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 Transit operators in Virginia receiving DRPT are 
required to complete a Transit Development Plan 
(TDP) every six years 

 Requirement in place 2008, by 2015 all agencies 
had completed or had a TDP in progress 

 In February 2017, DRPT issued new guidance 
extending planning horizon to ten years and 
aligning TDPs more close with MPO TIP and CLRPs 
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Full requirements  

http://www.drpt.virginia.gov/media/2011/drpt-tdp-requirements-feb2017.pdf


 Passed in same session as HB 2313 which included 
new transit funding 

 Created Transit Service Delivery Advisory 
Committee (TSDAC) 

 25% of funds for capital distributed according to 
tiered methodology (72% for operations, 3% for 
special projects) 

 Final Capital Allocation Methodology endorsed 
October 2013, adopted by Commonwealth 
Transportation Board (CTB) December 2013 

SB 1140 – 
2013 Mass 
Transit Fund 
Allocations 
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Full text  

http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?131+ful+CHAP0639+pdf


 Includes establishment of capital asset tiers 
 Tier 1 (68%): Replacement and  Expansion Vehicles 

including fare collection equipment, AVL, security 
cameras, radios, hardware/software, and rehab 

 Tier 2 (34%): Infrastructure/Facilities including real 
estate, signage, surveillance equipment, rehab, and 
major capital projects (new/extended BRT, LRT, 
commuter rail) 

 Tier 3 (17%): Other/Equipment including support 
vehicles, shop equipment, spare parts, handheld 
radios, hardware/software, office furniture, 
landscaping, and project development 

Current 
Capital Asset 
Allocation 
Methodology 
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Full  report 

7/25/2017 

http://www.drpt.virginia.gov/media/1355/full-capital-methodology-report-with-minority-report-12-4-13.pdf


 SYIP includes Five Year Capital Need based on projected 
TSDAC percentages 

 Five Year Capital Need is determined by TDP updates 
which are due January 15 

 Transit grant applications for upcoming FY are due on 
February 1 

 Staff review in March and April, draft SYIP released May 

 DRPT funding is adopted annually by the CTB in June 

Six Year 
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Transportation Trust Fund – 1986 Session 
 14.7% dedicated to transit; of this amount, 25% 

allocated to Transit Capital ~ $37 M annually 

Recordation Taxes 
 $0.01/$100 ~ $15 M annually 

Retail Sales and Use Tax – 0.3% increase in HB2313 
 0.075% dedicated to transit; of this amount, 25% 

allocated to Transit Capital ~ $20 M annually 

 Sales Tax on Fuel  
 5.1% tax; 3.11% of revenue  dedicated to transit capital 

~ $28 M annually 

 CPR Bonds – 20% minimum; $110 M annually 
 Actual allocations have exceeded 40% 

 Federal Transit Administration ~ $41 M annually 
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• Bond funds represent 44% of FY18 transit capital 
funding 
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Revenue Advisory Board (RAB) 
 Created by General Assembly in 2016 (HB1359) 

Determinations 
 Two programs: State of Good Repair (SGR)/Minor 

Expansion and Major Expansion 

 80% minimum to SGR/Minor Expansion 

 CTB discretion to move from Major Expansion to 
SGR/Minor Expansion 

 Single consistent match rate across all assets 

 SGR higher match rate than Major Expansion 

 Maintain minimum 4% local match 
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 It is possible and desirable to prioritize transit 
capital projects using quantitative and 
qualitative measures 

Prioritization policies should be developed by 
CTB, in a manner similar to Smart Scale, via 
Board policy  

Allow for input/outreach to transit partners and 
ongoing process improvement prior to CTB 
adoption and after thorough analysis of 
implication for individual capital projects in 
SYIP by TSDAC 
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Illustrative 
Structure for 
Proposed 
Capital 
Program 
Prioritization 
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Next Steps 
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• July 2017 – CTB Resolution endorsing final 
report with legislative recommendations 

• August 1 – Report due to General Assembly 

• Future: 
• Development and implementation of CTB policy on 

transit capital prioritization 
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