube 
 
DATE: May 28, 2009 
 
SUBJECT: Regional Transportation Items 
              
 

A. I-95/395 HOT Lanes. 
 

A copy of NVTC’s response to Secretary Homer’s May 5, 2009 letter is 
attached for your information. 
 

B. VTA Conference. 
 

The annual conference of the Virginia Transit Association will be held in 
Fredericksburg on June 8 and 9, 2009.  A copy of the program is attached for 
your information.  

 
C. EDF’s Reinventing Transit Case Studies. 

 
The Environmental Defense Fund has published a series of case studies 

about “American communities finding smarter, cleaner, faster transportation 
solutions.”  Excerpts are attached, including:  

 
• Bike station in Long Beach, CA and Chicago:  Includes 24-hour bike 

parking, repairs, rentals; personal showers and lockers; and a car-share 
service; among other amenities.  The Chicago Cycle Center used a $5 
million grant from McDonald’s and has 500 members. 
 

• Shuttle buses to commuter rail stations in Maplewood, NJ: Daily 
ridership reaches 7,800 with single-trip fares of $1.  Uses seed money 
from New Jersey Transit.  NJT purchases 20-passenger minibuses and 
leases to municipalities at no cost.  Currently 20 communities operate 
the shuttles for 50,000 monthly riders. 



 

   

 
 
D. Bus Rapid Transit Update. 
 

The attached copy of a Railway Age article titled “BRT: Option or Oxymoron,” 
contains several references to the opinions of Ed Tennyson on the relative merits of BRT 
versus rail alternatives. 

 
TPB and FTA are sponsoring a one-day conference on “Opportunities for Priority 

Bus Transit in the Washington Region.”  It will be held on June 24th, 8:00 AM- 4:15 PM, 
at the Washington Plaza Hotel at 10 Thomas Circle, NW in Washington D.C.  
Registration is available at www.mwcog.org/busconference. 

 
E. Examining the Speed-Flow-Delay Paradox in the Washington D.C. Region. 

 
A December, 2008 final report for the Federal Highway Administration by the 

Louis Berger Group, Inc. examined the potential impacts of reduced traffic on congestion 
delay.  A copy of the executive summary is attached and the full report is available online 
at: http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/fhwahop09017/fhwahop09017.pdf 

 
The study examined “tipping points” at which free flow traffic breaks down as 

volume exceeds capacity and conversely how much traffic would have to be reduced to 
maintain free-flowing traffic.  The study established that relatively modest reductions in 
peak demand can often be sufficient to improve congestion markedly.  In general, a 10 to 
14% decrease in peak traffic on congested freeways will reduce delay by 75 to 80%. 

 
On one freeway segment included in the study (a 10-mile stretch of I-270), the 

average traveler would save 340 seconds in the peak hour, or 13.2 cents per vehicle 
mile.  Those savings would yield millions of dollars summed over all travelers in a year. 

 
The authors consider value pricing and disincentives to discretionary travelers and 

conclude, “It therefore appears feasible to restore and maintain free-flow on the freeways 
in the Metropolitan Washington area, without adding capacity (except to alleviate 
selected bottlenecks), by applying congestion pricing to major facilities, and at the same 
time increasing transit, carpool and vanpool programs.” 

 
This research is important because it confirms that transit investments are vitally 

important, even though more people continue to drive than use transit, because a 
relatively modest shift of drivers to transit reduces traffic congestion greatly and hence 
improves air quality, energy efficiency and safety.  

 
The results of the TPB Skycomp survey are consistent with these findings.  The 

number of lane miles operating at Level of Service F during the peak period declined, 
presumably due to a 3-4% drop in VMT (although there are some exceptions in which 
congestion actually increased). 
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May 13, 2009 

Re: I-95/395 HOT Lanes Project 

 
Hon. Pierce R. Homer 
Secretary of Transportation 
Patrick Henry Building, 3rd Floor 
1111 East Broad Street 
Richmond, VA 23219 
 
 
Dear Secretary Homer: 
 
 At its May 7, 2009 meeting, the Northern Virginia Transportation 
Commission reviewed your long-anticipated letter of that date.  Your letter 
responded to the commission’s letter of December 5, 2008 and to several 
other similar letters and comments from various regional entities.  Because 
your letter was received just prior to the commission meeting we did not 
have the opportunity to examine it thoroughly.  Even so, as you anticipated, 
we did have several initial reactions.  Upon further review, we may have 
additional comments and questions beyond those below: 
 

1. We note favorably your intention to provide the “basic elements” of the 
commercial agreement at least 45 days prior to its execution.  NVTC 
will wish to examine the draft document to be certain that at least 
$195 million remains guaranteed for public transit improvements and 
that the performance (including travel speeds, ease of access/egress 
and safety of transit vehicles) of the existing HOV lanes is protected 
for the life of the project. 

 
2. Your description of the new paradigm for project development (in 

which many problems are postponed for consideration after close of 
the business agreement) is, we believe, in need of further discussion.  
If transit safety or neighborhood congestion concerns remain 
unresolved, what leverage will remain after the agreement is executed 
to encourage the private partners to do what is needed to achieve a 
satisfactory result?
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3. You describe intensive efforts to work with the Department of Defense 

to improve access to several sites and to integrate DOD shuttles.  You 
state that you are “working directly with the Pentagon to address their 
circulation and security concerns.”  When and how will the same level 
of effort be extended to working with local governments to address 
congestion on local streets and roads? 

 
4. With respect to the safety challenges of reduced lane and shoulder 

widths, you state that the project team will “work through several 
operational scenarios with transit operators in the corridor” when more 
complete details are available.  Since many of the operators attend 
NVTC we’re anxious to know exactly when will this occur?  Will it be 
before or after the execution of the commercial agreement?  

 
5. You discuss various ways to measure performance.  When will final 

decisions be made and will NVTC and others have an opportunity to 
comment before they are finalized?  

 
As we have stated previously, NVTC’s questions and comments should not be 

interpreted as opposition to the concept of the project.  Rather, we continue to have 
concerns about the critical details of the project. How those concerns about safety and 
performance are resolved will determine whether the project is successful.  We hope you 
will be responsive to our concerns and engage in a continuous and timely dialogue with 
us. 

 
      Sincerely,  

 
      Christopher Zimmerman 
      Chairman 
 

cc:  Martin Nohe, NVTA 
 Michael May, PRTC 
 Mark Dudenhefer, FAMPO 
 NVTC Commissioners 

 
 













Hot Over HOT Lanes
Arlington and Alexandria have withheld support for VDOT project on I-395.

By Michael Lee Pope
Thursday, May 07, 2009

Elected officials in Alexandria and Arlington have taken formal action to withhold their support for a
Virginia Department of Transportation proposal to build high-occupancy toll lanes along two parts of
the border between the city and county. Officials in both jurisdictions expressed concern that the
proposal would create a confusing maze of off-ramps that would disadvantage Alexandria and
Arlington residents to the benefit of outlying regions such as Spotsylvania.

"Wouldn’t it be better for people in the inner jurisdictions to have people in outer jurisdictions to be
in a carpool or transit?" asked VDOT project manager Young Ho Chang. "That’s what this project has
been designed to encourage."

The friction between jurisdictions closer to the District of Columbia and those further out is playing
out as the Commonwealth Transportation Board is negotiating with a private firm known as Fluor-
Transurban that would construct the lanes and operate them in a public-private partnership with
VDOT. Currently plans call for expanding and extending the existing two-lane high occupancy vehicle
facility on Interstate 395 into a three-lane high occupancy toll facility between Spotsylvania and
Arlington counties, a portion of which is located within the city of Alexandria.

"We have not to date received a response to our request for data," said Arlington County deputy
manager Marsha Allgeier in a written response to questions. "We continue to be concerned about the
impact this would have on our streets, and we continue to press for answers."

In January, the Arlington County Board adopted a resolution that withheld its support for the HOT
lane proposal until its concerns could be addressed. The Alexandria City Council followed suit in
March, adopting a resolution that accused VDOT of improperly preparing environmental
documentation for the project. Now VDOT is moving quickly on the project, recently removing more
than two square miles of tree canopy in Fairfax County to make room for the new lanes.

"This is project is charging forward," said Del. David Englin (D-45), who represents both sides of the
Arlington and Alexandria border at issue. "That’s why I working with Alexandria and Arlington to
slow this thing down."

ONE OF THE MAJOR areas of concern is around an area known as the Shirlington rotary, a circular
series of on-ramps and off-ramps where neighborhood residents are concerned about six new traffic
lights. Three of the signals would be on the Arlington side and three of the signals would be on the
Alexandria side, prompting anxiety about which jurisdiction would be responsible for coordinating the
flow of traffic.

"One of the options would be for one of the jurisdictions to take responsibility for all the traffic
lights," said Chang. "Another option would be for VDOT to take control of the signals. These the
kinds of things that are still being worked out."

Another area of concern is the intersection of the HOT lanes and Seminary Road, where VDOT plans
to build a transit station in the middle of Interstate 395. Although plans call for similar installations,
known as "in-line" transit stations, in Lorton and Woodbridge, local elected officials expressed
concern that these kinds of facilities might not work as well inside the Capital Beltway.

"It sounds impractical to me," said Alexandria Councilman Tim Lovain, a member of the
Transportation and Planning Board of the Council of Governments. "Putting one of these things at
Seminary just strikes me as dubious."

TOLLS FOR THE HOT lanes would change throughout the day to regulate demand for the lanes in
an effort to reduce congestion, especially during peak hours. When traffic increases, the tolls would
go up — a concept known as "congestion pricing." Yet officials in Alexandria and Arlington are still
waiting to hear the details of how their residents would fit into the system. Ultimately, VDOT officials
suggest, the project has been designed so that the needs of the many outweigh the needs of the
few.

"I can understand the concerns in Arlington and Alexandria," said Steve Titunik, s spokesman for

Courtesy of the Virginia Department of
Transportation
Many neighborhood residents
are concerned about six new
traffic lights that are currently
planned for an area known as
the Shirlington rotary.

What is a HOT lane?

High-occupancy toll lanes are
express travel lanes that are
constructed and operated
alongside highway lanes. They
are designed to manage
congestion by requiring
travelers to use multi-passenger
transportation or pay a toll. In
December the Federal Highway
Administration approved a
proposal that would create a
56-mile HOT-lane corridor from
Spotsylvania to the Pentagon.
Under the proposed public-
private partnership, the Virginia
Department of Transportation
would own and oversee the
lanes while Fluor-Transurban
would construct, operate and
maintain them.
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VDOT. "But at the same time we need to take a look at the best way to move large amounts of
people through the region with the least amount of congestion."
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HOT lanes construction to pump billions into
economy
May 6, 2009 - 5:00am
Hank Silverberg, WTOP.com

VIENNA, Va. - A study done at George Mason University indicates the Interstate 495 High Occupancy
Toll lanes construction project is expected to pump $2.7 billion into the region's economy and support
as many as 11,800 full-time jobs during its six-year construction period.

Fairfax County would see $2.33 billion generated, along with more than 5,600 jobs. Construction would
add $3.46 billion to Virginia's economy. The $3.46 billion includes Fairfax County.

Stephen Fuller, director for the Center for Regional Analysis at George Mason University in Fairfax,
Va., says in the short term, that equates to 10 percent of the job growth in the county in 2009.

Of the 11,800 full-time jobs the construction will support, about 600 would be full-time, on-site
construction jobs. Other jobs would be indirectly related to construction. Additionally, more than 20,000
other jobs would be supported by HOT lanes construction elsewhere.

Fuller says in the long term, "This project, along with Metro rail through Tysons Corner, is going to
create a whole new level of access to a very important part of the region's economy."

The project would help boost the local economy through direct spending, as well as through increased
property values. The study projects that each dollar spent on materials and workers will generate
$2.25 as the money is re-spent in local stores and restaurants.

"While many shovel-ready projects are still waiting for federal stimulus funding or are on hold due to
tight budgets, Capital Beltway HOT Lanes construction is delivering real paychecks, real jobs and real
economic growth today," says Fuller.

The study did not look at how much business the toll lanes might chase away simply because of the
tolls.

Eleven key interchanges will be upgraded and aging infrastructure replaced, including more than 50
bridges and overpasses, as part of the $1.54 billion construction project. The projected completion
date for the construction is 2013.

(Copyright 2009 by WTOP. All Rights Reserved.)
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PRELIMINARY AGENDA—Subject to change
 

Show All Sessions
 
Monday, June 8, 2009
Tuesday, June 9, 2009
 
Monday, June 8, 2009
 

8:00 AM  -  12:00 PM Exhibitors set up in the Expo
Exhibitors start set up at 8:00. Formal exhibition begins at noon.

 
9:00 AM  -  5:00 PM Conference Registration
 
10:30 AM  -  12:30 PM VTA Board Meeting

Meeting for VTA Board members.
 
12:00 PM  -  7:00 PM Exhibitor Expo Opens—Today only
 
12:30 PM  -  2:00 PM Welcome Lunch with Exhibitors

What's new in the transit market? Meet our exhibitors in the Exhibit
Hall for lunch.

 
2:00 PM  -  3:00 PM APTA Briefing: From Recovery to Re-authorization

You will not want to miss this informative APTA briefing on federal
directions that will dramatically impact transit in Virginia for years
to come: from the recovery act and re-authorization to energy and
climate legislation.

 
3:00 PM  -  4:00 PM FTA Update

TBA
 
5:00 PM  -  7:00 PM Cocktail Reception with our Exhibitors

Join our exhibitors in the Exhibit Hall for a cocktail reception.
 
7:00 PM Enjoy Fredericksburg Dining on Your Own

Enjoy the many dining experiences Fredericksburg has to offer on
your own. A complimentary bus will be available for transportation
to selected restaurants.

 
top

 
Tuesday, June 9, 2009
 

8:00 AM  -  9:30 AM Registration Continued
 
8:30 AM  -  9:45 AM DRPT Update

A two-part session with DRPT:
 

Part One:  DRPT's annual update—your source for information on
state trends.
Part Two: Incorporating Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) to
maximize efficiency.

 
9:45 AM  -  10:00 AM Hospitality Break
 
10:00 AM  -  11:00 AM Roundtable Discussions

Peer Exchange: Small group discussions on various topics while
networking with other transit systems.

 
11:00 AM  -  12:00 PM Concurrent Breakout Session - Making Smart Choices on

Alternative Fuel Vehicles
Join us for an exploration of emerging research and tools that will
guide you in making smart fuel and vehicle selections.

 
11:00 AM  -  12:00 PM Concurrent Breakout Session - Marketing to Choice Commuters

Rosemary Sheridan, VP-Communications & Marketing at APTA goes
in-depth with the new APTA marketing campaign to equip systems
with a toolbox of marketing methods.
 
Kathy Shaw Clary, Director of Sales, Marketing and PR at GRTC
shares their success story with their latest advocacy campaign and
marketing achievements.
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12:00 PM  -  2:30 PM Awards Luncheon
Come applaud our transit systems at this annual luncheon
recognizing individuals, groups, and projects for outstanding
leadership and support for public transportation.
 
John Martin, President and CEO of SIR Research, co-founder of The
Boomer Project, author of The Boomer Consumer and featured
national speaker will be our Awards Luncheon speaker, launching
the introduction of our webinar series this spring with "Five Things
Transit Systems Should be Doing Right Now."  Come join in the
audience participation!

 
top
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CAse studY 10
Building new ways to commute: Bike-transit centers

Bikestation overview 
A key obstacle that has prevented more widespread use of bicycles has been 
the lack of safe or convenient places to park a bike. But now, companies like 
Bikestation are changing the equation. 
Bikestation offers a new kind of 
transportation hub that not only 
provides parking for cyclists but helps 
transit providers expand their reach to a 
wider market. Because cyclists can 
travel farther and faster than 
pedestrians, Bikestations enable access 
to transit over an area 35 times larger 
than pedestrian access37 would allow. 
They also require only a fraction of the 
cost to build and operate as park-and-
ride lots do.

Bikestation has partnered with local 
communities, businesses and gov ern ments to provide parking and a full suite of 
services to cyclists. With 9 facili ties built and more than 36 in the plan ning stages, 
Bikestation provides a scalable new form of infra structure that can expand local 
commute options beyond driving. Bikestation has experienced enormous success in 
recent months (August through November 2008) show ing a 64% increase in usage 
over the same period in 2007.

Spotlight on Long Beach

• Location: First street transit Mall, 
a hub connecting light rail, buses, 
local shuttles, pedestrians, and 
30 miles of bike paths. 

• in June 2008, Long Beach had 
2,500 bikestation users, a 39% 
increase over 2007.

• the City of Long Beach provides 
$48,000 (about a third) of the 
Bikestation’s operating budget
source:Long Beach Press-telegram, 7/21/08
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Bikestations connect 
transit with bike parking 
and other travel services 
to create a new kind 
of transportation hub, 
dramatically expanding 
transit’s market reach 
in an environmentally 
friendly way .
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Description of service38

Bikestation aims to develop one-stop personal transportation centers. Though each is 
slightly different, a Bikestation might include some of the following features:

• Twenty-four-hour bicycle parking 

• Bicycle repairs, rentals and retail sales

• Personal showers, lockers and changing rooms

• Snack bar/Café

• Car-share service

• LEV Sharing/Electric vehicle charging station

• Transit and bicycling information and/or ticket sales

U .S . bikestation locations 

Facility Year 
opened

Est . square 
footage

# of parking 
spaces

Car miles 
reduced

Long Beach 1996/2006 1200 70 39,000

Palo Alto 1999/2007 2000 94 62,400

Berkeley 1999 1000 77 120,120

seattle 2003 2100 67 62,400

embarcadero 2004 1200 142 70,200

santa Barbara 2007 1360 78 46,800

Washington dC 2008 2500 140 No data

Totals 668 400920

source: Andrea White, executive director, Bikestation, personal communication, November 2008.

How does it work?
Bikestation works by developing partnerships with local groups including:

• Municipalities

• Transit agencies

• Private developers

• Air quality management districts

• Parks and Recreation departments

• State DOTs

• Other private organizations, including local bike shops and nonprofits

Bikestation’s role in partnerships varies, but typically includes consulting on 
needs assessments and facility design, facility operation, developing a partnership 
with a local operator, providing membership access to 24/7 parking, providing 
affordable liability insurance, banking and merchant systems, and marketing and 
other collateral materials.
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McDonald’s Cycle Center—Chicago, IL
The McDonald’s Cycle Center in Chicago is another excellent example of innovative 
bike parking. With over 300 secure indoor parking spaces for bicycles, showers, 
lockers, bike repair services and solar panels, the Cycle Center is state of the art.  The 
Cycle Center is an essential component of famed Millennium Park—a newly reno-
vated public space renowned for its’ unique public art displays and modern amphi-
theater facilities.  The Cycle Center is not only close to public transit and cultural 
activities, but it has rental bikes and offers bike tours all throughout Chicago.  The 
Cycle Center was first built utilizing federal transportation funds and as of 2006, 
McDonald’s created a $5 million endowment for operations and fitness workshops 
over the next decade. During the Center’s first two years, the facility met its 
500-member capacity. 
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Bike parking and rentals 
are available at the 
McDonald’s Cycle Center 
in Millennium Park, 
Chicago, IL
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CAse studY 7
Extending commuter rail’s reach: shuttle buses  
in New Jersey

Overview 
The New York City metro area has one of the most extensive transit networks in 
the country, with commuter rail services that reach into suburbs in Long Island, 
Connecticut and New Jersey. But getting 
to commuter rail stations can be a 
challenge without a car. Now NJ 
TRANSIT and several municipalities 
have developed a creative solution to this 
problem: the shuttle bus. During peak 
commute times, these buses travel along 
local routes, usually within a few blocks 
of commuters’ homes. For a small fee, 
the bus takes passengers to the nearest 
station in time for the next NJ 
TRANSIT train or bus to New York’s central business district. With additional 
funding assistance for new shuttle buses and seed funding for operations, com mu ni-
ties nationwide could establish or expand shuttle systems, thus enabling people to 
drive less and making properties more valuable by connecting them with urban centers.

Maplewood’s success story
One of the first NJ TRANSIT shuttles started in Maplewood, NJ and still serves as a 
successful model to this day. In 1996, Maplewood was advised to build a new parking 

Maplewood, NJ
Town population: 24,000
Daily jitney ridership: 7,800
Jitney fares: single trip, $1. ten-
trip, $5. Yearly pass: $80.
Annual cost to operate: $114,000
Typical distance to a jitney stop: 5–6 
blocks
source: ed Bolden, Maplewood transit
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Shuttle buses in New 
Jersey have helped 
eliminate the need for 
driving to and from 
commuter rail stations .
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lot at their train station to handle the new Midtown Direct service. Protesting this 
idea, the town opted to set up a shuttle service instead. The Maplewood Shuttle 
was so successful that NJ TRANSIT expanded upon the idea in other communities 
through their Community Shuttle Program. Now the shuttle is seen as a major 
benefit to the community and has played a role in increasing property values. 

Railroad station

Figure 11
Maplewood, NJ community shuttle routes

Source: ed Bolden, Maplewood Township
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NJ TRANSIT seed funding25 
NJ TRANSIT’s Community Shuttle Program has allowed communities to provide 
shuttle service to and from a rail station, major bus corridor or a light rail station, 
during peak hours. The program was designed as a competitive process, open to any 
municipality or county. NJ TRANSIT used federal funds to purchase 20-passenger 
minibuses that are leased, at no cost, to municipalities for use in providing the service. 
In addition, NJ TRANSIT offers initial “seed” funding in partial support of the 
operating costs for the shuttle service, during the first three years of operation. To 
date, three rounds of seed funding have been awarded—the most recent of which is 
currently in the process of delivering vehicles. Thanks to seed funding shuttle services 
now operate in 20 communities throughout New Jersey, serving more than 50,000 
monthly riders (Figure 10).26 





















































 

 

 
 
 
          AGENDA ITEM #8 
 
 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Zimmerman and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube and Lynn Everett  
 
DATE: May 28, 2009 
 
SUBJECT: Transit Ridership  
              
 
 New ridership data are provided for April, 2009.   
  







 

 

 
 
 
          AGENDA ITEM #9 
 
 
 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Zimmerman and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Scott Kalkwarf and Colethia Quarles  
 
DATE: May 28, 2009. 
 
SUBJECT: NVTC Financial Items for April, 2009. 
              
 

 Attached for your information are NVTC financial reports for April, 2009. 



Northern Virginia Transportation 
Commission

Financial Reports
April, 2009April, 2009



P t f FY 2009 NVTC Ad i i t ti B d t U dPercentage of FY 2009 NVTC Administrative Budget Used
April, 2009

(Target 83.33% or less)

Personnel Costs

Administrative and Allocated 
Costs

Contract Services

TOTAL EXPENSES

0% 8% 17% 25% 33% 42% 50% 58% 67% 75% 83% 92% 100%

Note:  Refer to pages 2 and 3 for details
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
G&A BUDGET VARIANCE REPORT

April, 2009
 

Current Year Annual Balance Balance
Month To Date Budget Available %

Personnel Costs
Salaries 60,301.25$            597,744.49$    700,900.00$    103,155.51$    14.7%
Temporary Employee Services -                        -                   1,000.00          1,000.00          100.0%
       Total Personnel Costs 60,301.25              597,744.49      701,900.00      104,155.51      14.8%

Benefits
Employer's Contributions:
FICA 3,963.25                40,106.84        47,400.00        7,293.16          15.4%
Group Health Insurance 4,129.02                40,199.19        62,900.00        22,700.81        36.1%
Retirement 4,700.00                48,230.00        57,600.00        9,370.00          16.3%
Workmans & Unemployment Compensation (1,776.66)              1,561.20          3,200.00          1,638.80          51.2%
Life Insurance 338.35                   2,845.53          4,100.00          1,254.47          30.6%
Long Term Disability Insurance 198.80                   2,639.01          4,400.00          1,760.99          40.0%
       Total Benefit Costs 11,552.76              135,581.77      179,600.00      44,018.23        24.5%

Administrative Costs 
Commissioners Per Diem 1,300.00                12,150.00        42,000.00        29,850.00        71.1%

Rents: 16,915.61             156,443.70      188,730.00      32,286.30        17.1%
     Office Rent 16,257.61              148,457.70      176,780.00      28,322.30        16.0%
     Parking 658.00                   7,986.00          11,950.00        3,964.00          33.2%

Insurance: 300.00                  3,229.00          4,500.00          1,171.00          26.0%
     Public Official Bonds 300.00                   1,800.00          2,600.00          800.00             30.8%
     Liability and Property -                        1,429.00          1,800.00          371.00             20.6%

Travel: 490.97                  3,780.50          16,700.00        12,919.50        77.4%
     Conference Registration -                        75.00               2,100.00          2,025.00          96.4%
     Conference Travel 217.86                   1,103.92          4,700.00          3,596.08          76.5%
     Local Meetings & Related Expenses 273.11                   2,531.58          6,400.00          3,868.42          60.4%
     Training & Professional Development -                        70.00               3,500.00          3,430.00          98.0%

Communication: 433.59                  7,368.93          11,950.00        4,581.07          38.3%
     Postage (2.70)                     2,935.57          4,700.00          1,764.43          37.5%
     Telephone - LD 76.30                     902.29             1,350.00          447.71             33.2%
     Telephone - Local 359.99                   3,531.07          5,900.00          2,368.93          40.2%

Publications & Supplies 909.21                  11,823.88        23,900.00        12,076.12        50.5%
     Office Supplies 259.19                   2,363.55          4,200.00          1,836.45          43.7%
     Duplication 650.02                   8,885.33          9,700.00          814.67             8.4%
     Public Information -                        575.00             10,000.00        9,425.00          94.3%

2                   



NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
G&A BUDGET VARIANCE REPORT

April, 2009
 

Current Year Annual Balance Balance
Month To Date Budget Available %

Operations: 477.44                  5,508.88          25,650.00        20,141.12        78.5%
     Furniture and Equipment -                        -                   13,150.00        13,150.00        100.0%
     Repairs and Maintenance -                        -                   1,000.00          1,000.00          100.0%
     Computers 477.44                   5,508.88          11,500.00        5,991.12          52.1%

Other General and Administrative 388.47                  5,431.41          6,950.00          1,518.59          21.9%
     Subscriptions -                        169.00             400.00             231.00             57.8%
     Memberships 172.43                   1,024.30          1,800.00          775.70             43.1%
     Fees and Miscellaneous 216.04                   2,878.56          2,950.00          71.44               2.4%
     Advertising (Personnel/Procurement) -                        1,359.55          1,800.00          440.45             24.5%
     40th Anniversary -                        -                   -                   -                   0
       Total Administrative Costs 21,215.29              205,736.30      320,380.00      114,543.70      35.8%

Contracting Services
Auditing -                        10,000.00        18,000.00        8,000.00          44.4%
Consultants - Technical -                        -                   1,000.00          1,000.00          100.0%
Legal -                        -                   1,000.00          1,000.00          100.0%
       Total Contract Services -                        10,000.00        20,000.00        10,000.00        50.0%

          Total Gross G&A Expenses 93,069.30$            949,062.56$    1,221,880.00$ 272,717.44$    22.3%

3                   



NVTC
RECEIPTS and DISBURSEMENTS
April, 2009

Payer/ Wachovia Wachovia VA LGIP
Date Payee  Purpose (Checking) (Savings) G&A / Project Trusts

RECEIPTS
8 VRE Staff support 6,602.38$              
9 Staff Expense reimbursement 2.70                       

16 Dept. of Taxation Motor Vehicle Fuels Sales tax 1,961,892.63         
17 DRPT FTM/Admin grants receipts 8,269,325.00         
29 Loudoun County G&A contribution 5,751.75              
30 DRPT Capital grants receipts 4,859,895.00         
30 Paychex SUI tax refund 1,928.28               
30 Banks Interest earnings 2.05                       117.49                 81,564.94              

1,928.28               6,607.13                5,869.24              15,172,677.57       

DISBURSEMENTSDISBURSEMENTS
1-30 Various NVTC project and administration (88,757.44)            

1 WMATA Bus operating (16,761,566.00)      
1 WMATA Paratransit operating (2,253,699.00)        
1 WMATA Rail operating (8,762,699.00)        
1 WMATA Metro Matters (2,331,766.00)        
1 WMATA Beyond Metro Matters (173,000.00)           
1 WMATA Debt service (1,853,125.00)        

10 Loudoun County Other operating (712,045.66)           
17 City of Fairfax Other operating (246,383.09)           
29 Stantec Consulting - bus data (30,901.20)            
29 Loudoun County Other operating (5,751.75)               
30 Wachovia Bank charges (35.94)                   

(119,694.58)          -                         -                      (33,100,035.50)      

TRANSFERS
24 Transfer From savings to checking 140,000.00           (140,000.00)           

140,000.00           (140,000.00)           -                      -                         

NET INCREASE (DECREASE) FOR MONTH 22,233.70$           (133,392.87)$         5,869.24$            (17,927,357.93)$    
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NVTC
INVESTMENT REPORT

April, 2009

Balance Increase Balance NVTC Jurisdictions Loudoun
Type Rate 3/31/2009 (Decrease) 4/30/2009 G&A/Project Trust Fund Trust Fund

Cash Deposits

Wachovia:  NVTC Checking    N/A 72,229.27$            22,233.70$               94,462.97$           94,462.97$             -$                           -$                       

Wachovia:  NVTC Savings 0.010% 279,262.10            (133,392.87)              145,869.23           145,869.23             -                             -                         
  

Investments - State Pool

Nations Bank - LGIP 0.890% 139,473,710.63     (17,921,488.69)         121,552,221.94    166,163.75             101,532,993.95         19,853,064.24        

139,825,202.00$  (18,026,778.62)$      121,792,554.14$ 406,495.95$          101,532,993.95$      19,853,064.24$     
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NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
ALL JURISDICTIONS

FISCAL YEARS 2006-2009
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Monthly Revenue 12 Month Average
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month are collected two months earlier by the 
Commonwealth.

Taxation.  Jan. 2006 includes the 
reconciliation payment and a taxpayer 
settlement.                                                                                 



NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
FAIRFAX COUNTY

FISCAL YEARS 2006-2009
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Monthly Revenue 12-Month Average
particular month are collected two months earlier by 
the Commonwealth.

reconciliation payment, a taxpayer 
settlement and allocation adjustment.                              



NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
CITY OF ALEXANDRIA

FISCAL YEARS 2006-2009
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month are collected two months earlier by the 
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NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
ARLINGTON COUNTY

FISCAL YEARS 2006-2009
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Note: Taxes shown as received by NVTC in a particular 
month are collected two months earlier by the 
Commonwealth.

*Sept. – Dec. 2005  are estimated by Taxation.  
Jan. 2006 includes the reconciliation payment 
and a taxpayer settlement.                                                         



NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
CITY OF FAIRFAX

FISCAL YEARS 2006-2009

$165,000

$190,000 

$215,000 

$240,000 

$90,000 

$115,000 

$140,000 

$165,000 

$(10,000)

$15,000 

$40,000 

$65,000 

$(35,000)

$( , )

A
pr-06

July

O
ct

Jan

A
pr-07

July

O
ct

Jan

A
pr-08

July

O
ct

Jan

A
pr-09

Monthly Revenue 12 Month Average

Note: Taxes shown as received by NVTC in a particular 
month are collected two months earlier by the 

*Sept. – Dec. 2005 are estimated by Taxation.  
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NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
CITY OF FALLS CHURCH
FISCAL YEARS 2006-2009
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month are collected two months earlier by the 
Commonwealth.

reconciliation payment and a taxpayer 
settlement.                                                                                 



NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
LOUDOUN COUNTY

FISCAL YEARS 2006-2009
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Note: Taxes shown as received by NVTC in a particular 
month are collected two months earlier by the 
Commonwealth.

*Sept. – Dec. 2005 are estimated by 
Taxation.  Jan. 2006 includes the 
reconciliation payment and a taxpayer 
settlement.                                                                                 
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