of Southwest Idaho

COMMUNITY PLANNING ASSOCIATION OF SOUTHWEST IDAHO
BOARD OF DIRECTORSMEETING
March 15, 2004 1:30-4:00 p.m.
Ada County Courthouse
200 W. Front Street, Boise, Idaho

** AGENDA**

l. AGENDA ADDITIONS/CHANGES

. OPEN DISCUSSION/ANNOUNCMENTS

1. CONSENT AGENDA
*A. Approve February 23, 2004, COMPASS Board Meeting Minutes
*B. Receive Approved February 4, 2004, Executive Committee M eeting
Minutes
The Executive Committee approved these minutes on February 25, 2004.
*C. Receive Approved January 9, 2004, Finance Committee M eeting
Minutes
The Finance Committee approved these minutes on February 18, 2004.

V. ACTIONITEMS
*A. Approvethe Travel Demand Forecast M odel Policy Jay Witt

Saff and the Transportation Model Advisory Committee drafted a Travel
Demand Forecast Model Policy to provide guidance to member and
nonmember agencies requesting model data or special model runs. The
policy, intended to clarify the appropriate use of the COMPASStravel
demand model and modeling resources, has been reviewed by the
Executive Committee and forwarded to the Board for action.

*B. Adopt Demographic Forecastsfor Usein the Charles Trainor
Regional Long Range Transportation Plan
Saff has prepared and the Demographic Advisory Committee
recommends the Board adopt the attached demographic forecasts. The
Board isrequested to adopt these forecasts, prepared at the Area of City
Impact level, and authorize the Demographic Advisory Committee to
approve allocations to the traffic analysis zone level. Collectively, these
forecasts are a key component of travel demand forecasting.
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*C. Approve Memorandum of Understanding with Charles Trainor
ValleyRide Regarding Metropolitan Planning
This Memorandum of Understanding is needed to clarify each agency’'s
roles, minimizing duplication of effort and maximizing utilization of
planning funds. It was presented in the February Board packet for
information and is now ready for adoption.

*D. Establish Prioritiesfor Transportation Patricia Nilsson
Enhancement Projects
COMPASS top priority project in each county gets additional pointsin
the Idaho Transportation Department’ s Transportation Enhancement
Committee ratings for funding recommendation.

*E. Adopt Resolution 02-2004 Approving Revision 2 Clair Bowman
of the FY2004 Unified Planning Work Program and Budget
The Finance Committee reviewed Revision 2 of the Unified Planning Work
Program and Budget in February and recommended its adoption by the
Board. Committee suggestions for improvement are incorporated in the
attached documents.

*F. Adopt a Schedule, a Process and Assumptions for Charles Trainor
aLimited Update to Destination 2025
The Regional Technical Advisory Committee and staff, in conjunction with
state and federal transportation officials, prepared the attached schedule
and process to complete a limited update of Ada County’ s existing long-
range transportation plan, Destination 2025, by the end of this calendar
year. The Board is requested to review and adopt this process, schedule
and assumptions. A set of concerns voiced by Regional Technical Advisory
Committee membersis attached.

*G. Approve April 1, 2004, Population Estimates Charles Trainor
Population estimates are prepared annually by staff and adopted by the
Board. Their primary uses include systematic tracking of population
changes and providing the basis for calculating members' dues for the
succeeding fiscal year.

V. INFORMATION/DISCUSSION ITEMS

*A. Review COMPASS Mission Statement/Values Clair Bowman
The primary product of the February 19 Board workshop and team-
building session was a draft set of organizational value statements and
two alternative versions of a mission statement. The attached page
presents these items for discussion. The Executive Committee requests that
this discussion lead to a final set of values and mission statement for
formal adoption at the April 19, 2004, COMPASS Board meeting.

B. StatusReport — Finance Committee Update Susan Eastlake
Susan Eastlake, Finance Committee Chair, will provide an oral update.



VI. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR REPORT

*A.

*B.

*C.

*D.

ADJOURNMENT

* Enclosures

Staff Activity Report

The February staff activity report is attached.

Status Report — Current Air Quality Efforts

The monthly status report on air quality is attached.

Status Report — Current Transportation Projects

The monthly status report on current transportation projects and issues
IS attached.

Consider Changeto COMPASS Bylaws, Article VI, Section 2 and
Section 3. Executive Committee M ember ship

The Executive Committee at its February 25, 2004 meeting approved this
itemfor presentation to the Board. COMPASS Bylaws require that it first
be presented to the full Board as an information item. The intent isto
present it as an action item on the April 19, 2004, COMPASS Board
meeting.

Times are approximate. Agendais subject to change.
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Community Planning Association of Southwest | daho
Board of Directors M eeting
February 23, 2004
Canyon County Courthouse
Caldwell, Idaho

*#5%MINUTES**

ATTENDEES: A. J. Balukoff, Independent School District of Boise City
Matt Beebe, Commissioner, Canyon County
David Bieter, Mayor, City of Boise
Keith Bird, Councilman, City of Meridian
Vernon Bisterfeldt, Councilman, City of Boise
Dave Bivens, Commissioner, Ada County Highway District
Clair Bowman, Executive Director, Community Planning
Association, Ex-Officio
Elaine Clegg, Councilwoman, City of Boise
Tom Dale, Mayor, City of Nampa, Secretary/Treasurer
Tammy de Weerd, Mayor, City of Meridian, Vice-Chair
Susan Eastlake, Commissioner, Ada County Highway District
Ted Ellis, Mayor, City of Garden City
Kelli Fairless, ValeyRide
Bob Flowers, Mayor, City of Parma, Chair-Elect
Wes Hancock, Commissioner, Golden Gate/Notus-Parma Highway
Districts
Kathy Holley, Central District Health, Ex-Officio
Kate Kelly, Department of Environmental Quality, Ex-Officio
Todd Lakey, Commissioner, Canyon County
Jeff Lang, Councilman, City of Kuna
Ralph Little, Commissioner, Canyon Highway District #4
Pamela Lowe, Idaho Transportation Department
Frank McKeever, Mayor, City of Middleton
Nancy Merrill, Mayor, City of Eagle
Bryce Millar, Commissioner, Nampa Highway District #1
Garret Nancolas, Mayor, City of Caldwell
Patrick Rice, Greater Boise Auditorium District
Martin Thorne, Councilman, City of Nampa
Fred Tilman, Commissioner, Ada County
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Dave Wynkoop, Commissioner, Ada County Highway District
Rick Y zaguirre, Commissioner, Ada County

MEMBERS ABSENT: Mark Dunham, Boise State University
Phil Kushlan, Capital City Development Corporation
Gordon Law, City of Caldwell
Nathan Mitchell, Mayor, City of Star
Judy Peavey-Derr, Commissioner, Ada County, Chair
Robert Vasquez, Commissioner, Canyon County
Mike Vuittonet, Joint School District #2

OTHERS: Nancy Brecks, Community Planning Association
Dave Butzier, Washington Group
Heather Carroll, Doherty & Associates
Elizabeth Conner, Treasure Valley Partnership
Ross Dodge, Community Planning Association
David Ekern, Idaho Transportation Department
James Grunke, Boise Metro Area Economic Development Council
Leonard Herr, Department of Environmental Quality
Ronald Kerr, Idaho Transportation Department
Fred Kitchener, McFarland Management
Kathleen Marie Lacey, Boise City
Katey Levihn, Ada County Highway District
Terry Little, Ada County Highway District
Carl Miller, Canyon County Development Services
Patricia Nilsson, Community Planning Association
Carla Olson, Ada County
Patti Raino, Idaho Transportation Department
Jade Riley, City of Boise
Charles Rountree, Idaho Transportation Department
Ha Simmons, City of Boise
Matt Stoll, Community Planning Association
Cindy Thiel, Community Planning Association
Toni Tisdale, Community Planning Association
Charles Trainor, Community Planning Association
Jeanne Urlezaga, Community Planning Association
Steve West, Oldcastle Materias
Y ancey Willis, Community Planning Association
Jay Witt, Committee Planning Association

CALL TO ORDER

Chair-Elect Bob Flowers called the meeting to order at 1:35 p.m.

AGENDA ADDITIONS/CHANGES

Chair-Elect Bob Flowersasked for any objectionsto staff’srequest that 1tem V-C be heard

before V-A and defer V-B until the March 15" Board meeting. Hearing no objections,
Chair-Elect Flowers, so ordered.
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OPEN DISCUSSION/ANNOUNCEMENT

Clair Bowman introduced new COMPASS staff Y ancey Willis, Assistant Planner-Modeling and
Patricia Nilsson, Principal Planner - Transportation.

Clair announced Board meetings, when in Ada County, would now be held at the Ada County
Courthouse in the first floor Commissioners Hearing Room. This change will be effective
starting with the March 15, 2004 meeting.

Bob Flowers recapped the February 19" COMPASS Board Workshop. Bob read two proposed
mission statements and values that were developed during the workshop. Vern Bisterfeldt and
Todd Lakey asked staff to go back and look at the wording in the two proposed mission
statements for phrases that they thought had been left out in the draft Bob Flowersread. Clair
replied that would be done.

CONSENT AGENDA

A. Approve January 26, 2004, COMPASS Board Meeting Minutes
B. Receive Approved January 7, 2004, Executive Committee Minutes

Tom Dale moved and Pat Rice seconded to approve the Consent Agenda as presented.
Motion passed unanimously.

SPECIAL ITEM
A. Present Geographic Information System Capabilities

Ross Dodge presented COMPASS' Geographic Information System capabilities. There was
genera discussion of how the Geographic Information System could be used to help with
COMPASS' planning efforts. A copy of Ross' presentation is on file at the COMPASS office.

ACTIONITEMS

C. Approve Memorandum of Understanding with the Idaho Transportation Department
Regarding Metropolitan Planning

Matt Stoll discussed the Memorandum of Understanding with the Idaho Transportation
Department outlining roles and responsibilities.

Nancy Merrill moved and Frank McK eever seconded approval of the Memorandum of
Under standing with the Idaho Transportation Department regarding metropolitan
planning as presented.

Discussion:

Elaine Clegg suggested under Chapter 2 — Metropolitan Planning, Section 2.3 Congestion
Management System Plan (CMS) on the first line replace the word “ ...improving existing...” to
“...managing existing...” Elaine asked if, under Chapter 3 — Programming, Section 3.1
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program, ValeyRide sits on the Balancing
Committee. If not, are there plans to add them? Clair replied the memorandum of understanding
for the Urban Balancing Committee — outside the Ada County areais being revised and one of
the suggestions made is that at least “a’ representative of Public Transportation agenciesbein
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involved in that process. Clair said that for the balancing process within the Ada County area
formal membership has not been established yet, but that will be considered there as well. Elaine
noted that in Chapter 4 — Partnership/Coordination, Section 4.3 State Role and Responsibilities
in the last sentence the number 23 was left out before the CFR. Elaine asked under Chapter 6 —
Standard Requirements, Section 6.2 Disadvantaged Business Enterprise why COMPASS is
identified as having to meet the requirement of 49 CFR Part 26 and not the Idaho Transportation
Department. Ron Kerr replied whether the 1daho Transportation Department should be
referenced under this section as well.

Nancy Merrill and Frank McK eever agreed to thisclarification and the motion now reads,
“approve the Memorandum of Under standing with the Idaho Transportation Department
regarding metropolitan planning to include changesto Chapter 2, Section 2.3 changing the
word “improving” to “managing”’; Chapter 4, Section 4.3; and adding next to the last
sentence “ 23" toread 23 CFR 450.210.” Motion passed unanimously.

A. Adopt a Statement of Intent with Respect to a Joint COM PASS/Idaho Transportation
Department Long Range Transportation Planning Process

David Ekern, Director of the Idaho Transportation Department made a presentation concerning
the importance of transportation planning, partnerships, and the need for ajoint long-range
transportation planning effort between COMPASS and the Idaho Transportation Department.

Clair Bowman stated the five staff recommendations provided in the Board packet were

devel oped before a meeting with David Ekern and Charles Rountree from Idaho Transportation
Department. After the meeting, it was suggested the Request for Proposal's go out with the scope
of work proposed at the January Board meeting and let the bidders provide some of the specifics
and milestones. There would be aparallel path using the Regiona Technical Advisory
Committee to develop what would be required in the final scope of work. Staff is requesting the
Board adopt either the recommendation as presented in the Board packet or the four components
in the handout presented today and recommended by staff:

1. Statethe COMPASS Board' sintent that thisjoint planning effort is a worthwhile and
desirable effort; and

2. Direct COMPASS staff, in cooperation with the Idaho Transportation Department, to
release a Request For Proposals as soon as possible; and

3. Begin work immediately with the Idaho Transportation Department and the Regional
Technical Advisory Committee to identify specific project deliverables and progress
milestones that will be included in afinal negotiated scope of work; and

4. Direct COMPASS staff to prepare a draft Memorandum of Understanding with the
Idaho Transportation Department that clearly outlines roles and responsibilities of the
Department, COMPASS and the proposed steering committee

Dave Wynkoop asked what effect would the joint effort have on getting the current 20 year long
range transportation plan update done on time, which should come before any joint effort with
COMPASS and the Idaho Transportation Department.

Clair said staff would propose to the Executive Committee on February 25™ a plan to get the
current long-range transportation plan update done by September 2004.

Tom Dale moved and Keith Bird seconded to adopt the four recommendations as described
in the handout.
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Discussion:

Elaine Clegg moved and David Bieter seconded a substitute motion to adopt the four
recommendations as described in the handout with the following changes. Reversethe
order of recommendations 2 and 3. Edit the new recommendation 2, to read “ Begin work
immediately with the Idaho Transportation Department and the Regional Technical
Advisory Committeeto identify specific project deliverables and progress milestones that
will beincluded in thefinal negotiated scope of work and bring that to the COMPASS
Board at the next monthly meeting.” Edit the new recommendation 3, toread “ Direct
COMPASS staff, in cooperation with the ldaho Transportation Department, to release a
Request for Proposals after COMPASS Board approval of that scope of work. And add a
recommendation 5toread, “ Direct COM PASS staff to come back to the COMPASS Boar d
at the next regularly scheduled Board meeting with a plan to update the Ada County
portion of the Long Range Transportation Plan including a scope of work and a budget.”

Discussion:
Tom Dale called for the question on the substitute motion.
A Roll Cal vote was called for on the substitute motion:

A.J. Baukoff — nay

Matt Beebe — not present
David Bieter - yea

Keith Bird - nay

Vern Bisterfeldt - nay

Dave Bivens -yea

Elaine Clegg - yea

Tom Dale - nay

Tammy de Weerd - nay
Mark Dunham — not present
Susan Eastlake — yea

Ted Ellis— not present

Kelli Fairless— nay

Bob Flowers — nay

Wes Hancock — abstain

Phil Kushlan — not present
Todd Lakey — not present
Jeff Lang — nay

Gordon Law — not present
Ralph Little — nay

Pam Lowe - not present
Frank McKeever — nay
Nancy Merrill —yea

Bryce Millar — nay

Nathan Mitchell — not present
Garret Nancolas — nay

Judy Peavey-Derr — not present
Pat Rice —nay

Martin Thorne — nay

Fred Tilman — not present
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Robert Vasguez — not present

Mike V uittonet — not present

Katey Levihn for Dave Wynkoop — yea

Rick Yzaguirre - nay

Motion failed with 6 yeasto 15 nayswith one abstention.

Discussion:

Keith Bird called for the question on the original motion.

Chair-Elect Flowerscalled for a voice vote on the original motion. Motion carried.
Susan Eastlake moved and Nancy Merrill seconded that after the Regional Technical
Advisory Committee meetson February 24, 2004, and consider s staff proposal for what is
called the “limited plan update scope’ that the Regional Technical Advisory
recommendation comes back to the COMPASS Board in March.

Discussion:

Elaine Clegg asked if that motion included a budget. Susan Eastlake replied yes, a scope and a
budget.

Motion passed unanimously.

INFORMATION/DISCUSSION ITEMS

A. Status Report-Finance Committee Update

Susan Eastlake reported the final report of the Internal Controls Engagement has been completed
and reviewed by the Finance Committee on February 18th. The Committee was very pleased
with the report. There were recommendations for changes in the kind of reporting and for some
internal controls to be adopted. The Finance Committee will meet on March 12" to recommend
it for approva by the COMPASS Board at the April 19™ meeting.

ADJOURMENT

Tammy de Weerd moved and Elaine Clegg seconded to adjourn the meeting at 3:55 p.m.
Motion passed unanimously.
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Dated this 15th day of March 2004.

APPROVED:

By:

Judy Peavey-Derr, Chair
Community Planning Association
ATTEST:

By:

Clair M. Bowman, Executive Director
Community Planning Association

T:1900supsvs\boar d\2004agendasminutes\minutes02232004.doc
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Community Planning Association of Southwest | daho
COM PASS Executive Committee
February 4, 2004
COMPASS Conference Room

*k* M inutS***

ATTENDEES: Keith Bird, Councilman, for Tammy de Weerd, Mayor, City of

Meridian, Vice-Chair

Vernon Bisterfeldt, Councilman, for David Bieter, Mayor, City
of Boise

Clair Bowman, Executive Director, Community Planning
Association

Bob Flowers, Mayor, City of Parma, Chair-Elect

Nancy Merrill, Mayor, City of Eagle

Judy Peavey-Derr, Commissioner, Ada County, Chair

Paul Raymond for Tom Dale, Mayor, City of Nampa,

Secretary/Treasurer
Dave Wynkoop, Commissioner, Ada County Highway District

ABSENT MEMBERS: Todd Lakey, Commissioner, Canyon County
Garret Nancolas, Mayor, City of Caldwell

OTHERS: Nancy Brecks, Community Planning Association
Kathleen Marie Lacey, City of Boise
Katey Levihn, Ada County Highway District
Patricia Nilsson, Community Planning Association
Hal Simmons, City of Boise
Matt Stoll, Community Planning Association
Jade Riley, City of Boise
Terri Schorzman, Community Planning Association
Penel ope Schwiebert, The Schwiebert Goup
Cindy Thiel, Community Planning Association
Charles Trainor, Community Planning Association
Jeanne Urlezaga, Community Planning Association
Jay Witt, Community Planning Association
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CALL TO ORDER
Chair Peavey-Derr called the meeting to order at 3:35 p.m.
A. ApproveJanuary 7, 2004, Executive Committee M eeting Minutes

Dave Wynkoop moved and Vern Bisterfeldt seconded to approve the January 7, 2004,
Executive Committee meeting minutes as presented. Motion passed with three
abstentions.

B. Establish February 23, 2004, COMPASS Board M eeting Agenda

Clair Bowman reviewed staff proposed agenda Items 1-14 for the February 23, 2004,
COMPASS Board meeting.

After general discussion, Bob Flowersmoved and Vern Bisterfeldt seconded Items 1-14 as
presented asthe agenda itemsfor the February 23, 2004, Board meeting. Motion passed
unanimousgly.

C. Review Travel Demand Forecast Model Policy

Clair Bowman stated questions have been raised by members of the Transportation Modeling
Advisory Committee on proprietary information that someone might bring to COMPASS when
they request a special model run. Does COMPASS have the legal authority to keep it
proprietary? COMPASS' legal counsel has advised that we do not. The proposed policy
statement anticipates alegal document that would be entered into with anyone requesting a
model run claiming that it is exempt from the Public Records Act and they want to defend that
clam. Inthat case, COMPASS agreement would say that aslong asthey are actively
pursuing the defense, COMPA SS would not give out the data until a court hasruled. Clair said
that at this time staff is asking the Executive Committee if the proposed policy should be added
to the COMPASS Board meeting agenda for Board action.

Dave Wynkoop moved and Keith Bird seconded approving the proposed Travel Demand
Forecast Model Policy for the March 15, 2004, COM PASS Board meeting agenda as an
action item. Motion passed unanimously.

D. Establish Guidancefor Preparation, Review and Adoption of the Annual Unified
Planning Work Program and Budget

Clair Bowman presented staff recommended steps to prepare the FY 2005 Unified Planning
Work Program and Budget for adoption.

1 Estimate April 1, 2004 population by city and county for Ada and Canyon counties.
Submit these estimates to the COMPASS Board in March for acceptance. They then
become the basis for calculating FY 2005 dues for General Members.
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2. Establish the rate at which dues are assessed. In FY 2004, General Members' dues were
calculated as $0.46 per person for cities and counties and at 65% of $0.46 for single
countywide highway districts. A formulafor Canyon County highway districts has not
yet been determined. Staff estimates that this process needs to be completed by April 1
and recommends that the Executive Committee, with participation by a representative
of the Canyon highway districts, establish these parameters at its March 31 meeting. At
this point, staff will submit FY 2005 membership dues calculationsto all COMPASS
members.

3. Determine the guiding principles that govern preparation of task and project lists for the
work program. The February 19 team-building workshop for COMPASS Board
members has the potential to provide a broad template within which these guidelines
are conceived. Staff recommends that drafting the guiding principles be accomplished
by staff based on the February 19 workshop and other policy documents, then presented
to the Regional Technical Advisory Committee on March 24 and to the Executive
Committee for formal approval at its April 28 meeting.

4. Determine the extent to which each major category of effort in the work program
should be task-based or project-based and develop a draft work program structure.
Some facets of the required planning efforts of COMPASS fall neatly into project-
based categories (the Transportation Improvement Program is one example). Others are
more clearly tasks, as opposed to projects (such as meeting the air quality conformity
rules, atask which cuts across virtualy al projectsin which COMPASS staff are
engaged). Staff proposes that COMPASS staff prepare this analysis, review it with the
Regional Technical Advisory Committee at its March 24 meeting and then present it to
the Executive Committee on April 28 for adoption.

5. Prepare an initial revenue assessment for FY 2005. Thiswould include likely carryover
of funds from FY 2004 as well as anticipated revenue for FY 2005 based upon
Congressional action, the Transportation Improvement Program planning dollars and
proposed membership dues. This would be completed by staff and presented to the
Finance Committee for review in April.

6. Complete afirst-pass effort at matching revenue, staff resources and the task/project list
to create a draft work program and budget. Staff would prepare this draft, review it with
the Regional Technical Advisory Committee at its May 26 meeting, with the Finance
Committee at its June meeting, with the Executive Committee at its June 30 meeting for
inclusion in the July 19 COMPASS Board packet.

Nancy Merrill moved and Keith Bird seconded approval of Item D, Establish Guidance
for Preparation, Review and Adoption of the Annual Unified Planning Work Program
and Budget as presented by staff. Motion passed unanimously.

E. Respond to the Regional Technical Advisory Committee’s Request for Guidance

Matt Stoll reviewed the Regional Technical Advisory Committee’' s request for guidance on
whether or not to modify its Bylaws to address several issues and possible solutions to those
ISsues.

Issue #1: COMPASS Bylaws establish the Regional Technical Advisory Committee, Ada
Technical Advisory Committee, and Canyon Technical Advisory Committee. For over the
past year, the Regiona Technical Advisory Committee has been meeting on amonthly basisin
place of the Ada Technical Advisory Committee and Canyon Technical Advisory Committee.
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Possible Solution: Eliminate references to Ada Technical Advisory Committee and Canyon
Technical Advisory Committee in the COMPASS Bylaws. Specify in the Regional Technical
Advisory Committee Bylaws that the Regional Technical Advisory Committee can have
county specific votes to address non-regional issues as currently exist in the Board Bylaws.

Issue#2: The Regional Technical Advisory Committee, Ada Technical Advisory Committee,
and Canyon Technical Advisory Committee routinely fail to meet quorum requirements as
identified in the Regional Technical Advisory Committee Bylaws. Failure to meet quorumis
largely aresult of an extremely broad membership and non-participation by several agency
representatives.

Possible Solutions: (1) Contact member agency Board representatives about staff non-
participation; or (2) Restructure agency representation on the Regional Technical Advisory
Committee, Ada Technical Advisory Committee, and Canyon Technical Advisory Committee;
or (3) Redefine quorum count to agency presence rather than individuals.

Issue #3: Representation and associated voting privileges on the Regional Technical Advisory
Committee, Ada Technical Advisory Committee, and Canyon Technical Advisory Committee
do not mirror Board membership (i.e., COMPASS staff has one vote each on the Ada
Technical Advisory Committee and Canyon Technical Advisory Committee and two votes on
the Regional Technical Advisory Committee. However, COMPASS staff servesin an ex-
officio capacity on the Board.)

Possible Solution: Restructure membership and voting privileges on the Regiona Technical
Advisory Committee, Ada Technical Advisory Committee, and Canyon Technical Advisory
Committee to reflect Board membership.

Paul Raymond, chair of the Regional Technical Advisory Committee, agreed that the
committee needed to be trimmed and that direction from the Executive Committee is needed.

Nancy Merrill moved and Bob Flower s seconded to direct the Regional Technical
Advisory Committee to come back to the Executive Committee with a specific proposal
further defining Issue 2 to reflect the proposed solution of 1ssue 3. Motion passed
unanimously.

Judy Peavey-Derr recommended notifying agencies with members on the Regional Technical
Advisory Committee if their representatives have not been attending the meetings. Matt stated
that is arequirement in the Bylaws, but staff has not been diligent in following through.

F. Review Existing Guidelinesfor Executive Director’s Authority to Commit staff time
for Requests by Individual Board M ember sAgencies

Clair Bowman requested that thisitem be pulled from the agenda until after Jae Hallett has
completed the Internal Controls Engagement. Thistopic will come up in Jae's
recommendations.

Chair Peavey-Derr asked if there were any objectionsto deferring thisitem. Hearing no
objections, the Chair so ordered.
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G. Discussion of Changeto Bylaws, Article VI, Section 2. Executive Committee
Member ship.

Clair Bowman stated that the Board at its January 26, 2004, meeting approved the change to
the Bylaws to eliminate the possibility of more than two “smaller city” mayors on the
Executive Committee. At that meeting, it was requested that similar language be considered to
eliminate the potential for two members of a county commission or a single countywide
highway district commission serving simultaneously on the Executive Committee.

Dave Wynkoop questioned if this should not also apply to mayors aswell. Clair replied he
would draft language to modify Section 2, by adding a subsection “C” that says, “There shall
be no more than one representative from any individual agency.”

Nancy Merrill moved and Bob Flower s seconded adding thisitem to the March 15, 2004,
COMPASS Board meeting agenda as an infor mation item and as an action item on the
April 19, 2004, COMPASS Board meeting agenda. Motion passed unanimously.

Other

Dave Wynkoop asked if Board had approved a schedule for the Regiona Long-Range
Transportation Plan. He said it has now dlipped by five or six months and the Board was not
notified. How isit in staff’ s authority to change the schedul €?

Clair replied there was no authority or intent by staff to change the schedule. Therewerea
series of what appeared to be best decisions at the moment based on circumstances.
COMPASS staff was reduced in September, but the RFQ’s still got out for two of the projects
that needed to be done. David Eberle was one of the principals and the winner on one of the
two. Because David was running for City Council, aconflict of interest became apparent.
Staff anticipated that the issue would be resolved after the election in November, but because
of the runoff for the city council seat, it was not clear until December. Because David won the
election, the agreement had to be cancelled and redone. Clair pointed out that a potential
Board member should not be the principal in a contracting group working for COMPASS. A
conflict of interest policy is currently being drafted by COMPASS legal counsel that has come
directly out of thisissue.

That was only one part of the problem, the second was that even without the conflict of interest
issue, COMPASS was short staffed at that time and did not have staff that could have moved
the plan forward. Further, at the October Board meeting, discussion began on the Ten Mile
Interchange issue and has come back almost every month for another 4 months of discussion.
At this point, the Board directed the Idaho Transportation Department and COMPASS staff to
devel op a scope of work which would identify and prioritize the transportation system needs of
Adaand Canyon Counties.

Staff will propose two schedule changes as part of the discussion of the joint COMPASS/1daho
Transportation Department proposal at the February 23 Board discussion. Action will

probably need to be taken by the Ada County subset of the Board to reopen Destination 2025
and get anew trigger date. That may not have to be doneif the transportation bill
reauthorization gives us four or five years. Clair said it is understood that we cannot afford to
wait because of member agencies' priorities. Clair indicated it could be a simpler process to
update the 2025 plan. This could be done in six months and the deadline would then be met
and may be improved upon.
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Nancy Merrill said Clair needed to clearly express the issues to the COMPASS Board as a
discussion item not as a part of the Executive Director’s Report.

ADJOURNMENT

Bob Flowers moved and Vern Bisterfeldt seconded to adjourn at 4:45 p.m. Motion passed
unanimously.

Dated this 25th Day of February 2004.

APPROVED:

By:

Judy Peavey-Derr, Chair
Community Planning Association
ATTEST:

By:

Clair M. Bowman, Executive Director
Community Planning Association

T:\900supsvs\boar d\Ex Committee\2004 Agenda M inutes\minutes02042004.doc
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COMPASS Finance Committee
COMPASS Conference Room
January 9, 2004

**+Revised Minutes:**

ATTENDEES: A.J. Balukoff, Boise School District, Vice-Chair
Tom Dale, Mayor, City of Nampa
Susan Eastlake, Commissioner, Ada County Highway District,
Chair
Ralph Little, Commissioner, Canyon Highway District
Judy Peavey-Derr, Commissioner, Ada County

MEMBERS ABSENT: Todd Lakey, Commissioner, Canyon County
Garret Nancolas, Mayor, City of Caldwell

OTHERSATTENDING:  Clair Bowman, Community Planning Association
Nancy Brecks, Community Planning Association
Jae Hallett, Balukoff Lindstrom
Steve Purvis, City of Boise
Cindy Thiel, Community Planning Association
Jeanne, Urlezaga, Community Planning Association

CALL TO ORDER:

Chair Susan Eastlake called the meeting to order at 2:37 p.m.

CONSENT AGENDA

A. Approve November 7, 2003, Finance Committee M eeting Minutes

After general discussion, Chair Eastlake asked for any objection to approving the
November 24, 2003, Finance Committee meeting minutes as presented. Hearing none,
Chair Eastlake so ordered.
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ACTIONITEMS
A. ApproveDirection for Phasell of the Internal Controls Engagement

Jae Hallet of Balukoff Lindstrom reviewed the four areas of concern identified by the Board in
Phase | of the Internal Controls Engagement: Financial Reporting; Accounting Controls; Words
and Actions; and Scope of Authority.

Jae discussed his opinion that monthly meetings of the COMPASS Board and Executive
Committee appear to be excessive and questioned if the same matters are covered at both
meetings. Jae recommended limiting the COMPASS Board meetings to a quarterly basis and
keeping the Executive Committee on a monthly meeting schedule.

Jae reviewed his proposed outline for Phase I of the engagement:

Financial Reporting: Establish a working group to meet with Jae in a three meeting seriesto
develop anew reporting model that is concise and accurate. Jae anticipates a single summary
report format based on tasks. Consisting of two pages of numbers at a maximum and a one-page
narrative. A point person at COMPASS will be identified for Board members to contact when
they want to access information in greater detail. The report will address a method of approving
and reporting budget transfers between tasks and projects; a method of reporting projects/tasks
on a percentage compl ete basis, and a method of reporting on tasks/projects that are having
problems. Jeanne Urlezaga, Clair Bowman, Cindy Thiel and Judy Peavey-Derr were selected as
the working group. Jeanne will provide copies of COMPASS Financial reports to Jae before the
first meeting of the working group. Jae requested that staff develop drafts of reporting formats to
be considered at the first meeting. Steve Purvis suggested that staff look at Boise City’ s website
to seeif thereisareport format that could be used. Susan clarified that the reports will continue
to be split out between the two counties.

Accounting Controls: Jae will meet with staff to devel op guidelines and suggestions for
expanding on afinancia policy manual. Specific itemsto be addressed include: bank states,
credit cards; check signing; annual raises; payroll reporting; and allocation of costs between
projects.

Jae recommended COMPASS incorporate a fraud policy and procedures based on the new
standard that was established January 1st.

Words/Actions: Clarify therole of the Board. Determine what rises to the level of apolicy vs.
individual Board member’ s interests and what is management’ s day-to-day responsibility. Jae
suggested that Clair develop alog of al directives to staff from individual Board membersto be
reviewed by the Executive Committee on a monthly basis for determining if the directives were
appropriate without prior Board approval.

Scope of Authority: Clarify Clair’s position description and establish descriptions or outline the
duties of the Board groups, define meeting calendars and the size of each group. After generdl
discussion, Chair Eastlake asked for any objectionsto moving thisitem out of the Finance
Committee sauthority to the Executive Committee’ sauthority. Hearing none, Chair
Eastlake so ordered.

Susan Eastlake noted that Phase 111 of the engagement would not be necessary because the
products outlined in Phase 111 will be delivered as part of Phasell.



Clair asked Jae to address his concerns regarding how often the COMPASS Board meetsin his
fina report.

B. Review Existing Guidelinesfor Executive Director’s Authority to Committee Staff
Timefor Requests by Individual Board Members

After general discussion, Chair Eastlake asked for any objection to deferring thisitem until
the March Finance Committee meeting. Hearing none, Chair Eastlake so ordered.

C. Consider Establishing a Formal Fund Balance

After general discussion, Chair Eastlake asked for any objectionsto staff developing a
recommendation, based on facts, of what the COMPASS fund balance should be. Hearing
no objection, Chair Eastlake so ordered.

D. Establish next Meeting Agenda/Date

The next meeting of the Finance Committee was scheduled for February 18, 2004, replacing the
February 20™ meeting. Susan Eastlake recapped that the agendaitems for the February 18, 2004,
are the Internal Controls Engagement and the Review of the Variance Report, unless other items
arise that need to be considered.

INFORMATION/DISCUSSION

A. Review Variance Report: October 1, 2003 to October 31, 2003 and October 1, 2003 to
November 30, 2003

Jeanne Urlezaga reviewed the October 1, 2003 to October 31, 2003 and October 1, 2003 to
November 30, 2003 variance reports.

B. Updateon Direct Costsfor the Idaho Task Force on Public Transportation

Susan Eastlake stated the Finance Committee referred this issue to the Executive Committee and
it will come back to the Finance Committee as a normal revision to the budget.

C. Discussion Regarding Error in Calculating General M ember ship Duesfor the Canyon
Highway Districts

Clair Bowman stated that he would bring to the March Finance Committee proposals for
consideration on how dues are calculated for FY2005. One will be the method that came out of
the Dues Subcommittee.



ADJOURNMENT:
The meeting adjourned at 4:05 p.m.

Dated this 18th Day of February 2004.

APPROVED:

By:

Susan Eastlake, Chair
COMPASS Finance Committee
ATTEST:

By:
A. J. Balukoff, Vice-Chair
COMPASS Finance Committee

T:\900supsvs\Finance Committee\Minutes\minutes01092004.doc
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ITEM IV-A

Community Planning Association
of Southwest Idaho

'/I

MEMORANDUM

TO: Community Planning Association Board of Directors
FROM: Jay Witt, P.E., Modeling Principal Planner

DATE: March 3, 2004

RE: Approvethe Travel Demand Forecast M odel Policy

Action Requested:
Approve the travel demand forecast model policy.

Backaround:
Traditionally, the travel demand model is mainly used for transportation and air quality planning.

However, the travel demand model and its forecasts are also being used to help with determining
the traffic impacts associated with various devel opment projects as well as establishing Ada
County Highway District’ straffic impact fees. As aresult, staff is responding to increased
requests for model runs by Community Planning Association member agencies and private
sector parties (non-members) that are above and beyond those needed for the Community
Planning Association’s core planning tasks.

The broader application of modeled traffic forecasts has opened the model input data, modeling
assumptions, and modeling results to increased scrutiny. In 1997, the Community Planning
Association Board established a Transportation Model Advisory Committee comprising local
model experts, member agency representatives, and private consulting firms to provide guidance
to Community Planning Association staff on the reasonability of input data, assumptions, and
model results. However, the Transportation Model Advisory Committee has not been given any
direction by the Community Planning Association Board to set model policies.

Status:

Community Planning Association staff and the Transportation Model Advisory Committee
drafted the attached Travel Demand Forecast Model Policy (Attachment 1) to provide guidance
for member and non-member agencies requesting model data or additional model runs. The
policy outlines the purpose of the Community Planning Association’s travel demand model. In
addition it addresses the role of the Transportation Model Advisory Committee, the assumptions
made to conduct model runs, the conditions under which staff will conduct requested model runs,
resolve conflict, and how the model results and input data will be classified.
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The Executive Committee reviewed the policy at its February 4, 2004, meeting and
recommended its inclusion in the March 15 packet as an action item. The Community Planning
Association Board is requested to approve the attached travel demand forecast model policy.

Attachment
JW: T:\600transup\636model\policy and boardmemo 3-04.doc
pc: File636.03 Travel Model-Regional
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3.

Attachment 1
Travel Demand Forecast Model Policy

Draft —March 4, 2004

Statement of Purpose for the Travel Demand Model.

The purpose of the Transportation Modeling Advisory Committee isto assist COMPASS

staff in maintaining and improving the regional transportation forecast model. The Travel

Demand model is intended for the following purposes, listed in order of descending priority.

1.1. Support to long-range regional transportation plans, transportation studies authorized in
the annual unified planning work program, transportation improvement programs, and
air quality planning or conformity findings.

1.2. Support to member agencies of COMPASS in evaluating transportation, land use, or
financial issues.

1.3. Support to non-member entities upon special request and as staff time is available, and
as limited by the COMPASS Board policy.

Use of the Transportation Model Advisory Committee.

2.1. The COMPASS Board may use the Transportation Model Advisory Committee (TMAC)
for purposes of special transportation projects and/or analyses. These can include, but
are not limited to, review and/or comment on model results for major devel opment
proposals, capacity related questions, and other special studies as needed.

2.2. TMAC will provide guidance on appropriate uses of the Travel Demand Model to
COMPASS staff.

Assumptionsin the Travel Demand Model.

3.1. TMAC will oversee base model assumptions, other pertinent input data and model
outputs on a periodic basis to recommend improvements to the modeling process. The
basis of evaluation will be the adequacy of the model with regard to regiona planning
activities. Specifically, TMAC shall develop and maintain the speed/capacity matrix of
the model.

3.2. TMCA shall certify the model output and assumptions for air quality conformity.

Conditions under which COMPASS would do special runs.

4.1. Written/email requests from member or non-member entities will be required and a
completed COMPASS Special Model Run Request Form from non-member entities. (A
sample form is attached.) A request for performing special model runsis not the same as
apublic records request. Special model run requests are considered new studies, not
existing work. As such, there is no obligation on the part of COMPASS to provide
special model runs.

4.2. Special model runs will be evaluated in terms of the purposes listed above in Section 1.

4.3. TMAC will establish criteria under which staff may perform specia runs without TMAC
review. TMAC review of assumptionsisrequired for all other special runs.



7.

4.4. Thereisno implication of COMPASS endorsement for special model runs. Special
model runs will be issued with the following disclaimer in writing to the requestor:
These projections are based on assumptions made by the consultant or member agency
and therefore, are not endorsed by the Community Planning Association, its member
agencies or the Transportation Model Advisory Committee.

4.5. Consultants working for member agencies must have authorization for special model run
requests (name/nature of project, start/end dates, and other limitations specified).

4.6. Cost reimbursement will be required for non-member requests. The minimum charge
will be two (2) hours at the established rate per request.

4.7. COMPASS reserves the right to deny special requests from non-members for any
reason.

Public information status of model data.
5.1. Model results and assumptions for official model runs are public information.

5.2. Model results and assumptions from special model runs, once performed by COMPASS,
will be treated as public records. However, requests for information from special model
runs may be coordinated with the original requesting member or non-member entity.
Requests for information from special model runs must be made in writing, including
email, fax or other formats.

Dispute Resolution

6.1. If the dispute is regarding model input assumptions about demographics, the appeal must
be submitted to the Demographic Advisory Committee.

6.2. Disputes regarding all other input assumptions must be submitted to the Transportation
Model Advisory Committee.

6.3. Disputes regarding a decision not to perform a special model run must be submitted to
the Transportation Model Advisory Committee. The Transportation Model Advisory
Committee may recommend the dispute be submitted to the COMPASS Executive
Committee for adecision.

Trade Secret Information

7.1. COMPASS considers all data associated with special model runs to be subject to the
Idaho Public Records Act (Idaho Code, Title 9 Sections 337-350), including input data
provided by the person or agency requesting a model run and the output from that run.

7.2. A non-member entity seeking exemption from public disclosure must include in the
request for modeling a claim that specified information qualifies for exemption under
Idaho code. The non-member entity will then be required to accept conditions
established by COMPASS' legal counsel related to exemption from disclosure.

7.3. If apublic information request is submitted to COMPASS that involves trade secret
information related to such model runs, the submitting non-member entity will be
notified of the request and must respond to COMPASS in writing to request denial of the
release of information.



COMPASS Special Model Run Request
for Non-Member Agency

Company Name Contact Person

Address Email

Phone Numbers

Date Submitted (Allow 7 working days to complete)*

Road Name Termini

or

Describe Area Needed: (must have north/south and east/west termini)

Format of results email paper mail pick up

Are you requesting a change be made to the model network?

**Are you requesting a change made to the model demographics?
Is any trade secret information per Idaho Code 9-340D being provided for the special model run?

(if "yes", attach a list of information which is claimed to be a trade secret with an explanation for this claim.
Requestor accepts all conditions attached to this form. (To be completed by COMPASS legal counsel.)

Description of requested change: COMPASS Use Only
Adopted Model Inputs:

Notes:

DISCLAIMER: These projections and any assumptions made by the consultant or member agency
agencies or the Transportation Model Advisory Committee. are not endorsed by the Community
Planning Association, or its members.

This form must accompany the model results when submitted to any and all public agencies.

Special model runs for non-member agencies will be charged a two-hour minimum at the
established loaded rate for the staff person performing the work.

COMPASS reserves the right to deny special requests from non-member agencies.

* The completion of a special model run may be delayed if approval is needed by TMAC and / or
the COMPASS Board.

**Must provide the Traffic Analysis Zone and the demographic data for each category in Microsoft Excel
format.

I have read and accept the above information:
Signature Date




ITEM IV-B

Communit_y Planning Association

of Southwest Idaho

MEMORANDUM

TO: Community Planning Association Board Members

FROM: Charles Trainor, Planning Director

DATE: March 4, 2004

RE: Adopt Demographic Forecastsfor Usein the Regional L ong Range

Transportation Plan

Action Requested:
Adopt Demographic Forecasts for use in the Regional Long Range Transportation Plan.

Background:
Housing, population, and employment forecasts are key to forecasting future travel demand.

The Board approved control totalsin early 2003 based on forecasts prepared by John Church of
Idaho Economics. Mr. Church forecasts only to the county level, and so the numbers must be
broken out by areas of impact and, ultimately, by traffic analysis zones ranging in size from a
few blocks to severa miles. There are 534 traffic analysis zones-346 in Ada and 188 in Canyon.

The Board also approved three scenario concepts in 2003. These three scenarios-trend, higher
density within the areas of impact, and rail transit-supportive densities-will use the same control
totals. So if more growth isto be put into some traffic analysis zones to implement a scenario, an
equivaent amount of growth must be reduced elsewhere. Thisinformation was provided in the
January Board packet.

Status:

The Demographic Advisory Committee has been instrumental in the forecast process. The
process is more data-intensive than in the past and draws upon COMPASS' geographic
information system, assessor data, and census information. In December, the Demographic
Advisory Committee endorsed allocations at the area of impact level. The allocations are shown
in the attached tables. Assumption details follow the tables.

The Board is requested to review and adopt the housing, population, and employment
alocations. Staff has been working on the allocations at the traffic analysis zone level. Given the
size and complexity of the traffic analysis zone allocation, | request the Board authorize the
Demographic Advisory Committee to approve this latter allocation. The trend allocation, as
noted in Item 1V-F, will be used to prepare the limited plan update. The subsequent planning
effort under Communities in Motion will use the three scenarios.

Attachments
pc: File 720.01 - Demographic Forecasts Ada County
File 720.02 - Demographic Forecasts Canyon County

CT: T:\700gis\720census\forecast\2030\al | ocation-boardmmo-mar04.doc
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Table 1 - Ada County Housing Allocation by Area of Impact

Housing
City/County 2002 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Rural County 3,360 3,980 4,710 5,700 6,670 7,490 8,480
Boise 89,200 95,880 105,530| 115,310 125,090| 134,870| 144,650
Eagle 5,790 6,690 7,790 8,690 9,590 10,490 11,390
Garden City 4,760 5,060 5,660 5,910 6,160 6,410 6,660
Kuna 3,030 3,230 4,710 6,800 8,360 9,110 9,860
[Meridian 17,890 20,890 25,390 29,890 34,390 38,890 43,390
Star 850 1,300 1,900 2,500 3,100 3,700 4,300
Total 124,880 137,030] 155,690, 174,800 193,360| 210,960 228,730
Increase 12,150 18,660 19,110 18,560 17,600 17,770
Control Total 124,880 137,200 151,700/ 171,400 190,700/ 207,100| 226,900
\Variance 170 (3,990)| (3.400) (2,660) (3,860)  (1,830)
Per centage by Area
Rural County 2.7% 2.9% 3.0% 3.3% 3.4% 3.6% 3.7%
Boise 71.4% 70.0% 67.8% 66.0% 64.7% 63.9% 63.2%
Eagle 4.6% 4.9% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0%
Garden City 3.8% 3.7% 3.6% 3.4% 3.2% 3.0% 2.9%
Kuna 2.4% 2.4% 3.0% 3.9% 4.3% 4.3% 4.3%
[Meridian 14.3% 15.2% 16.3% 17.1% 17.8% 18.4% 19.0%
Star 0.7% 0.9% 1.2% 1.4% 1.6% 1.8% 1.9%
Total 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0% 100.0%
Table 2 - Ada County Population Allocation by Area of Impact
Population
City/County 2002 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Control Total 343,000f 367,000, 408,000| 450,000 493,000 540,000
Rural County 9,800 11,260, 12,890, 15,350, 17,810, 20,160 22,830
Boise 222,740, 225,820, 240,590, 258,540, 278,120, 302,400, 324,330
Eagle 17,0900 18,530 20,890, 22,920 25,080, 27,670 30,040
Garden City 11,570 11,870, 12,850, 13,200, 13,640, 14,310 14,870
Kuna 9,380 9,700 13,690, 19,430, 23,690, 26,030 28,180
[Meridian 52,0000 59,080 69,510 80,480 91,810 104,710, 116,820
Star 2,360 3,540 5,010 6,480 7,970 9,590 11,140
Total HH Pop 325,840, 339,800, 375,430 416,400 458,120, 504,870, 548,210
Group Quarters* 7,690 8,020 8,860 9,830 10,8100 11,910 12,940
Grand Total 333,530 347,820 | 384,290 | 426,230 | 468,930 | 516,780 | 561,150
Percentage by Area

Rural County 3.0% 3.3% 3.4% 3.7% 3.9% 4.0% 4.2%
Boise 68.4% 66.5% 64.1% 62.1% 60.7% 59.9% 59.2%
Eagle 5.2% 5.5% 5.6% 5.5% 5.5% 5.5% 5.5%
Garden City 3.6% 3.5% 3.4% 3.2% 3.0% 2.8% 2.7%
Kuna 2.9% 2.9% 3.6% 4.7% 5.2% 5.2% 5.1%
[Meridian 16.2% 17.4% 18.5% 19.3% 20.0% 20.7% 21.3%
Star 0.7% 1.0% 1.3% 1.6% 1.7% 1.9% 2.0%
Total 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0% 100.0%

* Persons living in nursing homes, dormitories, jails, etc. This population is about 2% of the total.
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Table 3 - Ada County Employment Allocation by Area of | mpact

Employment
City/County 2002 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Control Total | 191,000 | 199,000| 230,000| 265,000| 303,000| 343,000| 388,000
Rural County 1,838 2,000 2,620 3,350 4,190 5,100 6,150
Boise 155,151 | 161,310 | 184,420 | 210,200 | 237,950 | 267,000 | 299,530
Eagle 3,337 3,610 4,650 5,830 7,100 8,450 9,960
Garden City 7,680 8,000 9,190 | 10480 | 11,850 | 13,270 | 14,830
Kuna 908 1,030 1,570 2,330 3,240 4,200 5,280
Meridian 21,579 | 22,660 | 26,940 | 31,910 | 37,440 | 43,390 | 50,200
Star 250 300 510 780 1,110 1,490 1,940
Total 190,743 | 198,910 | 229,900 | 264,880 | 302,880 | 342,900 | 387,890
Per centage by Area
Rural County 1.0% 1.0% 1.1% 1.3% 1.4% 1.5% 1.6%
Boise 81.3% 81.1% 80.2% 79.4% 78.6%9 77.9% 77.2%
Eagle 1.7% 1.8% 2.0% 2.2% 2.3% 2.5% 2.6%49
Garden City 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 3.9% 3.9% 3.8%4
Kuna 0.5% 0.5% 0.7% 0.9% 1.1% 1.2% 1.4%
Meridian 11.3% 11.4% 11.7% 12.0% 12.4% 12.7% 12.9%
Star 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.4% 0.4% 0.5%
Total 100.0%4 100.09%4 100.0%  100.0%  100.0%  100.0%  100.0%
Ratio of Housing/Jobs
Rural County 18 20 18 1.7 16 15 14
Boise 0.6 0.6 0.6 05 05 05 05
Eagle 17 19 17 15 14 12 11
Garden City 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 05 05 0.4
Kuna 33 31 3.0 29 2.6 2.2 1.9
Meridian 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9
Star 34 4.3 3.7 32 28 25 22
Total 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.6

Housing, Population, and Employment Allocation
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Table 4 - Canyon County Housing Allocation by Area of | mpact

Housing
City/County Name | 2002 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Rural County 9680 | 10,810 | 11,460 | 12,630 | 13,620 | 14,460 15,600
Caldwell 12,320 | 13,750 | 14,590 16,070 17,330 18,400 19,860
Greenl eaf 340 380 400 440 480 510 550
Melba 270 300 320 350 380 400 440
Middleton 1,430 1,600 1,690 1,870 2,010 2,140 2,310
Nampa 26,570 | 29,660 | 31,470 34,670 37,370 39,680 42,830
Notus 290 320 340 380 410 430 470
Parma 770 860 910 1,000 1,080 1,150 1,240
\Wilder 470 520 560 610 660 700 760
Total 52,140 | 58,200 | 61,740 68,020 73,340 77,870 84,060
Control Total 58,200 | 61,750 | 68,030 | 73,340 | 77,870 | 84,050
\ariance - (10) (10) - - 10
Increase 6,056 3,100 5,780 4,940 4,400 5,760
Control/Allocation 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Percentage by Area
Rural County 18.6% 18.6% 18.6% 18.6% 18.6% 18.6% 18.6%
Caldwell 23.6%  23.6% 23.6% 23.6% 23.6% 23.6% 23.6%
Greenl eaf 0.7% 0.7% 0.6% 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7%
Melba 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
Middleton 2.7% 2.7% 2.7% 2.7% 2.7% 2.7% 2.7%
Nampa 51.0% 51.0% 51.0% 51.0% 51.0% 51.0% 51.0%
Notus 0.6% 0.5% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6%
Parma 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5%
\Wilder 0.9% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9%
Total 100.09%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%

Housing, Population, and Employment Allocation
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Table 5 - Canyon County Population Allocation by Area of | mpact

City/County Table 4 - Allocation 4 - Population
Name 2002* 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Target HH Pop 154,000 159,000 173,000 187,000 202,000 218,000
Rural County 29,120 31,220 32,260 35,160 38,060 41,160 44,410
Caldwell 34,560 37,420 38,710 42,160 45,640 49,350 53,270
Greenleaf 1,050 1,150 1,180 1,290 1,410 1,520 1,640
Melba 770 820 860 920 1,010 1,080 1,190
Middleton 4,060 4,570 4,710 5,150 5,560 6,030 6,510
Nampa 75,260 80,140 82,890 90,310 97,700 105,670 114,060
Notus 830 970 1,010 1,110 1,210 1,290 1,410
Parma 2,160 2,390 2,470 2,680 2,910 3,150 3,400
\Wilder 1,670 1,910 2,000 2,160 2,340 2,530 2,750
Total HH 149,480 160,590 166,090 180,940 195,840 211,780 228,640
Population
Group Quarters 3,290 3,500 3,600 3,900 4,200 4,500 4,900
Pop *
Grand Total 152,770 164,090 169,690 184,840 200,040 216,280 233,540
Percentage by Area
Rural County 19.5% 19.4% 19.4% 19.4% 19.4% 19.4% 19.4%
Caldwell 23.1% 23.3% 23.3% 23.3% 23.3% 23.3% 23.3%
Greenl eaf 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7%
Melba 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
Middleton 2.7% 2.8% 2.8% 2.8% 2.8% 2.8% 2.8%
Nampa 50.3% 49.9% 49.9% 49.9% 49.9% 49.9% 49.9%
Notus 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6%
Parma 1.4% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5%
\Wilder 1.1% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2%
Grand Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
* Persons living in nursing homes, dormitories, jails, etc. This population is about 2% of the total.
Housing, Population, and Employment Allocation Page 5



Table 6 - Canyon County Employment Allocation by Area of | mpact

City/County Employment
Name 2002 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Control Total 50,668 | 53,000 | 57,000 | 61,000 | 65,000 | 69,000 | 73,000
Rural County 3,805 4,090 4,590 5,090 5,540 5,990 6,440
Caldwell 14,719 | 15,350 | 16,480 | 17,660 | 18,840 | 20,020 | 21,260
Greenleaf 174 190 200 210 210 220 230
Melba 342 380 390 410 420 440 450
Middleton 948 1,000 1,140 1,270 1,410 1,550 1,690
Nampa 29,563 | 30,810 | 32,930 | 35,050 | 37,120 | 39,180 | 41,250
Notus 109 110 110 120 120 130 130
Parma 938 990 1,080 1,170 1,250 1,340 1,380
\Wilder 70 90 90 90 100 100 100
Total 50,668 | 53,010 | 57,010 | 61,070 | 65,010 | 68,970 | 72,930
Percentage by Area
Rural County 7.5% 7.7% 8.1% 8.3% 8.5% 8.7% 8.8%
Caldwell 29.0%9 29.0% 28999 28.9%  29.09%9 29.09 29.2%
Greenleaf 0.3% 0.4% 0.4% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
Melba 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6%
Middleton 1.9% 1.9% 2.0% 2.1% 2.2% 2.2% 2.3%
Nampa 58.3% 58.1% 57.8% 57.4% 57.19% 56.89 56.6%
Notus 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
Parma 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9%
\Wilder 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1%
Total 100.09% 100.0% 100.09% 100.0% 100.09%9 100.0% 100.0%
Housing/Jobs Balance
Rural County 25 25 2.3 2.2 21 2.0 19
Caldwell 0.8 0.9 1.0 11 12 12 13
Greenleaf 2.0 19 21 2.2 2.4 25 2.7
Melba 0.8 0.8 0.9 1.0 11 11 12
Middleton 15 18 2.0 23 2.4 2.4 25
Nampa 0.9 1.0 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9
Notus 2.7 29 34 35 39 4.0 4.4
Parma 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.8
\Wilder 6.7 5.6 6.1 6.7 6.5 7.0 75
Total 1.0 11 11 11 11 11 12
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Housing Allocation Assumptions

Ada County.
The Ada County work group met on December 5 and devel oped a single allocation based on the

following factors:

* Amount of vacant and redevel opable land.

* Building permitsissued during the past 13 years.

» Comprehensive plan, including any available forecasts of population and households.

A fundamental assumption was to match the allocation to the county-level population and
housing estimates approved by the COMPASS Board in February 2003.

The group started with the 2002 housing distribution and incremented these across the years as

described below.

* Rura County. Assume 5% of the housing increase will go to “rural” areas outside the
existing areas of impact. Thisis consistent with both the Ada County plan and the existing
pattern of development.

* Boise City. Assume 2,225 residential units per year through 2005 and 1,925 units per year
thereafter. This amount is consistent with the City’ s comprehensive plan and with building
permitting over the ten-year period. The limited stock of vacant land requires an assumption
of infill and redevelopment. Again thisis consistent with the adopted plan.

» Eagle. Assume 300 units per year through 2005, 220 units per year 2006-2010, and 180 units
per year thereafter. While lower than the 10 or 3-year average, it reflects alimited stock of
available land barring an expansion of the area of impact. The 2030 population would be
close the current buildout population in the comprehensive plan.

* Garden City. Assume 300 units per year through 2005, 120 units per year 2006-2010, and 50
units per year thereafter. With vacant land only on the western part, there would need to be
some infill and redevelopment to sustain this level of construction. The group thought that
future updates should consider any movement to back a redevelopment program.

* Kuna A flat amount of 200 units were assigned through 2005 due to severe constraints on
sewer. The comprehensive plan forecasted units were used for 2010-2020, with 150 units per
year assumed between 2020 and 2030. These assumptions would presume a corresponding
expansion of Kuna's sewer and water capacity.

* Meridian. Assume 1000 units per year through 2005, with 900 units per thereafter. The
number of housing unitsin 2020 would be 34,390, compared with the number in the adopted
comprehensive plan of 26,090. However the additional units would allow for the additional
growth foreseen in the North Meridian area.

e Star. Assume 150 units per year through 2005 with 120 units per year between 2005 and
2030.
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Canyon County

The Work Group met on December 3 came up with an initial allocation. This allocation was

based on starting with the 2002 housing distribution and incrementing across the years as

described below. A fundamental assumption was to match the allocation to the county-level

population and housing estimates approved by the COMPASS Board in February 2003.

» Canyon Outside the Area of Impact: 425 units per year. Permitsin unincorporated Canyon
County have averaged 450 per year (3 year period) with the vast mgjority of these outside the
areas of impact.

» Cadwell Area- 700 units per year. Caldwell has averaged 588 units per year, but the pace
has accelerated.

* Greenleaf, Parma, Melba and Notus: 10 units per year. While the average number of units
varied from 2-8, the group believed the increased attraction of small towns would sustain a
dightly higher rate. Balanced against this was a concern that sewer and water capacity would
be a constraint without expansion.

* Middleton Area: 130 units per year. While higher than the three-year average, Middleton has
seen an increase in activity.

» NampaArea: The comprehensive plan numbers were used for 2005-2020, adjusting these
numbers up to reflect a higher number of units in 2002 than shown in the plan for 2005. This
adjustment bumped up the forecast by 3970 units.

The result of this allocation, which was not constrained by the growth control totals, was an
excess of housing units. By 2030 this allocation showed 15,210 units above the growth control
for Canyon County. It would result in a population of 265,000, compared to the approved growth
control of 218,000.

The Demographic Advisory Committee agreed to reduce the over alocation proportionally. To
avoid problematic results in the smaller cities, the reduction was only applied to the three largest
cities-Nampa, Caldwell, and Middleton. The Committee explicitly dropped the assumption that
only 5% of Canyon County housing growth would occur outside the areas of impact.

Population Allocations

The approval of the housing allocations determined the results of the population allocations. The
number of households was factored by each community’ s household size, which was reduced
dightly in future years to reflect the trend to smaller households. The reduction rate was taken
from areport by John Church, Idaho Economics.

When possible the resulting popul ation allocations by area of impact were compared with
population forecasts used by the cities in their respective comprehensive plans. While no
communities forecast to 2030, the resultsin this allocation are within 10% of the final year
projected by Nampa, Boise, and Cadwell and higher than the final year forecast by Meridian.
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Employment Allocation Assumptions

The allocation started with the 2002 employment distribution and was incremented across the
years as described below. A fundamental assumption was to match the allocation to the county-
level employment control totals approved by the COMPASS Board in February 2003.

Each county shows the future years control total to be allocated based on the existing (2002)
share of employment.

Note that the 2002 estimate was devel oped after the control totals were approved. In Canyon
County, there was a discrepancy in that the 2005 control total was lower than the 2002
estimate. The a proportion of the difference between the 2005 and 2000 job numbersin the
John Church report was applied to the 2002 estimate. This resulted in a 5,000 increase in
2005 and beyond control totals.

The Demographic Advisory Committee was presented two basic allocation approaches. The
first allocated future employment based on the 2002 share of employment. The second
allocated future increases in employment based on each area’ s share of new housing units.
The Demographic Advisory Committee thought the latter approach created too great a shift
in employment and elected to go with the average of the two methods.

Across the 25-year period, this resulted in a shift of employment to areas with higher housing
increases. No areais shown as losing employment, since each increment was added to the
prior period’stotal.

Below each table is a table showing the housing/jobs balance. A ratio of greater than 2 would
indicate that more workers exist than jobs. Therefore it would be more likely to export
commute trips. Areas with a housing/jobs ratio of less than 1 would indicate an attractor of
commute trips since more jobs exist than workers.

The changesin Table 2 would lead to a decline in the ratio for areas with large increasesin
housing. The effect in Canyon County is moderate due to the smaller control total of jobsin
the control total relative to the number of housing units. Compare the countywide ratios
between the counties: Ada sratio is half that of Canyon in 2030.
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ITEM IV-C

Community Planning Association
of Southwest Idaho

W

(@
Y

MEMORANDUM

TO: Community Planning Association Board of Directors

FROM: Charles Trainor, Planning Director

DATE: March 4, 2004

RE: Approve Memorandum of Under standing with ValleyRide Regarding

M etr opolitan Planning

Action Requested:
Approve Memorandum of Understanding with ValleyRide regarding metropolitan planning.

Backaround:
Community Planning Association, as the MPO for the Boise and Nampa Urbanized Areas,

receives federal funding under PL and 5303 grants, collectively referred to as Consolidated
Planning Grant funds (CPG) to support transportation planning activities. While COMPASS is
the only authorized recipient of these funds, transit providers may use them to support transit-
planning activities under agreement with the MPO.

ValleyRideisthe duly established entity for providing and coordinating public transportation
services in Ada and Canyon Counties under Idaho Code 40-21. As such, ValleyRideis
encouraged under FTA regulations to participate in the MPO process, and the MPO process must
include representation by the transit providers on its policy board and technical committees.

Federal regulations under 23 CFR 450.10b state that “ There shall be an agreement between the
MPO and operators of publicly owned transit services which specifies cooperative procedures for
carrying out transportation planning (including corridor and subarea studies) and programming
asrequired by this subpart.” The Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) is the nexus for
cooperative planning. All significant transportation planning activities must be included in the
UPWP, regardless of funding source.

Finally, 5307 funds may be used for planning activities under guidelines promulgated by FTA.
Both ValleyRide and COMPASS have used 5307 funds for planning. One stipulation by FTA is
that such funding be“...for technical studies of special interest to the operator, such as
maintenance plan development, operational service planning, and management and operation

800 S. Industry Way * Suite 100« Meridian, Idaho 83642¢ (208) 855-2558 * Fax (208) 855-2559 « www.compassidaho.org



planning studies; for example, the public transportation management system” rather than routine
MPO planning activities

Status:

The attached Memorandum of Understanding addresses these requirements and issues. It has
been devel oped between COMPASS and ValleyRide staff and was presented in the February
Board packet for information and is now ready for adoption.

;I'he Board is requested to approve the Memorandum of Understanding. ValleyRide staff will
seek the approval of the ValleyRide Board.

Attachment
CT: T:\600transup\601transup\Federal\mou_04 02_memo.doc

File  601.01 Transportation Support - Ada
601.02 Transportation Support - Canyon
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MOUO04-02
Memorandum of Under standing
Transit Planning Responsibilities and Coor dination within Ada and Canyon Counties

The Community Planning Association of Southwest Idaho, ajoint powers entity, hereinafter
referred to as“COMPASS’, and ValleyRide, the authorized regiona public transportation
authority, hereinafter referred to as “ValleyRide”, hereby enter into this Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) in accordance with Section 23 CFR 450.10b of the United States Code of
Federal Regulations.

The purpose of this MOU isto identify and define the process by which COMPASS and
ValleyRide will coordinate and conduct public transportation planning within Ada and Canyon
Counties.

This MOU supersedes and replaces any existing memorandums of understanding, except for the
elements that may be incorporated by reference el sewhere in this MOU.

Basis for Organization and Boundaries

1.1 Basisfor Organization

COMPASS isthe single Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) designated by the Governor
of ldaho for the Boise and Nampa Urbanized Areas encompassing northern Ada County and the
expanded urbanized areain Canyon County, including the Cities of Nampa, Caldwell and
Middleton. COMPASS haslegal status as ajoint powers entity in accordance with Chapter 23
Title 67 Idaho Code.

ValleyRideisthe duly established entity for providing and coordinating public transportation
services in Ada and Canyon Counties under Idaho Code 40-21. It was established following a
public referendum in November 1998. IC 40-21 gives ValeyRide exclusive jurisdiction
regarding the coordination of public transportation services within Ada and Canyon Counties.
ValleyRide is the sole designated recipient for Section 5307 funding for the Boise and Nampa
Urbanized Areas.

1.2 Ability to Contract and Receive Grants

COMPASS is empowered to make and enter into contracts in its own name and to accept grants,
gifts, donations and other moniesto carry out its purpose and functions. These powers are
authorized under Chapter 23, Title 67 of Idaho Code and the Second Restated and Amended
Joint Powers Agreement and Articles of Reformation and Organization of the Community
Planning Association of Southwest Idaho, a Nonprofit Association, dated November 15, 1999.

ValleyRide is empowered under Chapter 21, Title 40 of Idaho Code (40-2108) to raise and
expend funds and to enter into contracts.

1.3 Planning Area Boundaries

The area covered by this agreement shall include the entire area of Ada and Canyon Counties,
including al municipalitiesin the two counties.
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Funding for Public Transportation Planning

2.1 Consolidated Planning Grant

The United States Department of Transportation (USDOT), under Title 23 U.S.C. and Title 49
U.S.C., provides funds for transportation planning activities within metropolitan planning areas.
Metropolitan planning funds from Title 23 (the Federal Highways Administration { FHWA}
planning program { PL}) and Title 49 (the Federal Transit Administration { FTA} Section 5303
program) may be consolidated together to create a single, more flexible category of planning
funds. When funds are thereby consolidated, the resulting funding is titled a Consolidated
Planning Grant (CPG). COMPASS is the designated MPO to accomplish transportation planning
activities and has elected, in coordination with the Idaho Transportation Department (ITD), to
consolidate PL and Section 5303 funds.

FTA, through ITD as the designated State agency responsible for administering CPG funds, will
make available CPG funds for transportation planning and programming tasks, administrative
tasks and products as outlined in an approved Unified Planning Work Program/Budget (UPWP)
for the given year. COMPASS will receive the apportionment for both the Nampa and Boise
Urbanized areas, and said apportionments will be separately identified in COMPASS UPWP.

2.2 Use of Section 5307 Funds For Planning

Urbanized Area Formula Program funds, commonly referred to as Section 5307 funds, are
available for contracts and grants for the planning, engineering design and evaluation of transit
projects and for other technical transportation-related studies. Eligible activities include, but are
not limited to, studies relating to management, operations, capital requirements and economic
feasibility; preparation of engineering and architectural surveys, plans and specifications;
evaluation of previously funded projects; and other similar or related activities prior to and in
preparation for the construction, acquisition, or improved operation of transit systems, facilities,
and equipment. Planning assistance is available at the 80/20 Federal/local shareratio.

The basic comprehensive transportation planning program--including pass-through to transit
operators for work activities best performed by the operators--should continue to be funded
through the FTA formula planning program, Metropolitan Planning, authorized by Title 49
U.S.C. Section 5303. However, Section 5307 funds may be used to supplement these planning
activities. Use of Section 5307 funds is encouraged for technical studies of special interest to the
operator, such as maintenance plan development, operational service planning, and management
and operation planning studies when Section 5303 is insufficient to meet such needs. Similarly,
where a high-cost study is proposed, such as one for magjor capital investments, Section 5307
funds may be used to supplement available Section 5303 and PL funds.
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M etr opolitan Planning Documents and Required Activities

3.1 Long-Range Regional Transportation Plan

COMPASS will prepare a Regional Long-Range Transportation Plan (RLTP) in accordance with
Title 23 USC 134(Qg), 23 CFR 450 and 49 CFR 5303(f). The RLTP will be directed at achieving a
coordinated and balanced metropolitan and regional intermodal transportation system. The RLTP
will be developed with full cooperation and participation of all affected or interested agencies,
including ValeyRide, member agencies, air quality agencies, the public, and the private sector.
The RLTP must be financially constrained, have a minimum of a 20-year planning horizon, meet
required schedule for updating, and meet Air Quality conformity determinations within Northern
Ada County (dueto its status as aformer non-attainment area).

Coordination

To achieve these ends, COMPASS and ValleyRide will each inform and invite participation by
the other in their various planning activities. The UPWP will identify the review and approval
process needed to achieve consistency between ValleyRide' s plans and studies and the goals and
objectivesinthe RLTP.

If needed to ensure consistency between the RLTP and a plan or study prepared by ValleyRide, a
joint panel of COMPASS and ValleyRide Board members may be convened to make
recommendations to the respective Boards.

3.2 Unified Planning Work Program/Budget (UPWP)

COMPASS will prepare an annual UPWP in cooperation with ValleyRide. The purpose of the
UPWP isto serve as awork plan to identify, guide, and manage transportation planning activities
and to identify planning priorities facing the metropolitan area. The UPWP will document
planning activities to be performed with funds provided under Title 23, U.S.C. and Title 49,
U.S.C. Additionally, the UPWP must contain all significant transportation planning projects,
regardless of funding source or agency conducting such studies. COMPASS will include all such
projects whether funded by CPG, Section 5307, STP, other federal programs, state, or local
funds. FTA Circular C 8100.1B states that the level of detail for projects funded by other sources
should be the same as that for work elements or activities for which CPG assistance is sought.

COMPASS may, from time to time, submit amendments to the UPWP to reflect changesin local
priorities, add/delete funds and/or projects or adjust project costs. The annua UPWP, as
amended, shall be the official COMPASS budget for the fiscal year. COMPASS will provide an
annual schedule with monthly deadlines for submitting requests for UPWP amendments.

Coordination

COMPASS and ValleyRide will meet and agree on a UPWP calendar with critical milestones
and the acceptable format for ValleyRide to submit project information that will need to be
incorporated into the UPWP. Annually, the COMPASS Board will approve a process that
includes these milestones. This process will include early opportunities for COMPASS and
ValleyRide to discuss public transportation planning needs for the next fiscal year, define
planning responsibilities, expected products, and estimated costs.

During preparation of the draft UPWP, COMPASS will solicit planning projects for CPG funds.

This process will identify lead agencies for each project and whether funding will be passed
through COMPASS to the lead agency.
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COMPASS and ValleyRide will coordinate during the UPWP process on the need for 5307
funds to supplement CPG funds for planning projects. Determination of need will be based on
the adequacy of CPG fundsto cover the costs of the required transportation planning program
activities of COMPASS and the costs of any proposed special studies. The projects funded with
5307 will be consistent with the guidance in FTA Circular C9030.1C.

COMPASS and ValleyRide will enter into project agreements for each project to be funded by
pass-through CPG and other pass-through federal funds regarding financia reporting and
controls, including details and supporting documentation needed in invoices.

3.3 Congestion Management System Plan (CMYS)

Federal transportation regulations require that the Metropolitan Planning Processina TMA
include a Congestion Management System (CMS). Furthermore, “in nonattainment TMAS, any
proposed project that would result in asignificant increase in capacity for single occupancy
vehicles (SOV's), such as adding general purpose lanes to an existing highway or constructing a
new highway, must be analyzed to assure that travel demand reduction and operational
management strategies cannot fully satisfy the need for additional capacity.”

CMS s asystematic approach to improving existing and future traffic congestion. A CMS
includes (@) identification of transportation facilities that are experiencing or projected to
experience congestion; (b) devising strategies to minimize congestion; development of arealistic
implementation plan, and (c) monitoring regularly the performance of the transportation system
to evaluate the effectiveness of implemented strategies.

Coordination

ValleyRide participates as a voting member in the Congestion Management Team, which is
preparing a congestion management plan to implement CM S in the region. ValIele de will be
provided opportunities to participate in the on-going evaluation of the CM S and the
determination of project prioritization and congestion mitigation strategies at alevel equal to
other implementing agencies.

3.4 Metropolitan Transportation |mprovement Program

COMPASS, in cooperation with ValleyRide and other affected transportation service providers, will
develop a Transportation Improvement Program (T1P) for both the Boise and Nampa urbanized
areas in accordance with Title 23 U.S.C. 134(h) and Title 49 U.S.C. Section 5304. The TIP will be
consistent with the RLTP and meet air quality conformity requirementsin Ada County. Once
adopted, the TIP will be updated at |east once every two years. The preparation of the TIP will
involve community interest groups and will include reasonable opportunity for public comment.

Coordination

ValleyRide participatesin the TIP process as a member of the Regional Transportation Advisory
Committee and as a member of the COMPASS Board. The TIP process provides opportunity for
ValleyRide to recommend projects and comment upon projects proposed by others.

ValleyRide agreesto follow procedures and protocols adopted by the COMPASS Board of
Directors regarding T1P development and amendments. COMPASS agrees to develop the time
schedule in cooperation with ValleyRide to assure that key milestones can be met within the
meeting structure of each board.
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Coor dination Guidelines

COMPASS and ValleyRide will establish the lead agency responsibility for transit planning
activities and the role for the remaining entity, along with other public and private entities,
during the UPWP process. As agenera guide, the following principles are to be used:

4.1 Short-range Service planning (1-3 year time frame)

ValleyRide will be the lead agency for short-range service planning with COMPASS providing
support as requested. Such projects are typically related to operations planning and
implementation and do not generally involve system-wide or long-term changes. The COMPASS
Board will receive status reports as needed but will have no approval role regarding the products.
The ValleyRide Board will retain sole approval power on such products. Examples of such short-
range projects include:

* Route changes
Transit stop locational studies
Market plans focused on promoting existing and proposed services
Ridership and other surveys
Capital and equipment related to service implementation

4.2 Transit Development Plan (3-5 years)

ValleyRide will be the lead agency for developing a Transit Development Plan (TDP) focusing
on planning/design of specific routes and new services, evaluating the need for facilities, rolling
stock and equipment, fare policies, and other medium-range policies.

4.3 Other public transportation planning (3-5 years)

Lead agency status for other planning projects will be specified in the UPWP.
COMPASS will participate as needed in public transportation planning projects projects along
with other agencies. The COMPASS Board and the ValleyRide Board will have joint review and
approval power when needed to assure consistency with the RLTP. Examples of such medium-
range projects include:

* Financial capacity evaluations

» Corridor planning for fixed-guideway systems as identified in the RLTP

Preparation and approval of the TIP will remain within COMPASS.
4.3 Long-range issues (6-20+ years)

The major product isthe RLTP. Goals are established in the RLTP that will affect medium-range
planning and programming documents such as the TDP. COMPASS is responsible for long-
range transportation planning activities and for devel oping and maintaining the travel demand
model. The ValleyRide Board as part of the MPO process will review plans, but the COMPASS
Board will have sole authority to approve the plans. Examples of long-range projects include:

» Long-range regional transportation plans required in urbanized areas

* Preparation of land use and demographic forecasts

* Major investment studies or similar studies
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General Provisions

5.1 Amendment

The establishment of this MOU constitutes an understanding, expression of desire for, and a
means of accomplishing the general requirement for a comprehensive transportation planning
processin COMPASS' area. ThisMOU isvalid until terminated or changed through written
agreement between the parties. Either party can propose changes at any time. Any changesto
one or more of the terms and conditions of this MOU shall not be valid unless made in writing
and agreed to by al parities prior to change implementation. Additional terms and conditions
may be incorporated as amendments or addenda as may be jointly determined by ValleyRide and
COMPASS, provided such agreements are consistent with the purpose of this MOU and agreed
to in writing with the effective date.

5.2 Termination

The parties understand that the purpose of thisMOU isto establish, on a part of both parties and
the members of local government of COMPASS, a single transportation planning process to
serve the interests of al government agencies with responsibilitiesin the region. Either party
may terminate this understanding upon notice of the other by providing notice at least thirty (30)
days prior to the effective data of termination and specifying the effective data of termination.

5.3 Remedies

Action inconsistent with the MOU terms of conditions shall be grounds for termination of the
MOU by the other party upon serving appropriate notice to that effect.

5.4 Limitations

Thefollowmg limitations shall apply:
Nothing in this Memorandum of Understanding between ValleyRide and COMPASS
shall be construed as limiting or expanding the statutory or regulatory responsibilities of
any involved individua in performing functions granted to them by law; or as requiring
either entity to expend any sum in excess of its respective appropriation.

» Each and every provision of this memorandum is subject to the laws and regulations of
the State of 1daho and the United States.

* Nothing in this Memorandum of Understanding shall be construed as expanding the
liability of either party. In the event of aliability claim, each party shall defend their own
interests.

* Neither party shal be required to provide indemnification of the other party except as
herein stated.

» Provisions concerning lead agency authority will be waived for projects underway by
either party at the time of this agreement. Review and approval processes for such
projects will be considered on a case-by-case basis.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this MOU to be executed by their
respective officers, duly authorized:

For ValleyRide

Date Chair, Board of Directors

Attest

For the Community Planning Association of Southwest | daho

Date Chair, Board of Directors

Attest

T:\900supsvs\Agreements\MOU04-02_transit_planning_draft.doc
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ITEM IV-D
i - "
\,5%\)/‘ Community Planning Association
K

of Southwest Idaho

MEMORANDUM

TO: Community Planning Association Board of Directors

FROM: Patricia Nilsson, AICP, Principa Planner

DATE: March 1, 2004

RE: Establish Prioritiesfor Transportation Enhancement Projects

Action Requested:
Establish priorities for Transportation Enhancement Projects.

Backaround:
The Regional Technical Advisory Committee designated Prioritization Subcommittees for Ada

and Canyon Counties to rank the Transportation Enhancement applications submitted to
COMPASS for funding in FY 2007. The subcommittees used the ranking criteria approved by the
COMPASS Board.

The COMPASS Board prioritizes all applications for the Transportation Enhancement Program
funds prior to submittal to the Idaho Transportation Board. A statewide evaluation committee
evaluates and recommends funding to the Idaho Transportation Board, the ultimate authority in
approval for funding of these applications. Projects ranked as COMPASS' top priority will
receive additional points when evaluated by the statewide evaluation committee. The COMPASS
Board of Directorsis authorized to submit priorities for each category of Transportation
Enhancement projects for each county. Project categoriesinclude pedestrian/bike, historic, and
scenic.

Status:

The Canyon County and Ada County Prioritization Subcommittees met on February 11, 2004
and February 13, 2004, respectively, and ranked the six Transportation Enhancement
applications submitted to COMPASS. The attached table shows a summary of these applications
and the ranking of the subcommittees. At their February 24™ meeting, the Regional Technical
Advisory Committee recommended approval of these priorities to the COMPASS Board.

Attachment

pc: File: 685 TIP
PAN/Ir T:\600transup\685ti p\FY 05\Enhancement A pplications\enhancement priorities mmo to Board.doc
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ITEM IV-E

Community Planning Association
of Southwest Idaho

MEMORANDUM

TO: Community Planning Association Board of Directors

FROM: Clair M. Bowman, Executive Director

DATE: March 1, 2004

RE: Adopt Resolution 02-2004 Approving Revision 2 of the FY 2004 Unified Planning

Work Program and Budget

Action Requested:
Adopt Resolution 02-2004 Approving Revision 2 of the FY 2004 Unified Planning Work Program
and Budget.

Backaround:
Federal metropolitan planning rules require the Metropolitan Planning Organization to produce and

maintain the Unified Planning Work Program and Budget.

Modification is needed to accommodate changes in staff activities, revenues and expenses,
transportation projects, etc. In general, modifications are accomplished by means of a Board
resolution, original copies of which are then distributed to appropriate funding agencies.

The Finance Committee reviewed and discussed the following items issuing two modifications:

(1) Better define #4 — Reallocating Indirect Operations and Maintenance. The Indirect budget was
originally presented in the FY 03 Preliminary Budget and not modified to reflect actual in the
Final Budget presented in September. The largest adjustment isin Legal Services. Thisisdueto
legal work being done in non-lobbying areas such as, the Conflict of Interest Policy and the
Professional Service Agreement language.

(2) Create a Fund Balance Reserve for #7 — This modification was shown as a budgeted item in Task
#651 to underwrite Public Transportation access in the event of an Air Quality episode and
reduce change in Fund Balance accordingly. The recommendation of the Finance Committee was
to create a Fund Balance Reserve category in the event that those dollars would be needed, but
not actually budgeted until needed.

Only summary tables have been included in the packet. All supporting tables are available upon
request from Jeanne Urlezaga at COMPASS.
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Status:

Changes proposed in Revision 2 are as follows:

Revenue Adjustment $ Change Expense Adjustment $ Change
Reduce the Canyon County ($10,262)| The Canyon County FY 04 Fund $0
Association of Highway Districts Balance is reduced. Expenditures
Membership dues to agreed upon are not adjusted.
amount.

Add FY 2003 FTA 5307 funds from $200,000, Add Professional Servicesto Task $200,000
ValleyRide to support the Peak Hour 637-Peak Hour Model
Model and the Mode Split.
Ada County 75% $150,000 Transfer $50,000 labor (111 $0
Canyon County 25% $ 50,000 workdays) from Task 636-Regional
Transportation Model to Task 637
in order to support this effort.
Program the STP-U Key #8136 Ada $145,556| Allocate un-programmed dollars to $145,556
County un-programmed dollars. Task 262-Three Cities River
Crossing — ACHD Pass-Through
per Ada County Delegation.
$0 Reallocate Indirect Operations and $0
M aintenance costs between
categories. No change in total.
Task 651-Air Quality Planning $0| Transfer related Biodiesel expenses| ($200,000)
included the CMAQ Biodiesel grant. from task 651-Air Quality Planning
This adjustment creates a new task for
better tracking (655- Biodiesel Study) To new task 655-Biodiesel Study $200,000
CMAQ grant $185,320
Local Match  $ 14,680 Labor (93 workdays) $ 50,000
Professional Svc $ 95,000
Ada County 92% $183,500 Public Involvement  $ 20,000
Canyon County 8% $ 16,500 Other $ 35,000
Change Task 651 Air Quality $0| This percent adjustment increased $14,599
Planning percentage split from 97% Canyon County expenses thus
Adaand 3% Canyon to 70% Ada and decreased the FY 2004 Canyon
30% Canyon. Calculation error in the Fund Balance.
original budget. ($14,599)
Increased the FY 2004 Ada County
Fund Balance
$0 Create a Fund Balance Reserve to $15,000
Underwrite Public Transportation
accessin the event of an Air
Quality episode.
AdaCounty  90% $13,500
Canyon County 10% $ 1,500
Total $335,294 $360,556
Attachments

pc:. File601 FY04 UPWP
T:\900supsvs\board\Clair's Memos\FY 2004 UPWP Rev2 Board.doc



Community Planning Association
of Southwest Idaho

RESOLUTION NO. 02-2004

PROVIDING FOR THE ADOPTION OF REVISION 2 OF THE FY 2004
UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM AND BUDGET OF THE
COMMUNITY PLANNING ASSOCIATION OF SOUTHWEST IDAHO

WHEREAS, the FY 2004 Unified Planning Work Program and Budget — Revision 1 was
reviewed and adopted by the Community Planning Association of Southwest Idaho Board under
Resolution 01-2004, dated November 17, 2003; and

WHEREAS, the Community Planning Association of Southwest Idaho desires to incorporate
funding and program revisions in the Unified Planning Work Program and Budget to recognize Federal
carry-over dollars for both COMPASS and Pass-Through agreements to other agencies; and

WHEREAS, the Community Planning Association of Southwest Idaho desires to amend the
annual Unified Planning Work Program and Budget when significant changes occur as part of timely
reviews, and

WHEREAS, the attached memorandum dated March 1, 2004, summarizes the adjustments to the
FY 2004 Unified Planning Work Program and Budget - Revision 2 and is made a part hereof.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Community Planning Association of
Southwest 1daho Board adopts Revision 2 of the FY 2004 Unified Planning Work Program and Budget.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Chair and Executive Director are authorized to submit
all grant and contract revisions and sign all necessary documents for grant and contract purposes.

DATED this 15th day of March 2004.

APPROVED:

By:

Judy Peavey-Derr, Chair
Community Planning Association Board
ATTEST:

By:

Clair M. Bowman, Executive Director
Community Planning Association

800 S. Industry Way * Suite 100 Meridian, Idaho 83642+ (208) 855-2558 « Fax (208) 855-2559 www.compassidaho.org



COMMUNITY PLANNING ASSOCIATION OF SOUTHWEST IDAHO

FY 2004 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM AND BUDGET - REVISION 2

REVENUE AND EXPENSE SUMMARY

(6]
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REVENUE FY 2004 FY 2004 EXPENSE FY 2004 FY 2004
Rev-1 Rev-2 Rev-1 Rev-2
GENERAL MEMBERSHIP SALARY, FRINGE & CONTINGENCY
Ada County 153,552 153,552 Salary 932,000 932,000
Ada County Highway District 99,809 99,809 Fringe 355,700 355,700
Association of Canyon County Highway Districts 26,595 16,333 |1 Salary Contingency (Overtime and Bonus) 8,200 8,200
Boise City 90,128 90,128 Sick Time Trade 10,000 10,000
Caldwell City 14,129 14,129 Subtotal 1,305,900 1,305,900
Canyon County 70,000 70,000
Eagle City 6,506 6,506 INDIRECT OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE
Garden City 5,331 5,331 COMPASS 275,500 275,500
Kuna City 3,979 3,979
Meridian City 19,541 19,541 DIRECT OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE
Middleton City 1,659 1,659 Planning & Administrative:
Nampa City 29,084 29,084 Professiona Service Agreements
Parma City 832 832 601, Transportation Support 11,100 11,100
Star City 1,032 1,032 610, SH 44 Corridor Preservation 500,080 500,080
Refund FY 03 Membership Contributions-Ada (6,476) (6,476) 611, SH 20/26 Corridor Preservation 495,660 495,660
Refund FY 03 Membership Contributions-Canyon (497) (497) 612, Middleton Road Extension Alternatives 169,630 169,630
Subtotal 515,204 504,942 636, Regiona Transportation Modeling 18,000 18,000
637, Peak Hour Model - 200,000
SPECIAL MEMBERSHIP 642, Congestion Management System 20,000 20,000
Boise State University 3,650 3,650 651, Air Quality Planning 95,000 -
Capital City Development Corporation 3,650 3,650 655, Biodiesel Study - 95,000
Greater Boise Auditorium District 1,825 1,825 661, Regional Long Range Transportation Plan 348,078 348,078
Idaho Transportation Department 3,650 3,650 720, Data Resources and Forecasting 4,500 4,500
Independent School District of Boise City 3,650 3,650 760, Automated Geographic Information Systems 500 500
Joint School District #2 3,650 3,650 761, Ada County Orthophotography 75,000 75,000
ValeyRide 3,650 3,650 780, Drainage Planning 11,261 11,261
Subtotal 23,725 23,725 990, Operations 35,000 35,000
GRANT AND SPECIAL
Bureau of Reclamation, Drainage Planning 11,261 11,261 Legal / Lobbying 35,000 35,000
CMAQ - Biodiesd! project 185,320 185,320 Equipment / Software 55,000 55,000
FHWA/FTA - CPG/Ada 559,408 559,408 Travel/Education 19,500 19,500
FHWA/FTA - CPG/Canyon 196,754 196,754 Printing / Postage 3,500 3,500
FTA Section 5307 Ada (04) 105,000 105,000 Public Involvement 82,000 82,000
FTA Section 5307 Canyon (04) 45,000 45,000 Meeting Support 5,500 5,500
FTA Section 5307 Ada (03) - 150,000 |2 Other 37,900 37,900
FTA Section 5307 Canyon (03) - 50,000 |2 Retirement 35,000 35,000
STP Urban - Key #8136, FY 02 Ada carry-over 197,908 52,352 (3 Subtotal 2,057,209 2,257,209
STP Urban - Key #8137, FY 02 Ada carry-over 207,839 207,839 COMPASS EXPENSE 3,638,609 3,838,609
STPTMA - Key #8138, FY04 Ada 244,622 244,622
STP Urban - Key #9206, FY 04 Canyon 61,156 61,156
STP-State - Key #7826, FY 04, Ada 246,059 246,059
ITD-local match for STP-State Key #7826, Ada 19,491 19,491
STP-State - Key #7826, FY 04, Canyon 277,470 277,470
ITD-local match for STP-State Key #7826, Canyon 21,980 21,980
STP State - Key #7827, FY04, Ada 214647 | 214,647
ITD-local match for STP-State Key #7827, Ada 17,003 17,003
STP State - Key #7827, FY 04, Canyon 308,882 308,882
ITD-local maich for STP-State Key #7827, Canyon 24,468 24,468 COMPASS SUMMARY WITHOUT PASS THROUGH
STP Urban-Key #9134, FY04 Canyon 251,645 | 251,645 TOTAL REVENUE 3,874,262 3,018,444
City of Nampa-local match for STP-U Key #9134 14,680 14,680 TOTAL EXPENSES 3,638,609 3,838,609
Subtotal 3,210,593 | 3,265,037 STP Urban - Key #8136, Ada unprogrammed 145,556 -
OTHER Reserve-Air Quality Event-public transportation - 15,000
Carry-over (local funds for match) 16,240 16,240 CHANGE IN FUND BALANCE 90,097 64,835
Data Dissemination 19,000 19,000
Interest Income 7,000 7,000
Ortho Photos, Ada County 75,000 75,000
Mapping and Miscellaneous 7,500 7,500
Subtotal 124,740 124,740
COMPASS REVENUE 3,874,262 | 3918444
PASSTHROUGH PASSTHROUGH
STP Urban - Key #7702, FY01 36,368 36,368 ValleyRide-Rail Corridor Study 36,368 36,368
STP Urban - Key #8136, FY 02 184,816 184,816 Ada County Highway District-Corridor Studies 184,816 184,816
STP Urban - Key #8136, FY02 - 145,556 |3 Ada County Highway District-Three Cities River Crossing - 145,556
STP Urban - Key #8137, FY03 32,910 32,910 City of Caldwell-GIS start up 32,910 32,910
STP Urban - Key #8137, FY03 13,900 13,900 Idaho Department of Water Resources-Biodiesel Fuel 13,900 13,900
STP Urban - Key #8821, FY 02 926,600 926,600 Ada County Highway District-Three Cities River Crossing 926,600 926,600
STP Urban - Key #9134, FY03 105,630 105,630 Caldwell portion of Canyon County Orthophotos 105,630 105,630
STP-Urban - Key #9134, FY03 138,990 138,990 Downtown Caldwell Circulation Study 138,990 138,990
PASS THROUGH REVENUE 1,439,214 | 1,584,770 PASS THROUGH EXPENSE 1,439,214 1,584,770
[TOTAL REVENUE [ 5,313,476 | 5,503,214 | [TOTAL EXPENSE [ 5,077,823 5,423,379 |

T:\900supsvs\Budget\2004\Rev 2\2004Rev-2.xIs
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COMMUNITY PLANNING ASSOCIATION OF SOUTHWEST IDAHO
FY2004 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM AND BUDGET - REVISION 2
INDIRECT OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE EXPENSE SUMMARY

ACCOUNT FY 2004 FY 2004
CATEGORY CODE REVISION 1 REVISION 2

Professional Services 30 5,000 2,000
Equipment Lease 35 10,000 12,000
Equipment Repair / Maintenance 36 5,000 5,000
Travel / Education 40 5,000 5,000
Dues 42 9,000 7,000
Publications 43 1,000 3,000
Postage 50 8,000 7,000
Telephone 51 12,000 10,000
Space Rent 52 100,000 98,000
Janitorial 53 8,000 8,500
Printing 60 1,500 1,500
Copier 61 10,000 10,000
Advertising 62 1,300 2,000
Events 63 2,500 2,500
Audit 70 12,000 12,000
Insurance 71 9,000 11,000
Legal Services 72 5,000 17,000
General Supplies 80 15,000 15,000
Computer Supplies 82 8,500 8,500
Computer Software / Maintenance 83 17,000 17,000
Internet Service 84 4,000 4,000
Commuting Incentive 90 1,500 500
Vehicle Maintenance 91 3,000 1,500
Utilities 92 12,000 8,000
Local Travel 93 9,000 6,000
Other / Miscellaneous 95 1,200 1,500

TOTAL 275,500 275,500

~

A A DDA DB D

A A DDA D

T:\900supsvs\Budget\2004\Rev 2\2004Rev-2.xIs
INDIRECT OPERATIONS AND
FY2004 REVISION 2 MAINTENANCE SUMMARY PAGE 8



ITEM IV-F

Community Planning Association

W

(@
Y

of Southwest Idaho

MEMORANDUM

TO: Community Planning Association Board of Directors

FROM: Charles Trainor, Planning Director

DATE: March 4, 2004

RE: Adopt a Schedule, a Process and Assumptionsfor aLimited Updateto

Destination 2025

Action Requested:
Adopt a schedule, a process and assumptions for alimited update to Destination 2025.

Background:
As discussed at the February Board meeting, alimited update to the long-range transportation

plan is proposed as a bridge between the current plans and the Communities in Motion plan
process approved by the Board. This bridge is needed since Communities in Motion will take
longer than allowed under the federal deadline of July 2005 for updating the Ada County plan.

Status:
The Regional Technical Advisory Committee reviewed the attached process at a special meeting
held on March 2. Their concerns are attached.

The proposed scope would seek an adopted update by December 2004. The limited scope would
control the extent of changes permitted to the existing plan documents and would allow a shorter
time for public and agency comments. An estimate of COMPASS staff and direct costs and a
simple chart to illustrate the timing of events are included.

| request the Board review and adopt this proposal, including the assumptions, specifically the
use of the trend demographic scenario. The focus of this update is on Ada County, but FHWA
has noted issues of connectivity between Ada and Canyon and reflecting congestion management
systems (CMS) in both plans as required in a transportation management area. When thisplanis
adopted, the resulting deadline for adoption of Communitiesin Motion will be February 2006.

Attachments (2)
pc: File 661.02 Regional Long Range Transportation Plan-Ada

661.02 Regional Long Range Transportation Plan-Canyon
CT: T:\600transup\661rtp\2030\Minor Update\update-boardmmo-mar04.doc
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Concerns Noted by Regional Technical Advisory Committee Members
Ensure that there is no automatic carryover of projects and policies from the current plans
into Communities in Motion.
Ensure that the use of the trend scenario for the limited update is not setting any policy that
this scenario isdesired or preferred.
Work with Federal Highways Administration and Federal Transit Administration to assess
the ramifications of not meeting the schedule of February 2006 for adopting Communitiesin
Motion. What types of projects could be added or amended to the transportation
improvement program under alapsed plan. (A lapsed plan is one that has expired upon
reaching its three or five-year life without an update.)
Ensure that Communities in Motion process is not abbreviated in a manner similar to this
limited update, e.g., ssimplifying or diminishing the scope in order to stay within cost and
time boundaries. This would thereby lead to a plan that does not rethink the old concepts and
just continues the trends established in the minimal update.
Ensure that the scenarios concept—eval uating different patterns of land use and broad
transportation systems—is retained in Communities in Motion.
Avoid public confusion between the limited update and Communities in Motion, in part by
completing the limited update on time so the two processes overlap as limited atime as
possible.
Evaluate the list of proposed projects using the new 24-hour travel demand model. The
modeling of the trend scenario has the potential to yield a significant number of roadways
operating at poor level of service. The limited plan may not resolve all such deficiencies nor
isit intended.
If the new 24-hour model is used with “trend demo”, there may be conformity issues that
could be difficult to resolve under the time considerations. Also, the model and its
assumptions need to go to the Interagency Coordinating Committee, a group charged with
evaluating the regionally significant nature of proposed projects, for their review.
Reflect changes in the Ada County Highway District capital improvement plan (impact fee
program) in the update.
Coordinate with the Canyon transportation plan to evaluate connectivity and smoothing of
the transition between the counties.
Develop a specific process for new project information in terms of descriptions and
justification for adding the projectsinto the plan.
Develop an implication list to be included in the plan document that informs the reader of the
plan’s limitations, e.g., the need to consider land use scenarios.
Consider the changes proposed in the functional classification map in terms of effects on the
travel demand model process and requirements placed on projects. (An example would be
changing aroadway to a principal arterial that would make the project “regionally
significant” in terms of air quality evaluations.) Any functional classification changes could
impact capacities in the model as well as conformity. The Interagency Coordinating
Committee should also be made aware of changes, asit will impact conformity.
Involve the Transportation Model Advisory Committee and the Interagency Coordinating
Committee as soon as possible in reviewing functional classification and other changes.
Emphasize the tightness of the schedule. Slipping a decision date cannot be accommodated
under the proposed schedule.
Emphasize the review schedule for member agenciesis also tight. Communication between
technical staff on the Regional Technical Advisory Committee and their respective agencies
iscritical.
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Limited Update Approach To The Regional Long-Range Transportation Plan

Background

The plan update begun in 2003 envisioned a new approach to the regional long-range
transportation plan, including a much expanded evaluation of land use and transportation
scenario options, ashift of focus from compiling and reviewing transportation project “wants” to
preparing a policy plan with the capital needslist based on regional priorities. The emphases
were on informed decision-making and a thorough review of the draft plan by members prior to
final adoption.

In Fall 2003 the process was delayed by a proposal to expand the planning process to include a
much larger region than the two-counties (Ada and Canyon) now served by COMPASS. Other
factors also contributed to a slower process:

» Demographics needed for the expanded land use scenarios were complex and extensive
geographic information system data were needed to assure that the best information possible
was used.

* Themodel calibration has taken extensive time.

» A selected consultant successfully ran for a city council seat and triggered concerns about
conflicts of interest.

The scope and general schedule as developed in 2003 would have called for a series of public
meetings to consider the broad evaluations of land use and transportation scenarios this Spring
(March/April) with approval of the desired scenarios in June. Following this approval, more
detailed evaluations would have begun on projects, costs, and environmental issues. A draft
document by the end of calendar year 2004 was needed to begin the member agency review and
hearing process prior to COMPASS adoption by early Summer 2005.

In addition to the above issues, some members have voiced a desire that the new plan incorporate

new travel demand model concepts into the evaluation:

» Past effortsrelied on 24-hour models, and a peak-hour model is seen as improving the quality
of evaluations about congestion and potential remedies, including public transportation. But a
peak hour model effort has not yet begun. ValleyRide has offered $200,000 in planning funds
to expedite the work, but even the speediest completion of thiswork would delay the process
by months.

*»  COMPASS has not ever run a*“mode-choice’” model in which travel times and costs are
compared between modes to determine how many trips might be made using alternatives to
driving. A mode choice element also requires extensive development of data and factors.

At this date, regardless of whether the planning areais expanded, or new models are
implemented, meeting the schedule is no longer possible under the current approved scope.
Should the update not be completed by that date, no transportation improvement program
amendments or updates would be possible until a plan update is compl eted.

If an update is to be completed by December 2004, the scope must be reduced to accommodate a
faster track.

Concept

The approach to an update would be based on the current versions of the Ada and Canyon long-
range transportation plans with the update based on meeting a proposed target date of December
2004 for adoption by the COMPASS Board. The focus would be on updating the Ada County
long-range transportation plan. The Canyon County long-range transportation plan would only
be included in this update to the extent deemed necessary by Federal Highway Administration to
meet requirements under federal laws and regulations.
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The December 2004 date would allow COMPASS to begin work on an expanded area plan,
including new models, with an extended target date beyond July 2005 without impeding
necessary projects. Theintent would be to get the limited plan completed and thereby allow
COMPASS to focus resources and public attention on the more comprehensive plan that includes
the broader evaluation and the new travel demand models.

The update must meet federal requirements now placed on transportation management areas and
have a new horizon year in keeping with the 2004 adoption date.

Federal Requirements For The Plan

The updated plan must meet the criteria established under the Transportation Equity Act for the
21% Century (TEA-21).

Among the most significant continuing provisions are the following:

A 20-year planning perspective, air quality conformity, fiscal constraint, and public
involvement established under ISTEA.

A Congestion Management System isrequired in larger (urbanized area larger than 200,000
popul ation) metropolitan areas.

An emphasis on alternatives to capacity additionsis retained through the Single Occupant
Vehicle project limit in larger (>200,000 pop.) metropolitan areas that are nonattainment
areasfor air quality.

There are seven broad areas to be considered in the planning process:

1
2
3
4
5.
6
7
W
1.

. Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global

competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency.
Increase the safety and security of the transportation system for motorized and nonmotorized

USers.

Increase the accessibility and mobility options available to people and for freight.

. Protect and enhance the envi ronment, promote energy conservation, and improve quality of

life.
Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between
modes, for people and freight.

. Promote efficient system management and operation.
. Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system.

hat Would Be Included
Demographics. The trend demographics through 2030 would be used for evaluations and to
extend the date of the plan to 2030. No scenarios would be applied for the purposes of
evaluating specific public transportation levels. The Demographic Advisory Committee at its
February meeting will consider the trend demographics.
Travel demand model. The 24-hour model now being calibrated would be used if it can be
calibrated by April/May 2004. This presumes that no extended review would be needed prior
to using the model for evaluation. The Travel Model Advisory Committee would be
empowered to accept/approve the calibrated model.
New or amended projects. To be added or amended, the agency submitting a new project or
amendment would need to document that the changes are necessary. Qualifying projects
would include projects deemed regionally significant. For the preliminary draft, used for
public meeting reviews, all changes must be requested in writing and reviewed by the
Regional Transportation Advisory Committee by June 2004. No changes can be accepted
after this date.
Public transportation. Update information on the existing services, include status of on-going
studies, and reference the status of funding options under consideration.
Conformity finding. This step is absolutely required as part of the update.
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10.

Streamlined public involvement process. A very limited number of public meetings, likely in
October 2004. The plan would go to the COMPASS Board for adoption without going
through an initial adoption process by member agencies.

Public transportation. The update would include new information on existing services and
ridership. It would also address the current activities/studies underway: transit legislation,
Downtown Boise Mobility Study, the operations plan, the rail corridor study, et. al. To the
extent system changes have been cleared by ValleyRide, these would be included in the plan
update.

Financial. New or revised projects would need to be factored into the plan’s cost. In addition,
financial resources that have changed since the existing plans were adopted would need to be
updated. The principal issue would be the change in the ACHD impact fee program.
Functional classification. Amendments to the existing functional classification maps would
be considered only if consistent with the 2010 functional classification maps recently
approved. Exceptions could be considered when the local government and the highway
district with jurisdiction, when applicable, have concurred in writing on a functional
classification change.

Plan document. The process would revise existing documents as needed to incorporate above
information.

What Would Not Be Included

1.
2.

~w

©o Nowu

New corridors: Maor new corridors not reflected in current plans and for which construction
funding is not being sought within the next 10-12 years.

Public transportation revisions: Major expansion of transit services would not be
incorporated nor modeled. Thiswould include any construction of rail or fixed-guideway
services except where facilities have been included in an adopted plan by one or more
government entities with jurisdiction over the facility.

Canyon County changes. Canyon County changes would not be solicited.

Policy changes: No review of the policies would be included. Should a change be requested
and not have nearly unanimous support by member agencies, the change would be deferred
to the next plan update.

New models: no peak hour or mode choice.

Major public involvement: No major public involvement campaigns or outreach.

Member agency review: No approval of draft documents by member agencies prior to board
adoption.

Environmental: No significant environmental reviews of projectsincluded in the plan.

Plan documents: No significant rewriting or graphic revisions of the existing plan documents
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Limited Update - Proposed Budget

COMPASS Benefit
Labor (work| Direct | Future
Activity days) Costs | Plan** | Direct Cogt Items
Hire consultant for engineering/environmental/financial work 3
Update demographics Budgeted*
Cdlibrate 24-hour model Budgeted*
Existing System Deficiency Analysis 5
New projects submitted 12
RTAC approveslist of projects 2
Board endorses list of projects 2
Update engineering/environmental info 10| $18,000 X consulting services
Update financia plan 5  $9,500 X consulting services
RTAC approves engineering/environmental/finance 1 X
Board approves engineering/environmental/finance 1 X
Update status of existing PT services 5 X
Update PT studies information and funding options 5 X
RTAC approve PT updates 1 X
Board approve PT updates 1 X
Functional Classification map update 6 X
RTAC approves Functional Classification update 1 X
Board approves Functional Classification update 1 X
Update plan document 35 $2,000 printing
RTAC approves preliminary plan amendments 2
Board approves preliminary plan amendments 2
ICC Considers Project List 1
Public input/conformity review -proposed changes 15  $3,000 advertisements,
meeting costs
Review by member agencies 10
Fina RTAC Review and recommendation 2
Final adoption by COMPASS Board 4
Total 132| $32,500

* Budgeted indicates activities are already in process so no separate effort is needed.
** |ndicates activities for which the benefits will readily transfer to Communites in Motion.

Item IV-F - Limited Update to Destination 2025
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DRAFT Timelinefor Limited Approach Update to Destination 2025

Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov

Hire consultant for engineering/environmental/financial work

Update demographics

DAC approves demographics - March 18

Board approves demographics at area of impact level -

Cadlibrate 24-hour model

New 24-hour model approved or denied by TMAC 28th

Existing System Deficiency Analysis

New projects submitted due 11th

RTAC approves list of projects 23rd

Board endorses list of projects -

Update engineering/environmental info on projects

Update financial plan

RTAC approves engineering/environmental /finance 28th

Board approves engineering/environmental/finance -

Update status of existing PT services

Update PT studies information and funding options

RTAC approve PT updates 23rd

Board approve PT updates -

Functional Classification map update

RTAC approves Functional Classification update 26th

Board approves Functional Classification update -

Update plan document

RTAC approves preliminary plan amendments 25th

Board approves preliminary plan amendments

ICC Considers Project List

Public input and conformity review (proposed changes)

Review by member agencies

Fina RTAC Review and recommendation 24th

Member agency review/hearing timeframe

[Final adoption by COMPASS Board

Board Various staff Public input and ICC
Committees Consultant Member agency
T:600/661/2030/Minor Update/Timeline.xls



ITEM IV-G

Community Planning Association
of Southwest Idaho

MEMORANDUM

TO: Community Planning Association Board Members
FROM: Charles Trainor, Planning Director

DATE: March 4, 2004

RE: Approve April 1, 2004, Population Estimates

Action Requested:
Approve April 1, 2004, population estimates.

Background:
Each year, COMPASS issues estimates for population for the cities and rural areas of Canyon

and Ada Counties. Thisinformation is used in the dues formulafor COMPASS and is published
on the COMPASS web site.

Status:
The attached estimates are based on reports published by COMPASS for 2000-2003 building
permits. COMPASS collects permits for each of the following categories:

* Singlefamily units

e Multi-family units

* Mobile homes/manufactured housing

Vacancy rates and household sizes from the 2000 Census for each community were used to
estimate new population attributable to these units. The new population was added to the 2000
Census population to create an April 1, 2004, estimate. The assumption isthat all permitsissued
through December 31 for the calendar year are completed and ready for occupancy by April 1.

This estimate includes changes based on annexations, using current city limits with 2000 Census
data through our geographic information system. This removes some of the 2000 rural
population. The other change is to show a breakout of population by highway district in Canyon
County.
The Board is requested to review and approve these estimates.
Attachments (2)
pc: File 710.01 Development Monitoring-Ada

File 710.02 Development Monitoring-Canyon

CT: T:\700gis\710devmonit\estimates\2004est\board_memo_2004.doc
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City and County Population Estimate for April 1, 2004
Shar e of Region

Population asof  Percent of
2000 Population *  Increase April 1, 2004 County 2000 2004

Ada

Boise City 187,957 12,105 200,062 578% 435% 39.6%
Eagle 11,888 4,530 16,418 4.7% 2.7% 3.2%
Garden City 10,543 1,132 11,675 3.4% 2.4% 2.3%
Kuna 5,706 3,990 9,696 2.8% 1.3% 1.9%
Meridian 35,301 12,389 47,690 13.8% 8.2% 9.4%
Star 1,840 712 2,552 0.7% 0.4% 0.5%
Unincor por ated 47,668 10,450 58,118 16.8% 11.0% 11.5%
Total County 300,904 45,308 346,212 70% 68%
Canyon

Caldwsell 26,602 6,457 33,059 20.7% 6.2% 6.5%
Greenleaf ** 809 16 825 0.5% 0.2% 0.2%
Melba 381 95 476 0.3% 0.1% 0.1%
Middleton 2,945 890 3,835 2.4% 0.7% 0.8%
Nampa 52,281 15,120 67,401 422% 121% 13.3%
Notus 422 48 470 0.3% 0.1% 0.1%
Parma 1,758 80 1,838 1.2% 0.4% 0.4%
Wilder 1,375 29 1,404 0.9% 0.3% 0.3%
Unincor por ated 44,868 5,355 50,223 31.5% 10.4% 9.9%
Total County 131,441 28,090 159,531 30% 32%
Canyon and Ada Counties 432,345 73,398 505,743

* Based on 2004 city limit boundaries.
** Greenleaf building permits not received for 2003.



Canyon Highway District Population Estimate for April 1, 2004

Increase Since
2000 Census 2000 Total
Canyon #4 44,573 9,829 54,402
Caldwell 26,602 6,457 33,059
Middleton 2,945 890 3,835
Rural 15,026 2,482 17,508
Golden Gate 7,034 385 7,419
Wilder 1,375 29 1,404
Greenleaf 809 16 825
Rural 4,850 340 5,190
Nampa 72,376 17,243 89,619
Nampa 52,281 15,120 67,401
Melba 381 95 476
Rural 19,714 2,028 21,742
Notus Parma 7,458 633 8,091
Parma 1,758 80 1,838
Notus 422 48 470
Rural 5,278 505 5,783
Canyon County Total 131,441 28,090 159,531
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