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Central Virginia Transportation Authority (CVTA)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

Meeting Minutes
Monday, November 10, 1:00 p.m.

Zoom Meeting

Members and Alternates Present:

Voting Members

Town of Ashland Charles City County Chesterfield County
Nora Amos X | Sheri Adams X | Barbara K. Smith, Vice Chair
Goochland County Gary Mitchell (A) Chessa Walker (A)
Patrick Longerbeam X | Hanover County Henrico County
Austin Goyne (A) X | Joseph E. Vidunas, X | Sharon Smidler
Chair
New Kent County William Hardman (A) Gilberto Deleon (A)
Amy Inman x | Powhatan County City of Richmond
Ligon Webb X | Dironna Moore Clarke
Non-Voting Members
GRTC Transit System CVTA PlanRVA/RRTPO
Frank Adarkwa X | Chet Parsons X | Myles Busching
Patricia Robinson (A) Dorian Allen (A)
VDOT RMTA
VDRPT Larry Hagin Joi Taylor Dean
Tiffany T. Dubinsky X | Liz McAdory (A) Virginia Port Authority
Wood Hudson (A) Barbara Nelson

The technology used for the CVTA TAC meeting was a web-hosted service created by Zoom
and YouTube Live Streaming and was open and accessible for participation by members of
the public. A recording of this meeting is available on our Plan RVA YouTube Channel.

1. Welcome and Introductions
The Central Virginia Transportation Authority (CVTA) Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC) Chair, Joseph Vidunas, presided and called the CVTA
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) regular meeting to order at 1:.03 p.m.

2. Roll Call
Mo Nyamweya, CVTA, took attendance by roll call.

3. Certification of a Quorum
Mo Nyamweya, CVTA, certified that there was a quorum present.
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4. Consideration of Amendments to the Agenda
Joseph Vidunas, Chair, proposed an amendment to the agenda to change item 8,
Validation of Off-Cycle Funding Request Update, from an information item to an
action item. The purpose was to authorize staff to proceed to step four in
considering the City of Richmond'’s off-cycle regional funding request. He clarified
that, as chair, he had the authority to make this change without needing a motion
and a second, and then asked if there were any other amendments, to which there
were none.

5. Approval of October 6,2025 CVTA TAC Meeting Minutes
On motion by Sharon Smidler and seconded by Sheri Adams, the members of the
CVTA Technical Advisory Committee voted unanimously to approve the meeting
minutes as presented (voice vote).

6. Public Comment Period
During the public comment period, Jack Stumpf from the Timmons Group
spoke in support of Ms. Dironna Moore Clark’s upcoming item (the City of
Richmond's request). It was also mentioned that DJ Mulkey from the Economic
Development Authority (EDA) was available online to speak if needed.

7. Town of Ashland Project Agreement - FLT Wayfinding
Chet Parsons introduced the item, explaining it was a request from the Town of
Ashland for recommendation of a project agreement covering wayfinding
costs, and that similar agreements had previously been done for Henrico and
Hanover counties. The goal was to allow Ashland to get their signs fabricated
and paid for.

Ms. Nora Amos from Ashland clarified that because of the small amount, an RFP
procurement process wasn't needed; they just needed a couple of quotes and
had obtained vendor information from previous projects in Hanover or Henrico.

Amy Inman, New Kent County, asked whether Ashland would be using the
wayfinding destinations identified during the earlier planning process for the
signage. Ms. Amos confirmed they would be using whatever destinations and
information were developed through that earlier process, although she wasn't
sure of all the specific destinations. Ms. Inman specifically mentioned the
Secretariat Monument as a major destination and hoped it would be included.
Ms. Amos reiterated they would order signs as per the previous process.

On motion by Nora Amos and seconded by Joseph Vidunas, the TAC voted
unanimously to recommend CVTA Project 0065 for review by the Finance
Committee (voice vote).

8. Validation of Off-Cycle Funding Request Update
During the discussion of the City of Richmond off-cycle funding request
item, the following key points, questions, and answers were made:

Introduction and Background:
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e Chet Parsons explained that the City of Richmond requested $12.9
million in regional CVTA funding for roadway improvements related
to the Diamond District project. He outlined the formal five-step off-
cycle funding process, noting this was the first time the process had
been used.

¢ Dironna Moore Clarke, City of Richmond, emphasized the economic
development initiative, regional impact, and multimodal benefits of
the project, describing the specifics of the proposed improvements.
She clarified the project’s intersection with major corridors and the
city's intention for the funding to be considered under the “wildcard”
category for highways.

Timing and Process:

Joe Vidunas laid out the proposed schedule: if action was taken to move to step
four, staff would report back with details on funding availability, eligibility, scoring,
and ranking at the December 8 TAC meeting, with Finance Committee review on
December 10 and an Authority vote on January 23. It was confirmed this timeline
met the City’'s needs.

Questions and Discussion:

e Sharon Smidler, Henrico County asked when the application
materials would be distributed and pointed out the need for at least
48 business hours to review materials and submit questions after
receipt (noting the proximity to a holiday).

e Ms. Smidler requested clarification on when the project scoring
would be ready and what exactly the TAC would be voting on. The
motion was then clarified: authorizing staff to proceed with step four
(eligibility, scoring, ranking). Scoring would be presented at the
December 8 TAC meeting.

e Ms. Smidler and others asked about exploring other available
funding sources and whether the City could reprioritize its own
projects to cover the shortfall—these were to be submitted as
written questions for the City to answer.

¢ Amy Inman and others requested timely distribution of all
application materials, including cost information and memos, for
review.

e TAC members emphasized wanting enough time for a thorough
review and clarity on the process and schedule.

It was discussed and agreed that questions frorn TAC members would be
due by noon on Friday, November 14, with the City to respond in writing by
November 25 to allow inclusion in the December agenda package. Dironna
Moore Clarke stated a desire for all submitted materials to be shared with
the TAC and noted that approval of the wildcard allocation in round five
was still up for consideration, depending on the funding arrangement.

Significant Comments:
e There was a consensus that timing justified the off-cycle request.
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e The use of the wildcard allocation for this request and its
implications for future cycles was debated but not fully resolved ("up
for consideration" per the City).

e Several members stressed the importance of balancing expedience
with thorough review and the need for process transparency.

On motion by Dironna Moore Clarke and seconded by Amy Inman, the TAC voted
unanimously to approve CVTA staff to move forward with step four—determining
year-of-need funding, and conducting eligibility, scoring, and ranking relative to
round four, with the understanding that materials would be sent out promptly and
the report would return to TAC for the December 8 meeting.

9. Regional Funding Approach Criteria
Discussion on this item focused on how to define and prioritize “big regional needs”
for use of CVTA regional funds and whether the current process and framework
continue to meet the region’s goals.

Key Points Raised:

e Chet Parsons introduced the topic, noting the current regional
funding framework was designed to address projects difficult to
complete through other means. With experience from muiltiple
funding rounds, leadership wanted to revisit what kind of projects
should truly qualify as “regional.”

o Chet presented guiding questions: How do we define a big regional
need? Are there other funding sources for projects? Should there be
a funding threshold? Should projects below a certain amount be
funded locally, reserving regional dollars for larger projects? Should
there be more coordination with TPO fund sources? He emphasized
this was a discussion only—no immediate changes were being
proposed.

Comments and Questions from TAC Members:

e Ms. Clark (Richmond) warned against defining funding solely by
dollar thresholds, as smaller localities and rural areas may have
transformative “small” projects. She stressed retaining flexibility
and suggested considering economic impact in determining
project relevance.

¢ Amy Inman (New Kent) expressed interest in reviewing the
current slate of funded projects to see whether they truly meet a
“regional” standard. Ms Inman also noted that rural counties
often have to use most of their local CVTA funds for single large
projects, while some localities do not have to contribute local
funds for similar projects—raising equity concerns. She
questioned why some projects require significant local match
and others don't, advocating for a more consistent approach.

e Austin Goyne (Goochland) supported the concern that rural
localities should not be left out; flexibility is needed (such as the
“wildcard” provision). He also expressed concern over capping
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10.

1.

12.

10.

local funds for localities, since such funds are also used as match
for Smart Scale, and localities need the flexibility.

e Chet Parsons suggested exploring a “one-stop shop” for regional
funds (CVTA, TPO, CMAC, STBG) so projects could be advanced
based on readiness and regional need, not funding source

e Sharon Smidler (Henrico) noted that some funding programs
require full project funding before releasing preliminary
engineering (PE) funds, constraining how local, regional, and
federal funds can be combined.

Round 4 - Project Evaluation Update

Chet Parsons gave a progress update stating nearly all round 4 cost
validations and benefit scores were complete except for minor outstanding
issues (notably with Henrico), and confirmed that TAC members would
receive all benefit scoring data before the December 8 meeting for review.

Regional Spend Down Plans Update
During the regional spend down plans update, Chet Parsons provided the
following summary:

e The last update of the regional spend down plan was completed in
July.

e He has been working individually with all jurisdictions to update
their spreadsheets, which track commitments and spending of
regional CVTA funds.

e Most updates are already complete; only a few updated pages are
still outstanding, and he will follow up with those jurisdictions soon.

e The goalisto have the updated regional spend down plan ready for
distribution at the December TAC meeting.

e With all current coommitments (through round three), he reported
that things are in good shape and the plan will soon be the most
current.

Frank Adarkwa, GRTC, asked if the spend down plan process is relevant to GRTC
projects. Mr. Parsons responded that it is not: the spend down plan is not structured
to track GRTC projects, though GRTC is welcome to provide status updates for
informational purposes. He suggested this could be a consideration for future
iterations of the plan.

CVTA TAC Member Comments
There were no member comments during the meeting.

Next Meeting: December 8, at 1:00 p.m.

Adjournment
Chair Vidunas adjourned the meeting at 2:06 p.m.

CVTA TAC Meeting Minutes - page 5



