
 
 

 

 
112 MacTanly Place, Staunton, VA  24401 

Phone: (540) 885-5174   ∙   Fax: (540) 885-2687   ∙   www.cspdc.org  

 February 2, 2026 
 
MEMO TO:  CSPDC Commissioners 
  
FROM:  Ann W. Cundy, Executive Director 
 
SUBJECT:  February 9, 2026, CSPDC Commission Meeting 
 
The Central Shenandoah Planning District Commission (CSPDC) will hold a virtual 
meeting on Monday, February 9th, at 6:00 p.m. VIA TEAMS. Call 540-885-5174, x101, for 
meeting link. 
 

AGENDA 
 
1. Call to Order 
 
2. Public Comment 
 
3. Minutes of December 15, 2025, CSPDC Commission Meeting* 
 
4. Reports 

a. Chairperson  
b. Executive Director 
c. Treasurer* 

 
5. Consideration of CSPDC FY26 Budget Amendment (BAF #26-01)* 

 
6. Consideration of SERDI Agency Assessment (BAF #26-02)* 
 
7. Consideration of Authorization for Executive Director to Execute Contract for Transit 

Provider (BAF #26-03)* 
 
8. Intergovernmental Reviews (Board Memo #26-01)  
 
9. Other Business 
 
10. Adjournment 
__________________ 
*Action Needed 
 

http://www.cspdc.org/


 
 
 

Minutes of the Full Commission 
Central Shenandoah Planning District Commission Meeting 

112 MacTanly Place 
Staunton, VA 24401 

December 15, 2025, 7:00 p.m.  
 

 
Attendance:  30 
 Augusta County  Rockbridge County  Staff 
 Butch Wells  Jay Lewis  Garreth Bartholomew 
 Pam Carter  Chris Slaydon  Zach Beard 
 Julia Hensley  Rockingham County  Philippe Bone 
 Bath County  Sallie Wolfe-Garrison  Jeremy Crute 
 Lynn Ellen Black  Joel Hensley  Ann Cundy 
 City of Buena Vista  Rachel Salatin  Danielle Gannon 
 Tyson Cooper  Kim Sandum  Elizabeth Goodlow 
 City of Harrisonburg  City of Staunton  Donnie Kern 
 Laura Dent  Brad Arrowood  Rachel Kinzer 
 Nasser Alsaadun  Sharon Angle  Paula Melester 
 Adam Fletcher  City of Waynesboro  Kimberly Miller 
 Highland County  Terry Short  Rich Sagui 
 Henry Budzinski  Leslie Tate  Carrie Sensabaugh 
 City of Lexington  Others  Devon Thompson 
 Frank Friedman, Chair  Chris Gullickson, Port of VA   

  
 Carrie Chenery, Valley Pike 

Partners   

   Kristin Holland, BECPA   
 
Call To Order 
The Commission meeting of December 15, 2025, was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chairperson Frank 
Friedman. 
 
Public Comment 
Chair Friedman opened the floor for public comments.  There were no public comments. 
 
Consideration of Minutes 
Chair Friedman presented the minutes of the meeting held on October 20, 2025. Minutes were 
approved by consensus. 
 
Chair's Report 
Chair Friedman reported on several items: 

• He welcomed guests Kristin Holland of Brown Edwards, Chris Gullickson of the Port of Virginia, 
and Carrie Chenery from Valley Pike Partners. 
 



 

CSPDC Minutes for December 15, 2025   Page 2 

• Chair Friedman reported on the recent I-81 Committee meeting held at Blue Ridge Community 
College, noting the impressive facilities and the variety of offerings available on campus. The 
committee received a presentation from VDOT on various topics and approved the 
recommended SMART SCALE project rankings. He acknowledged that while the plan will likely 
change over the next 10 years, the Improve I-81 program process has made great improvements 
and the construction projects being undertaken will benefit the next generation. 
 

• Chair Friedman announced that each Commissioner's Christmas present included not only the 
dinner and dessert, but also a poinsettia to take home.  

 
• Chair Friedman recognized Commissioners who will not be returning in the coming year: Tyson 

Cooper from Buena Vista, and Pam Carter, and Butch Wells, both from Augusta County. He 
expressed gratitude for their service and support of the PDC mission and noted he would 
particularly miss the road trips from Lexington with Mr. Cooper. Mr. Cooper expressed his 
compliments of the PDC staff, noting the PDC has tremendous people who do a good job. 

 
Executive Director's Report 
Ms. Cundy reported on the following items: 

1. Shenandoah Rail Trail: Ms. Cundy reported on the Commonwealth Transportation Board action 
from the previous Tuesday when Deputy Secretary John Lawson presented an unexpected 
proposal to transfer the $35 million set aside by the General Assembly (spearheaded by 
Delegate Tony Wilt) for acquisition of the Norfolk Southern Corridor and construction of a rail 
with trail to the Virginia Passenger Rail Authority. The VPRA would then grant those funds to 
Shenandoah Valley Battlefield Foundation with the intention of restoring the rail line and of the 
building an adjacent trail. The CTB did not receive a briefing or summary of the Phase Three Rail 
with Trail assessment. The action is before the VPRA Board on December 16 at 9:30 a.m. (a 
virtual meeting with public comments to be read in) and returns to the CTB at a specially 
scheduled meeting on January 6 before the administration changes. This proposal has ignited 
significant activity from the Rail Trail Partnership, Friends of the Shenandoah Rail Trail, every 
local government along the corridor, and has received extensive media coverage. Ms. Cundy 
thanked Rockingham County for submitting a letter to Delegate Wilt and making a public 
statement. Ms. Cundy noted that letters have also been submitted directly to the VPRA Board 
and that the PDC is speaking with everyone involved to urge them to at least slow down the 
decision-making process. 
 

2. Brownfields Remediation Workshop: Ms. Cundy reported that the PDC is co-sponsoring a 
brownfields remediation workshop with DEQ on December 16 at the BRITE Transit facility. The 
workshop is for local economic development staff and property owners interested in mitigation 
and redevelopment through DEQ's Voluntary Remediation Program. 
 

3. Rockbridge General Aviation Airport Feasibility Study: Ms. Cundy reported that the kickoff 
meeting for the Rockbridge General Aviation Airport feasibility study is scheduled for December 
19 at the Virginia Horse Center. The study is being led jointly by the PDC, Rockbridge County, 
and the cities of Lexington and Buena Vista, in partnership with the Department of Aviation. 
Delta Aviation Consultants will conduct the study, which will focus on what type of facility would 
be supported by market demand and develop order of magnitude costs for construction and an 
operating budget. The study will not evaluate sites but is a true benefit-cost analysis. If the study 
shows adequate demand, site evaluation would follow. 
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4. Transit Service Provider Procurement: Ms. Cundy reported that the PDC is in the final stages of 
procuring a new contract for a transit service provider. She thanked Leslie Tate from 
Waynesboro and partner Kendall Howell with UVA for dedicating many hours to reviewing the 
two competitive proposals received. The proposals have been scored, both firms interviewed, 
and the PDC plans to make a decision and receive best and final offers by the end of the month 
to begin negotiations in January. The timeline is critical so the selected provider has adequate 
time to plan for service to roll out smoothly on July 1. 

 
5. SERDI Agency Assessment: Ms. Cundy reported that while the final SERDI assessment is not on 

the agenda due to its length, the PDC is already moving ahead with one recommendation: 
rebuilding an improved regional data dashboard. The PDC is in conversation with Virginia 
Housing about funding this through a 100% implementation grant. The PDC has also talked with 
the Weldon Cooper Center about serving as consultant, as they have built fantastic dashboards 
using Tableau for other agencies. Weldon Cooper has provided a scope of work that will enable 
the PDC to apply for Virginia Housing funding. 

 
6. Virginia Innovation Accelerator: Ms. Cundy noted that Chair Friedman mentioned the 

Advancement Foundation celebration in Buena Vista two weeks prior, where Jeremy Crute and 
Elizabeth Goodloe represented the Commission well. Commissioner Cooper provided 
additional details about the Virginia Innovation Accelerator, which serves as an agricultural 
manufacturing business incubator. The project includes seven current business tenants, with 
the next phase being additional downtown housing. The celebration was for completing phase 
two of the project, including the Junction 245 co-op store where local business owners without 
storefronts can sell their products with the Innovation Accelerator providing staffing. 
Commissioner Cooper invited all to visit and noted they also now have a commercial kitchen 
and Holy Cow Ice Cream manufacturer on site. 

 
7. Town of Dayton SCRC Award: Ms. Cundy announced that the Town of Dayton was awarded a 

Southeastern Crescent Regional Commission grant for design and engineering on a new water 
storage tank. The competitive grant totals $345,000 with a 50/50 match, meaning Dayton 
receives half from SCRC. She gave kudos to Jeremy Crute for putting the application together. 

 
Treasurer's Report 
Mr. Terry Short introduced the Treasurer’s report by highlighting the PDC's continued strong financial 
position.  Mr. Donnie Kern reported on the CSPDC financial position as of October 31, 2025.  He stated 
that cash and investments increased by $874,796, mainly from collection of annual general and special 
assessments and state transit funds supporting FY26 operations. Overall revenues totaled $2,800,793 
for the period and exceeded expenses by $226,261, reflecting positive operating results, with additional 
details provided in the accompanying schedules.  
 
Mr. Kern also took the opportunity to thank staff member Rich Sagui for his hard work and dedication 
throughout the audit process and his continued work in the finance department, noting his attention to 
detail, professionalism, and commitment.  
 
Mr. Short moved, seconded by Ms. Hensley, to approve the Treasurer's Report as presented. The 
motion carried unanimously. 
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Port of Virginia Update 
Chair Friedman introduced Chris Gullickson, Director of Development and Transportation Policy with 
the Port of Virginia, and Carrie Chenery with Valley Pike Partners. 
 
Mr. Gullickson provided a comprehensive presentation on Port of Virginia's operations, facilities, and 
economic impact: 
 
Facilities and Operations 
The Port of Virginia consists of six facilities across the Commonwealth, four in Hampton Roads and two 
inland facilities, one in Richmond served by barge and one in Front Royal served by rail. The primary 
business is ocean shipping containers, though the port complex also handles coal and other 
commodities. The Virginia Inland Port in Front Royal opened in the late 1980s as part of Virginia's 
competition with Baltimore and has attracted over 40 businesses, $5 billion in investment, and 
thousands of jobs. The port is vertically integrated, owning and operating all facilities through the 
Virginia Port Authority, Virginia International Terminals (the operating company), and as a technology 
integrator. 
 
Virginia is known as "America's Most Modern Gateway" due to significant semi-automation that 
provides velocity and efficiency. The automation manages container stacks using robotic arms and 
appointment systems to schedule container pickups. Automation has allowed additions to the 
workforce while improving safety by moving operators from heavy equipment into offices for remote 
operation. 
 
Trade and Volume 
Thirty-six different ocean services call the Port of Virginia each week, with ships carrying 7,000-8,000 
containers (15,000-14,000 TEUs), though they discharge only portions at each port. Virginia is the 
second largest port complex on the East Coast by tonnage, competing primarily with New York/New 
Jersey and Savannah. Major trading partners include China (largest), India (growing #2), and Vietnam 
(rising significantly in the past four years). Top import commodities include furniture and auto parts, 
while exports include soybeans, with Virginia being the largest handler of export soybeans in ocean 
shipping containers. 
 
The port experienced 25% growth in a two-year period during 2020-2021, a remarkable rate for ports. 
Volume has leveled somewhat, with a bump in 2024 related to serving Baltimore after their bridge 
collapse. Approximately one in nine to ten jobs in Virginia ties back to Port of Virginia activity. The port is 
currently operating at approximately 50% capacity, allowing significant room for growth. 
 
The port is completing a $1.4 billion capital improvement project to widen and the channel.  This will 
make Virginia the deepest port on the entire East Coast by first quarter 2026. A $650 million project at 
Norfolk International Terminal will add another million TEUs of capacity, bringing total annual capacity 
to just under 6 million TEUs by 2027. 
 
Regional and Economic Impact 
The port generates approximately $5.8 billion in state and local taxes based on 2022 data. Regional 
companies using the port include Sumitomo, Dr. Technologies, George's (chicken protein exports to 
Middle East), Bearing & Plastics in Waynesboro, Rubbermaid, and Hershey. One-third of the port's 
business involves rail to inland markets, with Virginia being the largest rail intermodal port on the East 
Coast. The port serves markets as far as the Mississippi River, including Chicago, Columbus, Cincinnati, 
Cleveland, Louisville, Kansas City, and Memphis. 
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The port operates green programs with Norfolk Southern, including carbon credits for rail movements. 
Most operations are already electrified, and the port works to meet customer ESG reporting needs by 
providing greener solutions where technology and timing allow. 
 
Discussion 
During discussion, commissioners asked about competitive advantages (speed and efficiency), 
determining factors between truck and rail transport (timing, inventory needs, and supply chain 
complexity), and the port's geographic market reach (everything east of the Mississippi River). 
Questions also addressed why companies might choose Baltimore (Baltimore specializes in roll-
on/roll-off vehicle operations with greater acreage availability), the dredging process (material is used 
for beach restoration, contained at Craney Island, or disposed offshore), and traffic management (48-
hour advance appointment system with 30-minute buffers).  Mr. Gullickson and Ms. Chenery invited 
commissioners to tour the port facilities and emphasized that the Port of Virginia belongs to the entire 
Commonwealth. 
 
Consideration of FY25 Audit 
Chair Friedman introduced Kristin Holland, CPA, from Brown Edwards and Company.  Ms. Holland 
noted she has worked on the CSPDC audit for approximately eight years and presented three 
deliverables: 
 

1. Required Communication with Those Charged with Governance Letter:  No new accounting 
standards were implemented with material impact.  GASB 101 on compensated absences was 
policy-driven and had no material impact on CSPDC. Sensitive estimates and disclosures 
remain unchanged from prior year (capital assets, allowances, allocations, discount rates, 
leases). There were no difficulties encountered in the audit or disagreements with 
management. Some adjustments were required to bring the books to the audited financial 
statements, the overall number being a significant improvement from last year. The 
management representation letter at the back summarizes management's responsibility for 
information provided during the audit. 
 

2. Comments on Internal Control Letter (Management Letter): There were no current year 
comments and suggestions. Most prior year comments have been resolved and are marked 
"not applicable" in current status. Financial reporting comment remains related to adjustments 
but shows improvement. 
 

3. Financial Report:  The independent auditor's report provides an unmodified (clean) opinion, 
which is the desired result. Ms. Holland encouraged reading the paragraphs on responsibilities 
of management and auditors to clarify respective roles.  Note 14 (page 20) is new, addressing 
revenue concentrations and pointing out that much of CSPDC's revenue comes from state and 
federal governments. Required supplementary information includes budget-to-actual 
comparisons for each fund (exhibits 7-12), showing where the audit landed versus budget. 
Variances are primarily due to audit adjustments.  This year's compliance section is only four 
pages instead of the typical 15 pages. The federal government released the required OMB 
compliance supplement only a week or two ago, after the federal shutdown. The federal grant 
portion of the audit will be completed and presented as a separate report in January.  This report 
includes only state compliance, not the separate federal grant opinion. 
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Commissioner Wells asked about new accounting standards on page 20. Ms. Holland clarified that the 
two listed standards are least likely to impact the PDC and should not cause problems going forward. 
 
Ms. Hensley moved, seconded by Mr. Short, to approve the FY25 Audit as presented. The motion 
carried unanimously. 
 
Consideration of Authorizing the Application for State and Local Aid for Rideshare (BAF #25-08) 
Ms. Danielle Gannon presented the request for a resolution to apply for grant funding for the Rideshare 
program. The PDC will submit an application to the Department of Rail and Public Transportation 
Commuter Assistance Program for funds to continue operating the rideshare program. The annual cost 
is $95,000, unchanged from previous years. If awarded, DRPT will provide 80% ($76,000) with the PDC 
providing 20% ($19,000). The program promotes the use of alternative transportation modes for 
commuters who live and work within the region. The PDC developed a strategic plan for the program 
last year and will continue implementing the strategies outlined in that plan for fiscal year 2027. 
 
It was noted that the resolution incorrectly listed Bonnie Riedesel's name in the first paragraph instead 
of Ann Cundy's name. 
 
With the noted correction, the Commission approved the resolution by consensus with no 
objections. 
 
Consideration of EDA Partnership Planning Assistance Grant Program (BAF #25-09) 
Chair Friedman presented the EDA Partnership Planning Assistance Grant Program.  Mr. Jeremy Crute 
stated that this grant program provides planning assistance funds to EDA-designated economic 
development districts (EDDs). The CSPDC has been designated as an EDD since the 1980s. The grant 
enables the PDC to: (1) update and maintain the region's Comprehensive Economic Development 
Strategy (CEDS), and (2) support local development efforts through grant writing and administration. 
The application requests $70,000 in federal funds to be matched with $70,000 in local funds (from 
annual membership assessments) for a total of $140,000 for the period January 1, 2026, through 
December 31, 2026. This represents a shift from previous years when the match was 50/50; EDA has 
changed to a 60/40 federal/local match, meaning local dollars stretch farther than before. 
 
The Commission approved the application by consensus with no objections. 
 
Consideration of ARC Local Development District (LDD) Grant Program (BAF #25-10) 
Chair Friedman presented the Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC) Local Development District 
Grant Program application. Mr. Crute stated that the ARC is a federally funded agency that builds 
capacity and strengthens economic growth in Appalachia, defined as a 423-county region stretching 
across 13 states from New York to Mississippi.  The key difference from the EDA grant is that ARC funds 
can only be used in ARC-eligible communities, which in the CSPDC region means Bath, Highland, and 
Rockbridge counties, as well as the cities and towns located within them (Buena Vista, Lexington, 
Glasgow, Goshen, and Monterey). 
 
ARC's budget for local development districts has not yet been finalized for 2026. The PDC anticipates 
requesting approximately $104,496 in total funding (including match) for the period January 1, 2026, 
through December 31, 2026. Based on last year's award, this would represent approximately $52,248 
in ARC funds matched by approximately $52,248 in local funds shared equally among the five ARC 
communities.  Funds will support staff time and planning assistance to promote economic 
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development in ARC communities. Chair Friedman noted that this grant helped support the Buena Vista 
Innovation Accelerator project discussed earlier. 
 
The Commission approved the application by consensus with no objections. 
 
Consideration of 2026 Meeting Schedule (BAF #25-11) 
Chair Friedman presented the recommended 2026 meeting schedule. All meetings will be held at the 
CSPDC office at 7:00 p.m. unless otherwise noted.  Based on the 2024 amendment to Virginia's FOIA 
law, the CSPDC is eligible to hold up to 50% of meetings virtually each year. The recommended 
schedule includes one all-virtual meeting in February with remaining virtual meetings to be utilized as 
needed with proper notification. 
 
The Commission approved the 2026 meeting schedule by consensus with no objections. 
 
Intergovernmental Reviews (Board Memo #25-08) 
Chair Friedman noted that intergovernmental reviews require no action and are included for 
informational purposes. Ms. Cundy provided an updated memo that included a fifth intergovernmental 
review received after the packet was distributed. 
 
Other Business 
Chair Friedman noted there was no other business to come before the Commission. He reminded 
commissioners to take home a poinsettia and noted that plastic sleeves were available to protect them 
in the cold weather.  
 
Chair Friedman concluded by wishing everyone a Merry Christmas and a happy holiday season. 
 
Adjournment 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:12 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Kimberly Miller, Commission Clerk 
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February 2, 2026 
TO: CSPDC Commissioners 

FROM: Ann Cundy, Executive Director 
Donnie Kern, Finance Director 

SUBJECT: Preliminary December 31, 2025, Financial Statements 

Balance Sheet Governmental Funds-All Funds-Preliminary 

CSPDC’s financial position remains strong. The Balance Sheet (see page 2) provides an 
overview of assets, liabilities, and fund balances as of December 31, 2025. The PDC had a 
cash and investments increase of $240,173. Deferred revenue increased by $104,070 (i.e. 
expenses not yet incurred). These are the major variances as compared to June 30, 2025. 
Fund Balances increased by $221,013 due to year-to-date revenues exceeding expenses. 

Statement of Revenues and Expenditures-All Funds-Preliminary 

The Statement of Revenues and Expenditures (see page 3) provide an overview of actual and 
budgeted revenues and expenses as of December 31, 2025. Revenues of $3,922,295 were 
realized for the period, exceeding expenses by $221,013.  

Statement of Revenues and Expenditures-By Fund-Preliminary 

The revenues and expenditures by fund are presented for the period ending December 31, 
2025 (see page 4).  



CENTRAL SHENANDOAH PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION

BALANCE SHEET: GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS

12/31/25 06/30/25 $ Δ

ASSETS

CASH AND INVESTMENTS 4,212,915$   3,972,742$   240,173$   

ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE 1,197,182  1,185,330  11,852  

PREPAID EXPENSES 43,526  47,003  (3,476)  

TOTAL ASSETS 5,453,624$   5,205,075$   248,549$   

LIABILITIES

ACCOUNTS PAYABLE 292,035$   285,513$   6,523$   

ACCRUED PAYROLL AND RELATED LIABILITIES 44,085  46,114  (2,029)  

DEFERRED REVENUE 3,164,209  3,060,139  104,070  

TOTAL LIABILITIES 3,500,329$   3,391,765$   108,564$   

FUND BALANCES

RESTRICTED AND COMMITTED FUNDS 664,455$    690,420$   (25,965)$   

OTHER RESOURCES 1,369,867  1,122,890  246,978  

TOTAL FUND BALANCES 2,034,323$   1,813,310$   221,013$   

TOTAL LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCES 5,534,652$   5,205,075$   329,577$   

Treasurer's Report Page 2 of 4



CENTRAL SHENANDOAH PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION

STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES, AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCES: GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS

FISCAL YTD BUDGET

12/31/25 REMAINING

REVENUES

FEDERAL FUNDING 2,068,742$      6,932,343$   4,863,601$   

STATE FUNDING 974,925  1,973,381  998,456  

LOCAL FUNDING & SERVICES 758,685  1,584,137  825,452  

MISCELLANEOUS INCOME 119,943  192,026  72,083  

TOTAL REVENUES 3,922,295$   10,681,887$   6,759,592$   

EXPENDITURES

WAGES & BENEFITS 661,783$   1,431,653$   769,870$   

CONTRACTED SERVICES 1,551,397  3,198,581  1,647,184  

TRAVEL & MEETINGS 201,019  492,368  291,349  

COMMUNICATION SERVICES & PRINTING 20,278  50,000  29,722  

OTHER OPERATING EXPENSES 109,497  445,650  336,153  

CAPITAL PURCHASES & OTHER ACTIVITIES 39,075  135,291  96,216  

PASS-THROUGH FUNDS 1,118,233  4,928,344  3,810,111  

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 3,701,282$   10,681,887$   6,980,605$   

NET CHANGE IN FUND BALANCES 221,013$   -$ (221,013)$   

FY26 BUDGET
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CENTRAL SHENANDOAH PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION
STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES, AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCES: BY GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS

12/31/25 12/31/25 12/31/25 12/31/25 12/31/25 12/31/25

REVENUES

FEDERAL FUNDING 668,552$     4,027,302$ 3,358,751$    46,652$    65,700$    19,048$    70,000$    -$   (70,000)$   77,987$    354,332$  276,345$  121,225$  335,565$  214,341$  1,084,327$  2,149,443$    1,065,116$  
STATE FUNDING 323,420   1,017,839   694,419   -  -  -  -  9,748  44,292   34,543   15,153   41,946   26,793   626,604   869,305   242,701   
LOCAL FUNDING & SERVICES 590,991   942,044  351,053   46,652   65,700   19,048   22,256   - (22,256) 9,748  44,292   34,543   15,153   41,946   26,793   73,884   490,156   416,272   
USE OF MONEY & PROPERTY 63,192  74,721  11,529   -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  56,532   117,306   60,774   
OTHER INCOME 220   - (220) -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -   -   

TOTAL REVENUES 1,646,374$       6,061,906$      4,415,532$    93,303$     131,400$       38,097$     92,256$      - $  (92,256)$        97,484$    442,915$       345,431$       151,531$       419,457$       267,926$       1,841,347$        3,626,210$     1,784,863$       

EXPENSES

WAGES & BENEFITS 306,794$     835,896$    529,102$        59,845$    83,300$    23,455$    34,496$    -$   (34,496)$   53,634$    139,595$  85,961$    65,485$    154,830$  89,346$    141,529$      218,032$       76,503$        
CONTRACTED SERVICES 67,737  104,335  36,598   180   250   70   267   - (267) 11,512   198,400   186,888   49,593   158,270   108,677   1,422,108   2,737,326   1,315,218  
TRAVEL & MEETINGS 16,286  45,973  29,687   4,748  6,900  2,152  1,608  - (1,608) 3,221  10,988   7,767  1,889  9,850  7,961  173,266   418,657   245,391   
COMMUNICATION & PRINTING 13,834  26,806  12,972   222   - (222) -  -  -  1,958  1,958  8   1,758  1,750  6,213   19,478  13,265   
OTHER EXPENDITURES 87,275  400,551  313,276   182   1,800  1,618  39,670   - (39,670) 3,909  26,367   22,458   3,777  21,980   18,203   13,759   130,243   116,484   
INDIRECT CHARGES (166,846)   (280,000)   (113,154)  28,127   39,150   11,023   16,214   - (16,214) 25,208   65,608   40,400   30,778   72,768   41,990   66,519   102,474   35,955   
PASS-THROUGH FUNDS 1,118,233   4,928,345   3,810,112  -  -  -  -  -  -   

TOTAL EXPENSES 1,443,315$       6,061,906$      4,618,591$    93,303$     131,400$       38,097$     92,256$      - $  (92,256)$        97,484$    442,916$       345,431$       151,530$       419,457$       267,927$       1,823,394$        3,626,210$     1,802,815$       

NET CHANGE IN FUND BALANCES 203,060$           - $     - $   - $     - $   - $    - $   - $    1$         - $       17,953$         - $    

FISCAL YTD
FY26 BUDGET

SAWMPO 
FUND

FY26 BUDGET
REMAINING

FISCAL YTD
FY26 BUDGET

TRANSIT
FUND

FY26 BUDGET
REMAINING

FISCAL YTD
FY26 BUDGET

EDA 
FUND

FY26 BUDGET
REMAINING

FISCAL YTD
FY26 BUDGET

HRMPO
FUND

FY26 BUDGET
REMAINING

FISCAL YTD
FY26 BUDGET

GENERAL 
FUND

FY26 BUDGET
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ARC 
FUND

FY26 BUDGET
REMAINING
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February 2, 2026 
 

TO:    CSPDC Commissioners 
 
FROM:   Ann Cundy, Executive Director 
  Donnie Kern, Finance Director 
 
SUBJECT:   Board Action Form #26-01 

FY26 Budget Amendment 
 
Recommendation 

Recommend approval of the FY26 Budget Amendment.   

 
Executive Summary 

This budget amendment is presented to align the FY 2026 Approved Budget with updated 
projections based on current information and anticipated activity through fiscal year-end. 
The amendment incorporates new federal grant funding, adjusts local and investment 
revenues to more accurately reflect current conditions, and reallocates expenditures 
based on actual program and operational needs. Approval will ensure the financial plan 
remains balanced and accurately reflects anticipated operations through June 30, 2026. 

Since the Commission adopted the budget in June 2025, we have received grant awards, 
finalized intergovernmental funding agreements, and refined expenditure projections. The 
amended budget reflects these changes and ensures the financial plan more accurately 
represents expected operations through June 30, 2026. 

Revenue Amendments 

Federal Funding 

• Variance: + $84,000 
• Explanation: The increase reflects the award of a multi-year Economic 

Development Administration (EDA) grant to the PDC. The amended budget includes 
funding attributable to Year One and a portion of Year Two of the three-year grant 
period. 

http://www.cspdc.org/
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State Funding 

• Variance: $0 
• Explanation: State funding remains consistent with final appropriations and 

confirmed allocations. No changes were required. 

Local Funding & Services 

• Variance: – $76,605 
• Explanation: With the inclusion of EDA funding, the PDC re-projected potential 

local funding based on finalized local program participation and funding 
commitments during the year, resulting in a reduction from the approved amount. 

Use of Money & Property 

• Variance: + $39,817 
• Explanation: Investment revenue was increased to reflect current performance 

trends. The PDC is earning average interest income of approximately $8,000 per 
month on VIP investments, and the amended budget reflects a more accurate 
projected year-end landing point based on this sustained earning level. This 
additional investment income is helping to defray the costs associated with 
necessary capital and building upgrades and additions. 

Other Income 

• Variance: $0 
• Explanation: No additional miscellaneous or non-recurring revenues have been 

identified beyond those included in the approved budget. 

Total Revenue Change: Net + $47,212 

Expenditure Amendments 

These line-item adjustments reflect updated projections within the General Administration 
and General Other (Program) classifications and are presented to provide a holistic view of 
anticipated fiscal year activity. 

Wages and Benefits 

• Variance: $0 
• Explanation: Staffing levels, compensation, and benefit costs remain consistent 

with approved positions and adopted assumptions. 
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Contractual Services 

• Variance: + $23,000 
• Explanation: The increase reflects updated cost estimates for professional and 

contractual services based on finalized agreements and current year activity. 

Pass-Through Funds 

• Variance: $0 
• Explanation: Pass-through expenditure remains aligned with associated revenue 

sources and program activity. 

Fuel, Travel, and Meetings 

• Variance: + $18,655 
• Explanation: Revised projections reflect higher fuel costs and increased travel and 

meeting activity as programs operate at anticipated service levels. 

Communication Services 

• Variance: + $160 
• Explanation: Minor adjustment reflecting updated usage and service cost 

estimates. 

Printing 

• Variance: + $6,700 
• Explanation: Increased printing needs associated with reporting, program 

materials, and outreach requirements. 

Other Expenses 

• Variance: + $21,845 
• Explanation: Adjustment reflects refined estimates for miscellaneous operating 

costs, training, insurance, and other support expenses based on current spending 
trends. 

Capital Purchases 

• Variance: – $26,748 
• Explanation: The reduction reflects the final cost of the HVAC replacement project, 

which came in substantially lower than originally budgeted. In addition, certain 
planned capital items were reclassified and addressed through Maintenance and 
Repair activities rather than capital acquisition, contributing to the increase 
reflected in Other Expenses. 
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Principal and Interest 

• Variance: + $3,600 
• Explanation: Updated debt service costs based on revised payment schedules and 

interest calculations. 

Total Expenditure Change: Net + $47,212 



APPROVED AMENDED

FY 2024 ACTUAL FY 2025 BUDGET FY2026 BUDGET FY 2026 BUDGET

REVENUES

FEDERAL FUNDING 4,298,451$                     3,776,527$                     6,932,343$                    7,016,343$                     
STATE FUNDING 1,786,779                        1,767,135                       1,973,381                       1,973,381                       
LOCAL FUNDING & SERVICES 995,204                            1,153,597                       1,584,137                       1,507,532                       
USE OF MONEY & PROPERTY 188,141                            136,800                            192,026                           231,843                            
OTHER INCOME 142,841                             -                                            -                                           

TOTAL REVENUES 7,411,416$                     6,834,059$                     10,681,888$             10,729,100$                  

EXPENSES

WAGES AND BENEFITS 1,350,112$                     1,468,538$                     1,431,653$                    1,431,653$                     
CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 2,847,718                        3,129,923                       3,198,581                       3,221,581                       
PASS-THROUGH FUNDS 1,374,552                        1,164,418                       4,928,346                       4,928,346                       
FUEL, TRAVEL, AND MEETINGS 415,514                            600,975                            492,368                           511,023                            
COMMUNICATION SERVICES 27,408                               36,692                              32,484                              32,644                              
PRINTING 12,144                               23,559                              17,516                              24,216                              
OTHER EXPENSES 202,625                            346,154                            409,150                           430,995                            
CAPITAL PURCHASES 977,371                            22,800                              135,291                           108,543                            
PRINCIPAL AND INTEREST 40,200                               41,000                              36,500                              40,100                              

TOTAL EXPENSES 7,247,644$                     6,834,059$                     10,681,888$             10,729,100$                  

OTHER FINANCING SOURCES (USES)

ISSUANCE OF LEASES  - $                                        - $                                        - $                                        - $                                       
TRANSFERS IN  -                                            -                                           -                                           
TRANSFERS OUT  -                                            -                                          

TOTAL OTHER FINANCING SOURCES (USES)  - $                                        - $                                        - $                                        - $                                       

NET INCOME/(NET LOSS) 163,772$                          - $                                        - $                                        - $                                       



APPROVED AMENDED

FY 2024 ACTUAL FY 2025 BUDGET FY2026 BUDGET FY 2026 BUDGET

WAGES AND BENEFITS

SALARIES AND WAGES 973,577$                        1,052,589$                    1,068,055$                   1,068,055$                    

PAYOUT OF ACCRUED LEAVE 16,700                              -                                          -                                          -                                         

HEALTH INSURANCE 165,304                           215,067                          174,018                          174,018                          

RETIREMENT PLANS 147,553                           152,079                          157,983                          157,983                          

FICA AND MEDICARE TAXES 15,666                             17,156                             15,643                             15,643                             

LIFE AND DISABILITY INSURANCE 25,937                             26,228                             10,754                             10,754                             

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 409                                    3,564                                3,326                               3,326                                

WORKERS' COMP INSURANCE 702                                    1,854                                1,874                               1,874                                

OTHER 4,264                                 -                                          -                                          -                                         

TOTAL WAGES AND BENEFITS 1,350,112$                     1,468,538$                     1,431,653$                     1,431,653$                     

NET INCOME/LOSS 163,772$                           - $                                         - $                                        - $                                        



APPROVED AMENDED
GENERAL 

FUND
ARC 

FUND
EDA 

FUND
HRMPO

FUND
SAWMPO 

FUND
TRANSIT

FUND
FY2026 BUDGET FY 2026 BUDGET

REVENUES

FEDERAL FUNDING 4,027,302$                     65,700$                           84,000$                           354,332$                        335,565$                        2,149,443$                    6,932,343$              7,016,343$                    

STATE FUNDING 1,017,839                        -                                          -                                         44,292                             41,946                             869,305                           1,973,381$              1,973,381$                    

LOCAL FUNDING & SERVICES 809,439                           65,700                             56,000                             44,292                             41,946                             490,156                           1,584,137$              1,507,532$                    

USE OF MONEY & PROPERTY 114,538                            -                                          -                                          -                                          -                                         117,306                           192,026$                  231,843$                        

TOTAL REVENUES 5,969,118$                       131,400$                           140,000$                           442,915$                           419,457$                           3,626,210$                      10,681,888$             10,729,100$                   

EXPENSES

WAGES & BENEFITS 747,853$                         83,300$                           88,043$                           139,595$                        154,830$                        218,032$                        1,431,653$              1,431,653$                    

CONTRACTED SERVICES 125,935                           250                                    1,400                                198,400                           158,270                           2,737,326                       3,198,581$              3,221,581$                    

PASS-THROUGH FUNDS 4,928,346                        -                                          -                                          -                                          -                                          -                                         4,928,346$              4,928,346$                    

TRAVEL & MEETINGS 61,723                              6,900                                2,905                                10,988                             9,850                                418,657                           492,368$                  511,023$                        

COMMUNICATION & PRINTING 33,506                               -                                         160                                    1,958                                1,758                                19,478                             50,000$                     56,860$                           

OTHER EXPENDITURES 393,134                           1,800                                6,113                                26,367                             21,980                             130,243                           580,941$                  579,637$                        

INDIRECT CHARGES (321,378)                          39,150                             41,378                             65,608                             72,768                             102,474                            - $                                 - $                                      

TOTAL EXPENSES 5,969,118$                       131,400$                           140,000$                           442,915$                           419,457$                           3,626,210$                      10,681,888$             10,729,100$                   

NET INCOME/(LOSS)  - $                                           - $                                           - $                                           - $                                           - $                                           - $                                           - $                                    - $                                          



LOCAL EMERGENCY ENVIRONMENTAL ECONOMIC TRANSPORTATION ADMIN

APPROVED AMENDED

LOCAL 
SERVICES

EMERGENCY 
SERVICES

ENVIRONMENTAL
SERVICES

ECONOMIC 
SERVICES

TRANSPORTATION
SERVICES

NON-PROGRAM FY 2026 BUDGET FY 2026 BUDGET

REVENUES

FEDERAL FUNDING  - $                                      43,250$                           77,600$                           3,998,152$                    2,897,341$                     - $                                      6,932,343$              7,016,343$                    

STATE FUNDING  - $                                      6,200$                             20,668$                           764,000$                        1,067,542$                    114,971                           1,973,381                 1,973,381                       

LOCAL FUNDING & SERVICES 36,000$                           1,550$                             23,600$                           769,093$                        618,893$                        58,396                             1,584,137                 1,507,532                       

USE OF MONEY & PROPERTY  - $                                       - $                                       - $                                       - $                                      117,306$                        114,538                           192,026                     231,843                           

OTHER INCOME  - $                                       - $                                       - $                                       - $                                       - $                                       -                                          -                                    -                                         

TOTAL REVENUES 36,000$                              51,000$                             121,868$                           5,531,246$                      4,701,082$                      287,905$                           10,681,888$             10,729,100$                   

EXPENSES

WAGES & BENEFITS 24,092$                           34,554$                           55,758$                           375,468$                        614,709$                        327,073$                        1,431,653$              1,431,653$                    

CONTRACTED SERVICES  -                                           -                                          -                                         17,616                             3,102,865                       101,100                           3,198,581                 3,221,581                       

PASS-THROUGH FUNDS  -                                           -                                         20,000                             4,908,346                        -                                          -                                         4,928,346                 4,928,346                       

TRAVEL & MEETINGS 431                                    150                                    2,150                                17,508                             443,432                           47,352                             492,368                     511,023                           

COMMUNICATION & PRINTING  -                                           -                                          -                                         1,560                                24,200                             31,100                             50,000                       56,860                             

OTHER OPERATING EXPENDITURES 154                                    56                                       17,755                             12,058                             226,971                           157,000                           409,150                     413,995                           

CAPITAL & OTHER ACTIVITIES  -                                           -                                          -                                         17,000                              -                                         108,543                           125,491                     125,543                           

PRINCIPAL & INTEREST  -                                           -                                          -                                          -                                          -                                         40,100                             46,300                       40,100                             

INDIRECT COSTS 11,323                              16,240                             26,206                             181,690                           288,905                           (524,363)                          -                                    -                                         

TOTAL EXPENSES 36,000$                              51,000$                             121,868$                           5,531,245$                      4,701,082$                      287,904$                           10,681,888$             10,729,100$                   

NET INCOME  - $                                           - $                                           - $                                           - $                                           - $                                           - $                                           - $                                    - $                                          
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February 2, 2026 
 

TO:    CSPDC Commissioners 
 
FROM:   Ann Cundy, Executive Director 
 
SUBJECT:   Board Action Form #26-02 

SERDI Agency Assessment  
 
Recommendation 
Approve the 2025 SERDI Agency Assessment.  
 
Executive Summary 
The Southeast Regional Directors Institute (SERDI) is a professional organization dedicated 
to supporting planning district commissions and their executive directors. SERDI Director 
Jim Youngquist conducted a strategic assessment of CSPDC in 2013, and we engaged him 
to update the assessment for 2025. 
 
Approximately 100 people participated in the assessment process, including 50 people in 
focus groups and others through online surveys. Participants included Commissioners, 
locality managers and administrators, planning and development leaders, regional 
leaders, and PDC staff throughout the region. 
 
Mr. Youngquist presented the assessment findings and draft recommendations at the 
October 20, 2025 Commission meeting.  Chair Friedman requested that the Executive 
Committee of the Board work with the Executive Director to finalize the Assessment before 
requesting full Board approval. 
 
The Executive Committee met on November 12, 2025, and concluded that the Assessment 
was final with one adjustment to the recommendation related to conducting a 
compensation review. It has been revised to reflect the need for periodic compensation 
benchmarking. 
 
Attachment  
SERDI Agency Assessment  
 

http://www.cspdc.org/
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About the Central Shenandoah Planning District Commission (CSPDC) 

The Central Shenandoah Planning District Commission (CSPDC) represents and serves the 
local governments of Augusta, Bath, Highland, Rockbridge, and Rockingham counties and 

the cities of Buena Vista, Harrisonburg, Lexington, Staunton and Waynesboro as well as the 
11 towns within the Central Shenandoah region. 

 
The CSPDC works with its member jurisdictions, communities and agencies to provide 

high-quality planning, technical assistance, and facilitation of services that address local, 
regional and state needs in an innovative, timely and cooperative manner. Covering 

everything from land use planning, transportation, water and waste-water utilities, natural 
resource management, affordable housing, economic and community development, 

disaster mitigation and preparedness, agritourism to human services, the CSPDC is an 
invaluable asset to the quality of life in the Shenandoah Valley. 

 
 

About The Southeast Regional Directors Institute (SERDI) 
 

The Southeast Regional Directors Institute (SERDI) is a professional development 
association for regional council executive directors and when applicable their councils and 

state associations in the states of Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, 
Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, and West 

Virginia. SERDI also offers associate membership to regional councils outside the twelve-
state footprint. 
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Executive Summary 

Assessment Process 
At the request of the Central Shenandoah Planning District Commission (CSPDC), the Southeast 
Regional Directors Institute (SERDI) conducted a strategic assessment of the commission.  The 
purpose of the assessment is to develop implementable strategies that will enable the CSPDC to 
be the most relevant and effective organization it can be for its owners - the region’s localities. 
 
The SERDI Voluntary Strategic Assessment program was created by the SERDI Council of Peers 
(Board of Directors) in 1993. During that time over 70 assessments have been conducted across the 
region including nine Virginia commissions:  New River Valley, Cumberland Plateau, Southside, 
Roanoke Valley Alleghany, Northern Shenandoah, Central Shenandoah, George Washington, 
Crater, and Central Virginia.  Roanoke Valley Alleghany has conducted the assessment twice.  This 
is Central Shenandoah’s second assessment.  The first was conducted in 2015. 
 
The strategic assessment was designed to glean input from the region’s leaders that provide a 
broad range of opinions and perceptions of the CSPDC, what they saw as strengths; what 
concerned them; what issues, challenges, and opportunities face the region and its localities; what 
role the council should play in addressing them; and the steps it should take to make the CSPDC 
the most relevant and best commission possible. 

 
The assessment consisted of the following segments:  
1. Online Surveys  

a. Central Shenandoah PDC Board of Commissioners 
b. Localities Managers and Administrators in the CSPDC Region 
c. Planning/Community Economic Development Leaders in the CSPDC Region 
d. CSPDC Regional Leaders  
e. CSPDC Staff 

2. Focus Group Sessions  
a. Augusta County 
b. City of Staunton  
c. City of Buena Vista 
d. Rockbridge County/Goshen/Glasgow 
e. City of Lexington 
f. Highland County/Monterey 
g. Bath County 
h. CSPDC Staff 
i. City of Waynesboro 
j. City of Harrisonburg 
k. CSPDC Department Heads 
l. Rockingham County 
m. Towns of Rockingham County 

 
3. Presentation of Draft Recommendations and Discussion with the CSPDC Board of 

Commissioners. 
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4. Complete Record Report of the entire assessment Including the final agreed upon 

recommendations. The SERDI staff also conducted three telephone interviews with 
regional leaders that were unable to participate in the focus group sessions. 

 

 

Assessment Summary 
 
It is clear that the localities of this region are very positive about the CSPDC. The smaller localities 
tend to depend more on the CSPDC staff than the larger localities; however, it should be noted that 
the larger jurisdictions realize the value to their locality as well as the entire region.  CSPDC is 
unique in that while it provides traditional services and assistance, it is one of only a handful of 
PDCs nationally that host two Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) for Transportation and 
one of only a half dozen PDCs that operate an urban transit system.  
 
The surveys and discussions revealed strong consensus around CSPDC's value as a regional 
convener and grant administrator, while highlighting critical challenges in staff retention, capacity 
management, and service delivery customization. Participants felt that CSPDC should continue its 
role as a convener, but also take on new initiatives, identify desired skill sets for staff to better serve 
the localities, and for the current staff to be properly supported to be long-term professionals of the 
Commission. Accomplishing these objectives will require additional local and state funding  
beyond federal and state grants. Uncertainties around federal agencies and funding programs have 
made this need particularly salient to regional commissions everywhere, including CSPDC. The 
Board of Commissioners will need to discuss increased funding by localities and pooling resources 
in order to acquire needed skill sets and offer the services that locality stakeholders identified 
through the Assessment process. 
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Recommendations 
The following DRAFT recommendations have been developed based on the input provided by 
elected officials and locality staff, as well as other regional partners through this assessment 
process.   
 
The final recommendations that will go forward for adoption in the Complete Record Report of the 
Strategic Assessment will be decided upon by you, the members of the CSPDC Board of 
Commissioners.  
 
 
Recommendation: Build an enhanced line of communication and understanding with  
   the ownership (region’s localities) of the CSPDC. 
 
Situation:   
It became apparent during the assessment process that there is not a clear understanding of the 
Virginia statute establishing the planning district commissions across the Commonwealth and that 
ownership of the commissions lie with the localities in each commission geographic footprint.  
Furthermore, it is felt that the only local elected officials that understand to varying degrees the 
purpose, roles, and possibilities of the commission are those that serve on the PDC Board of 
Commissioners. 
 
Action Steps: 

1. That there be an annual work session held each year in (a.) Rockingham County, its Towns, 
and the City of Harrisonburg (b.) Highland and Bath Counties and the Town of Monterey  (d.) 
Rockbridge County and its Towns and the Cities of Lexington and Buena Vista, and (e.) 
Augusta County and its Town and the Cities of Staunton and Waynesboro. 
 

2. That the elected officials of the county Boards of Supervisors, town and city Council 
Members including Chairs and Mayors and any professional staff deemed appropriate by 
the elected officials attend the work session. 

 
3. That the work session be held in a location in each county as decided upon by the elected 

officials. 
 

4. The work session would be facilitated by the CSPDC Executive Director and/or the 
Commission Chair.  
 
The work session will provide an overview of the CSPDC, its creation, who from their 
jurisdictions represents them on the Board of Commissioners, an overview of the budget 
and funding sources, a list of the projects, programs, and initiatives that the CSPDC has 
undertaken over the years for those jurisdictions.  
 
If possible, the amount of dollars contributed to the CSPDC by the localities and the  
amount of dollars that were provided in return in various efforts will be provided.   
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5. Second, the locality officials will be asked to share their thoughts on the challenges and 
opportunities they see facing their locality and what specifics they would like the Board of 
Commissioners to address for them in the upcoming fiscal year. 

 
6. The process will allow for an orientation to CSPDC but even more importantly will allow the 

localities to identify for the Board the most relevant local and regional needs and 
opportunities. 

 
Responsible Parties: 

1. CSPDC Executive Director and Board Chair 
 
Timeframe: 

1. Prior to the development of an annual work program each year. 
 
 
Recommendation: Ensure that the CSPDC offers a competitive employment package to  
   increase the chances of retention of its staff. 
 
Situation: 
Over the last several years the CSPDC has experienced significant turnover in its staff through 
retirements and transitions to other organizations.  The participants in the assessment process 
were positive about the current staff with their enthusiasm and commitment to the work of the 
commission. The participants also however expressed concern over the ability to retain the staff 
and expressed a hope that CSPDC was offering a competitive employment package to increase the 
chances of retention. 
 
Action Steps: 

1. The CSPDC Executive Director and Human Resources Director should conduct a periodic 
comparative salary and non-salary benefits survey of like-PDCs and localities to gauge 
competitiveness and an up-to-date benefit comparison. 

 
Responsible Parties: 

1. CSPDC Executive Director and Human Resources Director 
 

2. CSPDC Board of Commissioners 
 
Timeframe: 

1. Recurring schedule to be determined.  
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Recommendation: Expand CSPDC staff capacity by hiring additional staff and providing 

specialized training to meet identified locality needs.  
 
Situation: 
While the assessment participants were positive about the current staff’s enthusiasm and 
commitment, staff and partners alike noted the need to maximize the benefit of CSPDC to its 
localities with additional staff capacity and increased expertise in certain disciplines.  Participants 
identified the need for a designated Housing coordinator/expert, a Natural Resources professional 
that could lead/reinstitute flood mitigation, hazard emergency, resilience planning, and other 
environmental issues, as well as additional staffing in the Transportation and Community 
Economic Development areas.  The localities expressed a need for more information on available 
grants. CSPDC is currently rebuilding its Grant Resource Guide and developing a communications 
process to regularly share this information021.   
Action Steps: 

1. The CSPDC Executive Director needs to identify a staff/policy committee to discuss the 
suggested staff training needs and sustainability of bringing on new staff. 
 

2. The committee needs to review each area of need and determine the expertise that is 
needed. 

 
3. The committee needs to develop a funding strategy to pay for training and on-going salaries 

for these positions beyond traditional federal and state grants. 
 
Responsible Parties: 

1. The abovementioned staff/policy committee. 
 

2. The CSPDC Board of Commissioners. 
 
Timeframe: 

1. To be determined. 
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Recommendation: Develop a regional approach to Economic Development that focuses on 
transportation, housing, and childcare. 

 
Situation: 
While economic development is traditionally thought of as locating jobs and it being a locality 
versus locality competition, repeatedly it was stated that a regionwide approach with a focus on 
transportation, housing, and childcare would make individual localities and the region more 
competitive for job creation. Transportation access to jobs, housing for workers, and childcare for 
working parents are deciding factors for companies’ decision on whether to locate or expand in a 
community or region.  
 
 
Action Steps: 

1. The CSPDC needs to update the Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) 
to reflect this three-pronged approach to remaining economically competitive and include 
strategies to make these aspects of economic development a major focus for the region. 
 

2. Based on the strategies developed through the CEDS, the CSPDC will work with the Board 
of Commissioners, Shenandoah Valley Partnership, and the member localities to devise 
implementation strategies as appropriate. This would include continuing to support 
workforce transportation and transit in the region and growing the agencies’ Housing 
Program while also working with current childcare initiatives to determine how CSPDC can 
support these efforts.  

 
Responsible Parties: 

1. CSPDC Executive Director and other appropriate leaders. 
 
2. CSPDC Board of Directors and member localities 

 
Timeframe: 

1. 2027 
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Recommendation:  Explore the creation of a Regional Geographic Information Systems (GIS) 
data and mapping resource center for the water and sewer data and 
other identified infrastructure of the region’s localities.  
 

Situation: 
While a few of the larger localities in the CSPDC region have a significant GIS presence, the great 
majority of localities do not.  The inventory of water and sewer and other infrastructure in some 
cases only exist on personal knowledge.  It is important for localities to know not just the location 
but the condition of their infrastructure.  Because of the labor-intensive task of documentation and 
especially the cost of GIS software, it has been for many cost prohibitive.  This is a challenge that 
was identified multiple times during the focus groups and is thought to be a task that is regional and 
a role that CSPDC could lead in. 
 
Action Steps: 

1. The CSPDC needs to survey the localities to see if there is genuine interest in supporting the 
development of a regionwide GIS inventory and mapping effort. 
 

2. It will be the responsibility of the CSPDC to develop a projected cost of the development of 
such an effort. 

 
3. It will be determined by the Board and localities if there is a commitment to moving forward 

with the development of the inventory and mapping effort. 
 

4. If it is decided to move forward with the development of such a system for the localities of 
the region, then it be the responsibility to develop a business plan hopefully with the 
technical guidance of the GIS professionals that exist in some of the member communities. 

 
Responsible Parties: 

1. PDC Executive Director, Board of Commissioners, Localities. 
 
Timeframe: 

1. To be determined. 
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Conclusion 
The Agency Assessment reveals a high-performing organization at a critical juncture. 
CSPDC's core competencies in grant administration and as a regional convener are widely 
valued, but systemic challenges in staff retention and staff capacity threaten long-term 
effectiveness. 

The path forward requires immediate attention to the need for additional staff and staff 
training, while building toward a more sustainable operating model that balances regional 
coordination with meeting specific local needs. Success depends on strong board 
leadership, genuine staff engagement, and expanded financial commitment from member 
localities. 

By addressing these priorities systematically, CSPDC can strengthen its position in support 
of its member jurisdictions while creating a sustainable and rewarding environment for its 
staff. 
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CSPDC Board of 
Commissioners 
Survey Results 
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Central Shenandoah PDC Board of Commissioners Online Survey Results 

1. Do you represent a municipality, county, or appointed position on the CSPDC 
Board? Are you member of the Executive Committee? 
• Municipality. Not on Executive Committee. 
• County. 
• County. 
• Yes, Yes. 
• CSPDC Board. 
• Member of the Executive Committee. 
• Municipality and also a member of the Executive Committee. 
• City of Waynesboro 
• County. 
• Representative of County. No, not on EC 

 
2. What is good about the CSPDC? 

• It provides much needed staff support and professional resources to local 
governments that do not have the staff capacity to complete the same projects. 

• Staff, planning, fiscal accountability. 
• Help with projects. 
• The willingness to help localities. 
• Every single time I have posed a situation or question to the professional staff at 

the CSPDC, I have been provided with information, recommendations and/or 
considerations I had not previously contemplated. And while perhaps a specific 
answer may not have been readily available, direction and sound counsel was 
willingly and promptly shared. 

• This organization is essential to cooperative interaction among the many broad 
political jurisdictions in the central Shenandoah Valley which comprise the 
breadbasket of the Commonwealth of Virginia. 

• The ability of the staff to augment the member jurisdictions particularly in 
providing assistance in negotiating State and Federal grant programs. 

• Regional Collaboration. Going after and receiving grants. Running the BRITE 
Transit Service. 

• It identifies and quantifies specific needs in the region and has a very responsive 
staff. 

• The CSPDC has been successful in securing grants for localities. The regional 
planning committee improves communication between localities and allows 
localities within the PDC to be aware of projects taking place in other localities. 

• The CSPDC can be a tremendous help in finding funding sources for projects. 
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3. What concerns do you have about the CSPDC? 
• At this time, none that I can think of. 
• Hiring and retaining strong staff members. 
• That it’s extremely focused on Harrisonburg, Waynesboro, Staunton to the 

exclusion of small cities, towns, counties. 
• Not really any concerns. 
• There are very few concerns, though one has the impression that there is 

frequent staff turnover which could be par for the course. 
• Availability of federal and staff compensation. 
• Too much focus on quantity of housing rather than type of housing. 
• Historically, employee turnover. 
• No major concerns, really only that we’re not fulling utilizing their services. 

 
4. From a commissioner’s perspective, what do you see as the major roles that 

CSPDC plays on behalf of the region’s local governments? 
• It provides much needed staff support and professional resources to local 

governments that do not have the staff capacity to complete the same projects. 
• Coordinator and facilitator for projects. 
• Moving forward. 
• Managing grant funds and assisting with grant applications. 
• Although varied in specifics, overall, I see the role of the CSPDC as providing 

support to localities in exploring funding options, infrastructure data and 
researching/considering possibilities that may not be readily apparent to 
localities. 

• Most local governments are pretty limited on their ability to get everything they 
would like done and to staff for those actions. The CSPDC fills in those gaps with 
efficient, competent and timely production on a frequent basis.  

• Managing regional programs such as housing assistance, Brite bus system, 
ARC, and EDA. Assistance in grant application and management. Promoting the 
region. Providing a forum for member jurisdictions to come together as a region 
in areas of joint concerns. 

• Convener of ideas, funding, and services. 
• Identifying needs and market gaps and knowing how and where to apply for 

state grants. 
• Obtain grant funding and assistance to localities in small area transportation 

studies. 
• The CSPDC has helped us move forward on projects that were daunting from a 

funding standpoint. 
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5. What is the perceived level of commitment of the CSPDC to the work and 
interests of local governments and other public organizations in the region, and 
what form(s) does that commitment take? 
• When asked for assistance, there is a strong level of commitment. 
• The commitment is high based on their achievements strong. 
• Very. 
• I have never experienced anything but complete commitment from the CSPDC 

to be helpful and attentive to the needs of a locality. Evidence of this vested 
interest can be as simple as consistently prompt and informed responses to 
email messages and/or telephone calls to very involved content creation and 
verification for comprehensive plans. 

• Perception of commitment to local governments is very high. The CSPDC meets 
regularly to take the pulse of the region and provides job specific assistance by 
its personnel and through contact and outreach to other professional assistance 
entities. 

• The PDC is perceived as playing an active role in various programs including 
housing, economic development, hazard mitigation, and environmental quality. 

• it’s a two-way street. CSPDC has shown a high level of commitment when local 
governments equally share a high level of commitment. 

• Moderate to High commitment, annual publications of the PDC's completed 
work. 

• They have been very responsive and have provided assistance and expertise for 
planning and grants that our staff couldn’t take on. 
 

6. What is the perceived level of commitment of the local governments in the 
region to the CSPDC? 
• It seems there is little commitment from the local governments to the CSPDC. 
• Strong and supportive. 
• Very. 
• Many seem to sing its praises and are believers in its value. 
• My fear is that most localities do not utilize the vast resource offered by the 

CSPDC as comprehensively as could be beneficial. 
• Perceived commitment to the CSPDC is measured by annual required 

membership fees (often necessarily increased) and usually paid. 
• The local governments of the PDC are supportive finding that their “return” on 

dollars spent is good. 
• The northern half seem to have more officials involved. 
• Moderate to high. 
• We count on them as a valuable partner. 
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7. Are there program areas, projects, or initiatives that you/your local government 
feel that CSPDC should not insert itself into, or should not be involved in? What 
are they? Why? 
• At this time, none that I can think of. 
• No. 
• Knowing the tremendous expertise housed within the professional staff of the 

CSPDC, I cannot a imagine any topic or project area that would not benefit from 
input from the CSPDC staff. 

• Nothing I know of other than national political issues. 
• No. 
• Local land use decisions. 
• Assist with economic development and workforce gaps, do not be involved in 

housing, even though housing is a workforce development issue to an extent. 
• To date, there are no program areas, projects, or initiatives that the CSPDC has 

been involved with that I have objected to or feel that we should not be involved 
with. 

• None come to mind. 
 

8. What are the key challenges and opportunities facing the region? What role if 
any, should the CSPDC play in addressing these? What new services should the 
CSPDC consider starting? 
• Housing remains a high priority. Focus on helping localities draft land use 

regulations (not just plans and studies) that allow localities to implement 
regulations that create more housing opportunities. Assist localities with public 
input meetings and sessions to facilitate conversations about housing so that 
regardless of the public's opinion about housing, they will understand each 
other. 

• Transportation and affordable housing. 
• No opinion. 
• Sufficient workforce for expanding and new employers. 
• Improvement to I-81 seems to be a major challenge, but it appears to be a 

national DOT responsibility. The CSPDC could entertain modes of supporting 
that effort. 

• Challenges include: increasing population and associated challenges for 
government including transportation, affordable housing, provision of services, 
environmental challenges and quality of life. 

• Affordable housing – if the region pursues a housing trust fund the CSPDC needs 
to be equipped to staff such an organization. 

• Challenges are balancing growth with preservation of our agriculture 
community. CSPDC should focus more attention on the ag industry as a whole. 

• Challenges include housing, staffing levels, socioeconomic disparity. 
Opportunities include high quality of life, recreation opportunities, room for 
growth. The CSPDC can continue supporting the localities it serves. 
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What are the key challenges and opportunities facing the region? What role if 
any, should the CSPDC play in addressing these? What new services should the 
CSPDC consider starting? Continued. 
• Our region is often overlooked compared to more heavily populated areas, 

which can leave many projects on the back burner for the state. The CSPDC has 
been a helpful advocate for us. 

 
9. If you could change one thing about the CSPDC, what would it be? 

• Nothing at this time. 
• Nothing!!!! 
• Meetings at different members counties or cities. 
• Not sure. 
• Not sure that I have an answer for this question. 
• Location seems logical and fair. I don’t see any obvious oversight. 
• Increase focus on land use planning and zoning as a resource for member 

jurisdictions. 
• Focus on agriculture and less on housing. 
• To host an annual CSPDC meeting that can serve as a round table discussion for 

predetermined regional planning issues, to include planners from the various 
localities. The purpose of the conference would be to have a better 
understanding of regional planning issues and their relation to each locality. 

• I am worried that we aren’t fully utilizing them. 
 

10. If you could design a focus and direction for the CSPDC to be the most relevant 
and effective PDC for its local governments and the region the future months 
and years to come, what would CSPDC look like? 
• Great question, but no comments at this time. 
• That would be tough to predict considering the chaos our country is currently 

facing with our national government. 
• No opinion. 
• Not sure. 
• Goodness, I do not think I am qualified to answer this question. 
• Keep on keeping on fearlessly. 
• Continue as a forum for providing a regional focus and a resource for member 

jurisdictions to take advantage of state and federal programs. 
• CSPDC would be a grant writing powerhouse, immediately identifying 

workforce/education needs and applying for grants that would improve certain 
sectors or gaps within smaller communities that exist. 

• A CSPDC that creates more opportunities for collaboration. 
• I’d like them to continue on with strategic planning assistance and continue to 

advocate for us at a state level. 
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CSPDC Localities Managers and Administrators Online Survey Results 

1.  Are you a manager/administrator in a city, town, or county in the CSPDC region? 
• Yes. 
• Yes. 
• Yes. 
• No. 
• Yes. 
• Yes. 
• No. 
• Yes. 
• Yes. 
• No. 

 
2. Have you served in a similar capacity outside the CSPDC region? 

• Yes. 
• No. 
• No. 
• Yes. 
• No. 
• No. 
• No. 
• Yes. 
• No. 
• No. 

 
3. What is your locality’s relationship with the CSPDC? 

• We have an active relationship with the Central Shenandoah Planning District 
Commission (CSPDC), particularly in community development, i.e. grant writing 
services grant administration support, and planning assistance in 
transportation, hazard mitigation, etc. CSPDC provides assistance and expertise 
to help fill gaps in areas where our limited staff do not always possess the 
technical expertise needed in some areas of local government. 

• Member. 
• We are supporting members of the commission. 
• Associate/interloper. 
• Great. The ability to work collaboratively with the CSPD on a variety of projects is 

a huge benefit to small jurisdictions. 
• Member locality. 
• Member locality. 
• Very Good. 
• Member locality 
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4. From your interaction and observation of the CSPDC, what does it do well? 
• Grant writing/acquisition/administration, and regional cooperation and 

facilitation. 
• Assistance with grants and projects. 
• They handle the MPO and transit operations particularly well. They are also good 

conveners of localities on regional issues. Grant assistance. 
• Communication, collaboration. 
• The CSPDC does an excellent job of keeping grant projects on track.  They have 

been instrumental in the application and reporting process for the grants that we 
have received. 

• Information gathering/dissemination, planning in many different arenas 
especially as the leaders of regional requirements, support of local projects, 
coordination of interaction between local governments, grant acquisition. 

• Grant administration, project management and research. 
• Grant/Project Management, regional planning. I have worked with 6 PDCs and 

CSPDC is the best PDC I have worked with. 
• Grant administration, project management and research. 

 
5. What concerns you about the CSPDC? 

• A regional approach is effective for broad planning, but smaller localities may 
benefit from more customized strategies that reflect their unique 
demographics, infrastructure, and economic conditions. A one-size-fits-all 
model can sometimes overlook hyper-local needs. 

• N/A. 
• A fairly new staff that may lack some overall experience. 
• I know of any. 
• My biggest concern is the staff turnover. The working relationship is good, and it 

takes a while to build a rapport with new staff members. 
• Small number of staff members to serve such a large geographic region. 
• Staff turnover, and staff being overwhelmed with the number of projects during 

turnover times. 
• An environmental planner on staff would be helpful to assist with federal grants 

and NEPA issues and studies. 
• Staff turnover, and staff being overwhelmed with the number of projects during 

turnover times. 
• Small number of staff members to serve such a large geographic region. 
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6. What kind of commitment do local governments, the owners of the CSPDC, 
have to the CSPDC? What could make it better? 
• Member localities have a financial commitment. Along with that an active 

participant. 
• I feel like if there was a better understanding of services that are provided within 

the region to the local government would help the localities have more buy-in. 
• My locality is committed to working with the CSPDC. Continuing to have a good 

working relationship and showcasing the importance of the CSPDC’s work to 
the elected body of the locality is important. 

• Stay engaged. 
• The localities need to support the CSPDC by working with them and giving 

recognition for the assistance that is provided. I would like to see more detailed 
grant opportunities for small rural jurisdictions. 

• To be involved in CSPDC led initiatives. 
• Local government is committed to funding the CSPDC and utilizing the 

resources the CSPDC provides. Better communication. 
• To be involved in CSPDC led initiatives. 

 
7. What are the key opportunities, issues, and challenges that your locality is 

facing that might be best addressed on a regional basis? 
• Infrastructure and transportation, aging infrastructure, limited funding, 

improved pedestrian, bike, buggy traffic flow; Affordable Housing, create 
housing options, develop new units; Environmental Risks, karst landscape's 
unique challenges, reginal hazard mitigation, i.e. flooding, storms, etc.; 
Economic Development, attract investment, support local, promote tourism. 

• Key opportunities – tourism.  Challenges – lack of revenue. 
• Housing, Emergency planning. 
• I would say regional training for local government work force. That could be fire 

and rescue personnel to water treatment plant operators.  The days of hiring our 
own and training them up seem to be antiquated. 

• We have very small staffs and must rely on regional cooperation to enhance our 
capabilities. Regional workshops to discuss best practices, real world 
examples of what has worked and the pitfalls you could face. 

• Affordable housing, regional tourism development & coordination for 
communities that are not "destinations"., 

• Housing, childcare, grant administration, finding funding resources, and 
research 

• Storm water management and flood mitigation, non-motorized transportation 
methods. 

 

 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/analyze/browse/gP6YlbXEHNYj5lEtdwoYo0o_2FyeFAvt5ZqhxDy_2BjkUS4_3D?respondent_id=118945559211
https://www.surveymonkey.com/analyze/browse/gP6YlbXEHNYj5lEtdwoYo0o_2FyeFAvt5ZqhxDy_2BjkUS4_3D?respondent_id=118945559211
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8. How can the CSPDC maximize its relevancy to the region’s localities? 
• Addressing regional challenges through targeted planning; enhancing workforce 

development and economic growth, support local planning capacity, and 
fostering regional collaboration and innovation. 

• Continue to work with localities to assist with grant management. 
• Continue to be a resource for regional projects. 
• Periodic reports from the CSPDC management to the governing body as a 

whole. Unless the elected official is good at reporting back PDC can seem 
amorphous and unknown.  A yearly check report on the “State of the PDC” or 
list of current projects would be good. 

• Keep bringing people together to talk about issues and to build meaningful 
relationships. 

• Celebrating success stories, helping localities stay aware of funding/grant 
opportunities. 

• Ensure communication and excellent service. 
• With their current resources and staffing, I believe the CSPDC already 

maximizes its output. 
 

9. How can the CSPDC enhance its relationship with the locality managers and 
administrators?  
• Tailored local support, customized recommendation for locality. Always room 

for all of us to improve communication channels. 
• Continue to meet virtually and in person to foster the relationships needed to 

work well together. 
• I feel that this relationship is already good. 
• I think its very good. The lunches and virtual meetings are a great way to stay 

engaged. 
• Having more discussions to learn about the issues facing each jurisdiction and 

what areas the localities could use assistance with. 
• Encourage the chronically absent managers to attend meetings. Perhaps 

develop agendas or specific topics to talk about for monthly meetings 
• Additional communication. 
• No suggestions as the CSPDC is already very transparent and highly 

communicative. 
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10.If you could change one thing about the CSPDC, what would it be? 
• Increase locality-centered customization and responsiveness. This would 

be most impactful for smaller localities. 
• N/A. 
• More in person meetings with staff to discuss opportunities for enhancing 

services to citizens. 
• I would change staffing to more, so that more can be accomplished. 
• Assist managers who do not have a planning background with training and 

planning staff resources perhaps a range-rider setup. 
• I would change staffing to more, so that more can be accomplished.\ 
• More staff. 
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Central Shenandoah Valley Regional Leaders Online Survey Results 

 
1. When you hear the words Central Shenandoah Planning District Commission 

what comes to mind? 
• The assistance that is offered to our small city. 
• Collaboration for our localities. 
• Regional planning and support to local government in planning. 
 

2. What do you think is the role/purpose of the CSPDC? 
• Leverage shared interests in the region and also provide resources wihen called 

upon local governments, etc. 
• Assistance and regional planning/oversight. 
• Regional planning, tracking trends and implications, technical assistance to 

local governments, linking localities to funding programs at the state level. 
 

3. What do you know about the CSPDC and its services and programs? 
• The City of Lexington has received support in writing grants, conducting studies, 

and updating its Comprehensive Plan. 
• Quite a bit as a former commissioner. 
• The City of Lexington has received supporting in writing grants, conducting 

studies, and updating its Comprehensive Plan. 
 

4. What does the CSPDC do well? 
• It provides good support when called upon. 
• Transportation planning visioning. 
• Support local governments in local planning efforts, take a larger than local 

perspective on different sectors such as housing and transportation, and help 
identify and seek funding for feasibility studies leading to larger funding 
opportunities. 
 

5. What concerns you about the CSPDC? 
• Politicized influencing. 
• None, keep doing your good work. 
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6. How would you gauge the interest level of local governments in the region 
towards the CSPDC? 
• I think local governments are always pleasantly surprised to hear that the 

CSPDC is able to help with something since sometimes local governments feel 
they are on their own. 

• Very attentive to the regional issues. 
• For the Lexington, Rockbridge and Buena Vista local governments there is a high 

level of interest and appreciation for the services CSPDC offers. 
• I think local governments are always pleasantly surprised to hear that the 

CSPDC is able to help with something since sometimes local governments feel 
they are on their own. 

 
7. If you are an elected or appointed official of one of the CSPDC’s member 

governments, but not a member of the CSPDC Board, what could the Board and 
staff of the CSPDC do to enhance their working relationship with you and your 
local government? 
• Attend a meeting once or twice a year (virtually) and remind us of all you d! 
• More direct engagement with elected officials. 
• Consider sending out a short newsletter, or if already in place, ensure local 

officials are on the mailing list. 
• Attend a meeting once or twice a year (virtually) and remind us of all you do! 

 
8. Do you see the CSPDC as the facilitator for local governments and other public 

entities to come together to discuss issues, challenges, and opportunities that 
face the region? If not, could it or should it be? 
• I think the CSPDC does do this and each local government's rep on the CSPDC 

has the most visibility of what it does. 
• It could be better. 
• I think the CSPDC does do this and each local government’s rep on the CSPDC 

has the most visibility of what it does. 
• Yes, the regional housing study is a good example of a regional issue that has 

specific local attributes, a local only approach will not account for larger trends. 
 

9. What is/are the primary challenges/opportunities facing the region that you 
feel that CSPDC should play a major role in addressing? 
• Our elected officials in Richmond have neglected the I-81 corridor. 
• Future transportation. 
• Continue to focus on enabling housing production and regional transportation. 

Help localities find funding to improve the walkability of their neighborhoods. 
 
 
 
 



 
 

27 

10.  If you could change one thing about the CSPDC, what would it be? 
• I would have stayed on the Commission longer. 
• Consider holding periodic educational seminars on planning issues facing the 

region and localities. Planning Commissions, out of necessity, focus on 
regulatory issues. Strategic planning and building knowledge in important 
sectoral issues would help Planning Commissions and City Councils. 
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CSPDC Planning/Community Economic Development Leaders Online Survey Results 

 
1. What does the CSPDC do well? 

• Keeping abreast of multiple projects simultaneously. 
• React quickly to needed assistance. 
• The CSPDC provides useful support for regional coordination and, specifically, 

assists smaller jurisdictions that may not have staff capacity to manage projects 
independently.  This support can be an important resource. 

• The CSPDC does well at identifying programs and program areas of potential 
collaboration amongst localities. CSPDC also does well at keeping localities 
informed of funding opportunities and associated deadlines. 

• Application assistance and administration of grants, facilitation of regional 
initiatives like Rockbridge Outdoors, regional hazard plan, etc. 

• Assisting localities with finding and securing state and federal grants for various 
projects. 

• Provide knowledge and resources that we don’t have a small municipality. 
• Assisting localities with finding and securing state and federal grants for various 

projects. 
 

2. What concerns you about the CSPDC? 
• Workload can be overwhelming for the staff on hand. 
• No comment. 
• Frequent changes in funding sources can lead to initiation of projects without 

ensuring long-term implementation or maintenance of the initiated projects. 
This creates challenges in sustaining momentum, retaining staff, and achieving 
lasting impact. 

•  No concerns 
• I haven’t had as much work with CSPDC in the last 6-12 months so not as tuned 

in. 
• High levels of employment turnover. 
• High apparent turnover. 
• High level of employment turnover. 
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3. Share with us your Planning/Community Economic Development organization’s 
relationship with the CSPDC. 
• Use CSPDC in a multitude of projects. 
• It seems the CSPDC is more connected with economic development and 

transportation matters with our organization. 
• The CSPDC’s study and grant assistance is helpful; particularly for smaller 

community projects that may be difficult for staff to prioritize. 
• CSPDC administers our MPO and leads development of regional plans 
• Long running relationship, PDC has helped BV with many grant applications and 

administration, so many different projects. 
• We have worked well with the CSPDC in the past on various projects, including 

traffic studies, emergency management and flood mitigation projects and 
comprehensive plan preparation. 

• The CSPDC has assisted with our Comp Plan updates, housing grants, and 
transportation grants. 

• Long running relationship, PDC has helped BV with many grant applications and 
administration, so many different projects. 

• The CSPDC has assisted with our Comp Plan updates, housing grants, and 
transportation grants. 

• We have worked well with the CSPDC in the past on various projects, including 
traffic studies, emergency management and flood mitigation projects and 
comprehensive plan preparation. 
 

4. What kind of commitment do local governments, the owner of the PDC, have to 
the CSPDC? What could make it better? 
• Local government have a great deal of commitment to the PDC. Attending 

meetings at the local level to communicate more effectively may make it better. 
• Not sure how to answer the question. 
• Local governments appear supportive of the work of the PDC, as reflected in 

committed annual dues and consistent requests for assistance. 
• Local governments value the PDC as a mechanism for collective planning. 
• I think the localities sometimes forget about the PDC. The CSPDC is quietly in 

the background. But projects that are more front and center might be outside the 
PDC’s legal scope. 

• Financial commitments from the localities and working with the CSPDC to 
ensure the best and most effective services to the localities. Increased 
communication between the CSPDC and localities. 
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5. What are the key opportunities, issues, and challenges that your 
community/organization is facing that might be addressed on a regional basis? 
• Employment and housing with decreased students in the school system. 
• Housing remains a constant conversation, but transportation is likely the biggest 

impact on a regional basis. 
• Notable regional challenges include workforce housing, balancing economic 

growth with agricultural preservation, securing funding for transportation 
projects, and maintaining groundwater availability amid ongoing development. 
Support in identifying innovative transportation funding strategies (specifically 
buggy and bicycle accommodations for our Mennonite community?) may be 
helpful. Additionally, a regional groundwater mapping study—incorporating data 
such as precipitation, land use, soil types, and available water capacity to 
estimate aquifer recharge rates—could provide valuable guidance for localities 
making land use decisions related to water-intensive development. While this 
would be an extensive undertaking, it is worth considering. 

• Regional traffic challenges, affordable housing, water & sewer supply, 
distribution, collection & treatment. 

• CSPDC is already helping with airport study and Chesapeake Bay WIP. Would 
really like to see a regional land bank and continued involvement in housing. 

• Housing, workforce and socio-economic disparities. 
• Establishing a regional land bank or regional community land trust because we 

are too small to stand up for such needed programs on our own. 
• Housing, workforce and socioeconomic disparities. 

 
6. How can the CSPDC maximize its relevancy to the region’s local 

governments/your organization? 
• As Boards change members in local government, an introduction with a briefing 

on SCPDC and the roles they play that help local government and staff. 
• No comment. 
• Consider increasing technical and subject-matter staff in areas such as water, 

agriculture, and housing. Localities often require specialized expertise rather 
than general project management support. 

• Keep doing what you are doing, stay involved in hazard planning, watershed 
planning, housing, etc. 

• PDC has done a good job on many fronts (transportation, hazard mitigation, 
transit, etc.) Tough nut to crack, but if the PDC could facilitate water and sewer 
planning on a more regional basis, the collective citizenry would greatly benefit. 

• Continue and expand upon regional publications highlighting the work of the 
CSPDC. 
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7. If you could change one thing about the CSPDC, what would it be? 
• More staffing to get more done under less pressure. 
• No comment. 
• Consider reducing the number of in-person meetings in favor of virtual formats. 

Many MPO meetings could be streamlined or replaced with brief virtual updates 
or summary reports to improve efficiency. 

• Consider reducing the number of in-person meetings in favor of virtual formats. 
Many MPO meetings could be streamlined or replaced with virtual updates or 
summary reports to improve efficiency. 

• Additional focus on common land use decisions throughout the PDC. One 
example could be community scale solar, and the similarities and differences of 
how the localities are handling the nuances. 

• Not Sure. 
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Focus Group Session Findings 

Augusta County 
 
The focus group for Augusta County took place on Monday September 15 in the Augusta 
County Government Center, Verona, VA. 
 

• One of CSPDC’s most valuable roles is that of Convener and Facilitator.  Bringing the key 
applicable persons together to address the subject of the day. 

• Topics/projects/efforts mentioned that CSPDC is involved in and have been beneficial to 
Augusta County…Satisfying Code Requirements, Hazard Mitigation Planning, Transit, 
Housing, MPO, and obtaining a grant that led to the construction of 2 hangers at the 
county airport. Flood Insurance, CERT. 

• The Board meetings and all other events that are led by the CSPDC are well organized 
and very informative. 

• Turnover in staff has been a concern but seems to be stabilizing. Concern discussed 
regarding the fact that the staff in not under the VRS program…hurts in recruitment and 
retention? 

• Would like to see some type of regional tourism effort and CSPDC should play a 
convening role with such an effort. 

• Need to consider bringing on a grant writer and grant monitor and communicator. 
 
City of Staunton 
 
The focus group for the City of Staunton took place on Monday September 15 at City Hall in the 
City Manager’s Meeting room. 
 

• We are very supportive of the CSPDC, but we probably underutilize them and need to 
work with them better. 

• We need to support regional cooperation through CSPDC, but we end up being siloed but 
need to overcome that because it will benefit Staunton and all of the localities. 

• CSPDC is a great advocate for the region, and they have gone outside the box and done 
a great job on bringing Transit services to a smaller region…it is a real asset that most 
smaller communities do not have. 

• On the one hand they are probably underutilized by us and the other governments in the 
region, but on the other they are probably stretched very thin. Staff needs? 

• Roles that they play and would hope that they would play would be comprehensive 
planning update, GIS support for the region where needed, flood plain management 
assistance, water and sewer supply management, emergency and hazardous 
management, assistance with MS4 storm water requirements, housing, transportation, land 
management review, on-call planning. 

• Some type of on-boarding schedule for new elected officials to understand what CSPDC 
is, their capabilities, etc. 

 
Rockbridge County/Town of Goshen/Town of Glasgow 
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The focus group for the Rockbridge County/Goshen/Glasgow focus group took place on 
Tuesday September 16 at the Agricultural Extension meeting room at the Rockbridge County 
Administration Building in Lexington. 
 

• The CSPDC staff has been great asset in many ways perhaps most helpful in grant writing, 
administration of grant recipient paperwork including filing reports, etc.   

• Their assistance in Comprehensive Planning for the County, Goshen, and Glasgow have 
been indispensable. The work was very good, and the work was financially affordable as 
opposed to us going out and having a consultant do the work for much more. 

• Even though the timeframes for completion were not achieved, the housing study was very 
complex and needed…the need for affordable housing at all levels is a challenge 
regionwide. 

• There is interest in expanding Geographic Information Systems (GIS) services a number of 
jurisdictions across the region.  Software costs a prohibited for many communities so it’s 
hoped the CSPDC can consider options for providing a service to those localities that need 
it as well as becoming the go-to data base for the region’s localities. 

•  They value all of the natural resource expertise and assistance that has been provided to 
them over the years including water and sewer expertise, statewide regional water study, 
etc. that they hope that expertise can continue or obtain it. 

• An issue/challenge that they face, and they feel is regional in nature is to address 
childcare strategies and services for the Workforce…they were not sure that was really a 
role for CSPDC other than convene the key players in that process together to discuss this 
challenge and how it possibly could be addressed. 

• They thought that developing a shared research data base to track common land use 
decisions. 

• They wondered about the possibility of starting an effort for Agritourism, possibly 
workforce development. 

• If they could change one (two) things…more town representation on the Board…address 
the perception that the southern part of the region does not get as much 
communication/attention as the northern part of the region. 

 
 
City of Harrisonburg 
 
The focus group session for the City of Harrisonburg took place at City Hall on Friday September 
19. 
 

• The staff is enthusiastic and engaging and they are very responsive. 
• We work with them closely in the areas of the economic development, transportation, 

planning, and housing.   
• They make us aware of grant opportunities and assist us in writing grants.ds 
• They have assisted in the past in emergency hazard and flood mitigation; hurricane 

planning, and a drought mitigation study. 
• The transition of the staff has been somewhat concerning but they are sharp and 

engaged.  However, the lack of technical experience knowledge is concerning and 
somehow needs to be addressed. 
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• There needs to be more coordination in regional service provisions…planning, and 
economic development…ex. Economic development need to enhance a regional 
component that includes childcare, housing, and transportation. 

• Harrisonburg is several years ahead on the region in having a implementable plan to 
address housing challenges and opportunities.  Harrisonburg has a full-time housing 
director, they are the only community offering continuum care and it would be helpful for 
the region to address and reduce the burden of trying to serve the city and the region 
when possible. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City of Lexington 
 
The focus group session was held at one of the City of Lexington’s municipal facilities of 
Tuesday September 16. 
 

• The participants in the focus group noted that their Mayor Frank Friedman is currently 
serving and has served as the Chair of CSPDC for a number of years and that CSPDC is 
very well regard by the city elected and non-elected officials. 

• They noted that CSPDC has been very helpful with the city’s comprehensive planning 
efforts especially in the transportation sections of the plan. 

• They have been very helpful in conducting windshield surveys for CDBG applications, a 
walkability study, and in their housing efforts.  

• CSPDC has played a big role in I-81 improvements and an airport study. 
• They have enabled Lexington to think more regionally with Rockbridge County and Buena 

Vista. 
• It would be really helpful for CSPDC to have a seasoned grant writer and water and 

sewer expert on staff.  
• The on-call engineers’ program is very helpful and saves time with procurement. 
• It would be very helpful to have assistance in resilience planning, environmental issues, 

recreation and jail planning. 
• CSPDC needs to play more of a coordinating role to support the region’s transportations 

needs in competition with the remainder of the Commonwealth.  Need to work with VDOT 
to provide a plan for the next three years, a plan of attach for funding…smart scale, U.S. 
60, crossing jurisdictions. 

• Need to improve communication on Housing. 
 
Rockingham County 
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The Rockingham County Focus Group was held at the Rockingham County Government Center 
on Friday September 19. 
 

• CSPDC has done a very good job assisting us with our comprehensive plan, particularly 
the transportation section. They have always provided us with very good grant writing 
assistance. That help us with hazard mitigation – dam failure. They have helped us with 
our long-range transportation efforts. 

• Water/Hydrology is a big issue of concern/interest…the focus on water in the state is in 
eastern Virginia. There must be a regional role for CSPDC possibly jointly with JMU 
hydrologists. 

• CSPDC needs conduct proactive research Power availability in the future 20-50 years…is 
our infrastructure of power capable of handling growth of data centers and other 
demanders of power supply,   

• CSPDC needs to be a data source and upgrade GIS offerings…potential data source for 
the localities in the region with initial emphasis for those that have no or minimal GIS and 
data availability. 

• CSPDC should consider setting up Regional Human Resources sharing…employment 
recruitment, possible benefits, etc. 

 
City of Waynesboro 
 
The focus group for the CSPDC assessment for the City of Waynesboro was held on Thursday 
September 18 at Waynesboro City Hall. 
 

• CSPDC has helped us with our planning process and regional plans on water and hazard 
mitigation.   

• The CSPDC staff are always open to new opportunities. 
• While the “hub” is in Staunton, the Board and staff make us, and every other locality feel 

very welcome. 
• Solutions are not easy on the regional housing effort by CSPDC.  It is an easier task for 

some communities than others. It needed to be addressed and probably on a regional 
basis through CSPDC was the best way to address housing. 

• Communication is very important to CSPDC’s success. There should be a periodic 
memorandum/bulletin that is sent out to all elected officials and appropriate non-elected 
locality officials to keep them up to date on the happenings of the PDC.  

• It would be very helpful for not only us in Waynesboro but the entire region to establish a 
website that the PDC would operate to tracking legislation in Richmond that impacts the 
Central Shenandoah Valley. 

• It would be helpful to have a regional traffic engineer that could provide assistance and 
counsel to the region’s localities. 

 
 
 
 
 
Bath County 
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The focus group for Bath County was held in Warm Springs at the Bath County Courthouse on 
Wednesday September 17. 
 

• CSPDC is invaluable to the county.  They help us applying for grants and when we get 
them, they help administer and complete all the reporting paperwork that needs to be 
completed. 

• We have a lot of dilapidated housing in the county the Housing plan and efforts have 
been appreciated. They have helped us with hazard mitigation. 

• Water and sewer in provided through the Bath County Service Area which is separate 
from county government, but we work jointly with them and there are needs. 

• CSPDC is helped secure funding with a joint Highland/Bath emergency medical 
demonstration project, Northern Alleghany Highlands Radio Project.  This was important 
also because Bath and Highland and Pocahontas and Pendleton counties in West Virginia 
are in a National Quite Zone. 

• The CSPDC coordinates online and in-person locality manager meetings which are very 
valuable and provide information on what is happening in the region and gives an 
opportunity for the managers to talk and get to know each other. 

• We lack GIS and data access, and it would be helpful if CSPDC could provide that for 
not only us but regionwide. 

 
Highland County/Town of Monterey 
 
The focus group for Highland County and the Town of Monterey was held at the County 
Administrators office in the Highland County Courthouse September 17. 
 

• CSPDC is a great asset in grant writing and random questions that we have, and they are 
always there to help. 

• They provide great administration and operation assistance on grants and programs. 
• It would really be beneficial for CSPDC to a better job of getting information out to local 

governments in the region on what they can do…feel like sometimes we are possibly 
missing out on what might be available. 

• We have water issues in the county and water and sewer issues in Monterey. We have 
benefitted from the water meter program that is allowing us to convert to electronic water 
meters. 

• We would like to find grant money to buy EV charging stations to help with tourism.   
• We have recreational opportunities, but we need help in developing a focus and 

marketing Highland County as recreation/tourism location. 
• While don’t know that CSPDC could help we need a medical center…primary 

care…dentist…emergency center. 
• The Monterey mayor stated that he knows CSPDC has helped but he said he had never 

met staff from the CSPDC. 
 
City of Buena Vista 
 
The CSPDC Strategic Assessment focus group session for the City of Buena Vista was held at City 
Hall in the Economic Development Conference Room on September 16. 
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• CSPDC has been an invaluable partner on managing paperwork and reporting of our 
successful grants. 

• CSPDC has helped us through CDBG to revitalize our bus facility. 
• Really appreciate the zoom meetings with locality managers and the monthly lunch 

meetings. 
• Greatly appreciate the On Call Civil Engineers contract that has save so much time and 

bureaucratic process and paperwork. 
• We have greatly benefitted from the housing study and housing symposium. 
• Rockbridge Outdoors…40-50 outward. 
• One of the greatest concerns has been the turnover in staff but that seems to have 

stabilized. 
• Another concern or something that could improve is communication from CSPDC to the 

localities….” Here is what we are doing for you.” 
• Would love to see the creation of a Regional Land Bank. 
• Need CSPDC leading the way on regional hazard mitigation plan…flood mitigation. 
• Chesapeake Bay Whip Program…keep us apprised of grant opportunities 
• Really like the Managers’ meetings…Like the idea of moving that meeting around the 

region. 
• Need to identify some models for creating a great GIS program for CSPDC…this could 

really be great for Infrastructure and Real Estate…GIS software and equipment is so 
expensive but if the localities could pool their money together it could be the 
region’s/CSPDC.  

• Regional housing trust funds construction rehab rent assistance…pooling $ for housing. 
Rockingham County Administrators 
 
The focus group session of the Rockingham County Administrators was held on September 18 at 
the Rockingham County Government Center. 
 

• The CSPDC is a fabric of support for us to help us navigate federal and state 
bureaucracy. 

• They have been very helpful with water supply and hazard mitigation. 
• They are the staff that we don’t have and they provide the “how-to” guidance and 

direction.    
• They help with our comprehensive planning process, and they have helped with data and 

GIS. 
• The biggest concern has been staff turnover and that we don’t have the expertise that we 

once had so they need to think about expertise that would be best based on mission and 
policy. 

• I wish that there was more town involvement staff with CSPDC staff…managers meet but 
what about other applicable staff? 

• It would be great to have more flexible planning models but that is above CSPDC. 
• Try to make all their efforts relevant for all regardless of size. 
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February 2, 2026 
 

TO:    CSPDC Commissioners 
 
FROM:   Ann Cundy, Executive Director 
 
SUBJECT:   Board Action Form #26-03 

Authorization to Enter into Contract for Transit Provider  
 
Recommendation 
Authorize the Executive Director to enter a five-year Contract with Resource Management 
Systems, Inc. to deliver the BRITE transit services.  
 
Executive Summary 
The current contract for BRITE transit services expires on June 30, 2026. In accordance 
with federal and state procurement requirements, CSPDC conducted an open and 
competitive procurement for a transit service provider.  
  
Staff developed a Request for Proposal (RFP) for a transit provider for a five-year contract 
and shared it with the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the Department of Rail and 
Public Transportation (DRPT) for their review and approval. CSPDC released the RFP and 
placed notice on eVA, on transit organization websites, on the CSPDC website, and in local 
newspapers.  
  
CSPDC received two proposals by the due date. A Proposal Analysis Group 
(PAG) comprised of a member of the Commission, a member of the BRITE Transit Advisory 
Committee (BTAC), and CSPDC staff reviewed and scored the proposals based on the 
evaluation criteria in the RFP. Following interviews with the firms, the PAG selected 
Resource Management Systems, Inc. as the top-ranked proposer.  
  
CSPDC staff is working with both Resource Management Systems, Inc. and the current 
provider, Virginia Regional Transit (VRT), to ensure a smooth transition to the new 
contractor in advance of the July 1, 2026 commencement date.  

http://www.cspdc.org/
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The CSPDC Procurement Policy requires the Commission to authorize all contracts in 
excess of $100,000 in value.  CSPDC projects this five-year contract to total 
approximately $24,123,523 million dollars, funded with a combination of FTA, 
DRPT, locality and private transit partner funds.  
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February 2, 2026 
 
MEMO TO:  CSPDC Commissioners 
  
FROM:  Ann W. Cundy, Executive Director 
 
SUBJECT: Board Memo #26-01 

Intergovernmental Reviews  
 
Intergovernmental Reviews (IR) require no action.  More information is available upon 
request from CSPDC. 
 

1. VaDEQ is seeking public comment on a draft wastewater discharge permit for 
Augusta County Service Authority's Greenville WWTP in Staunton, Augusta County 
(Permit #VA0090417). The facility proposes to discharge treated wastewater into 
Christians Creek in the Christians Creek-Folly Mills Creek watershed. The public 
comment period is January 21, 2026, to February 20, 2026. 

 
 

 

http://www.cspdc.org/
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	1. Do you represent a municipality, county, or appointed position on the CSPDC Board? Are you member of the Executive Committee?
	 Municipality. Not on Executive Committee.
	 County.
	 County.
	 Yes, Yes.
	 CSPDC Board.
	 Member of the Executive Committee.
	 Municipality and also a member of the Executive Committee.
	 City of Waynesboro
	 County.
	 Representative of County. No, not on EC
	2. What is good about the CSPDC?
	 It provides much needed staff support and professional resources to local governments that do not have the staff capacity to complete the same projects.
	 Staff, planning, fiscal accountability.
	 Help with projects.
	 The willingness to help localities.
	 Every single time I have posed a situation or question to the professional staff at the CSPDC, I have been provided with information, recommendations and/or considerations I had not previously contemplated. And while perhaps a specific answer may no...
	 The CSPDC has been successful in securing grants for localities. The regional planning committee improves communication between localities and allows localities within the PDC to be aware of projects taking place in other localities.
	 The CSPDC can be a tremendous help in finding funding sources for projects.
	3. What concerns do you have about the CSPDC?
	 At this time, none that I can think of.
	 Hiring and retaining strong staff members.
	 That it’s extremely focused on Harrisonburg, Waynesboro, Staunton to the exclusion of small cities, towns, counties.
	 Not really any concerns.
	 There are very few concerns, though one has the impression that there is frequent staff turnover which could be par for the course.
	 Availability of federal and staff compensation.
	 Too much focus on quantity of housing rather than type of housing.
	 Historically, employee turnover.
	 No major concerns, really only that we’re not fulling utilizing their services.
	4. From a commissioner’s perspective, what do you see as the major roles that CSPDC plays on behalf of the region’s local governments?
	 It provides much needed staff support and professional resources to local governments that do not have the staff capacity to complete the same projects.
	 Coordinator and facilitator for projects.
	 Moving forward.
	 Managing grant funds and assisting with grant applications.
	 Although varied in specifics, overall, I see the role of the CSPDC as providing support to localities in exploring funding options, infrastructure data and researching/considering possibilities that may not be readily apparent to localities.
	 Most local governments are pretty limited on their ability to get everything they would like done and to staff for those actions. The CSPDC fills in those gaps with efficient, competent and timely production on a frequent basis.
	 Identifying needs and market gaps and knowing how and where to apply for state grants.
	 Obtain grant funding and assistance to localities in small area transportation studies.
	 The CSPDC has helped us move forward on projects that were daunting from a funding standpoint.
	5. What is the perceived level of commitment of the CSPDC to the work and interests of local governments and other public organizations in the region, and what form(s) does that commitment take?
	 When asked for assistance, there is a strong level of commitment.
	 The commitment is high based on their achievements strong.
	 Very.
	 The PDC is perceived as playing an active role in various programs including housing, economic development, hazard mitigation, and environmental quality.
	 it’s a two-way street. CSPDC has shown a high level of commitment when local governments equally share a high level of commitment.
	 Moderate to High commitment, annual publications of the PDC's completed work.
	 They have been very responsive and have provided assistance and expertise for planning and grants that our staff couldn’t take on.
	6. What is the perceived level of commitment of the local governments in the region to the CSPDC?
	 It seems there is little commitment from the local governments to the CSPDC.
	 Strong and supportive.
	 Very.
	 Many seem to sing its praises and are believers in its value.
	 My fear is that most localities do not utilize the vast resource offered by the CSPDC as comprehensively as could be beneficial.
	 The northern half seem to have more officials involved.
	 Moderate to high.
	 We count on them as a valuable partner.
	7. Are there program areas, projects, or initiatives that you/your local government feel that CSPDC should not insert itself into, or should not be involved in? What are they? Why?
	 At this time, none that I can think of.
	 No.
	 Knowing the tremendous expertise housed within the professional staff of the CSPDC, I cannot a imagine any topic or project area that would not benefit from input from the CSPDC staff.
	 Nothing I know of other than national political issues.
	 No.
	 Local land use decisions.
	8. What are the key challenges and opportunities facing the region? What role if any, should the CSPDC play in addressing these? What new services should the CSPDC consider starting?
	 Housing remains a high priority. Focus on helping localities draft land use regulations (not just plans and studies) that allow localities to implement regulations that create more housing opportunities. Assist localities with public input meetings ...
	 Transportation and affordable housing.
	 No opinion.
	 Sufficient workforce for expanding and new employers.
	 Improvement to I-81 seems to be a major challenge, but it appears to be a national DOT responsibility. The CSPDC could entertain modes of supporting that effort.
	 Challenges include: increasing population and associated challenges for government including transportation, affordable housing, provision of services, environmental challenges and quality of life.
	 Affordable housing – if the region pursues a housing trust fund the CSPDC needs to be equipped to staff such an organization.
	 Challenges are balancing growth with preservation of our agriculture community. CSPDC should focus more attention on the ag industry as a whole.
	 Challenges include housing, staffing levels, socioeconomic disparity. Opportunities include high quality of life, recreation opportunities, room for growth. The CSPDC can continue supporting the localities it serves.
	What are the key challenges and opportunities facing the region? What role if any, should the CSPDC play in addressing these? What new services should the CSPDC consider starting? Continued.
	 Our region is often overlooked compared to more heavily populated areas, which can leave many projects on the back burner for the state. The CSPDC has been a helpful advocate for us.
	9. If you could change one thing about the CSPDC, what would it be?
	 Nothing at this time.
	 Nothing!!!!
	 Meetings at different members counties or cities.
	 Not sure.
	 Not sure that I have an answer for this question.
	 Location seems logical and fair. I don’t see any obvious oversight.
	 Increase focus on land use planning and zoning as a resource for member jurisdictions.
	 Focus on agriculture and less on housing.
	 To host an annual CSPDC meeting that can serve as a round table discussion for predetermined regional planning issues, to include planners from the various localities. The purpose of the conference would be to have a better understanding of regional...
	 I am worried that we aren’t fully utilizing them.
	10. If you could design a focus and direction for the CSPDC to be the most relevant and effective PDC for its local governments and the region the future months and years to come, what would CSPDC look like?
	 Great question, but no comments at this time.
	 That would be tough to predict considering the chaos our country is currently facing with our national government.
	 No opinion.
	 Not sure.
	 Goodness, I do not think I am qualified to answer this question.
	 Keep on keeping on fearlessly.
	 Continue as a forum for providing a regional focus and a resource for member jurisdictions to take advantage of state and federal programs.
	 CSPDC would be a grant writing powerhouse, immediately identifying workforce/education needs and applying for grants that would improve certain sectors or gaps within smaller communities that exist.
	 A CSPDC that creates more opportunities for collaboration.
	 I’d like them to continue on with strategic planning assistance and continue to advocate for us at a state level.
	6. What kind of commitment do local governments, the owners of the CSPDC, have to the CSPDC? What could make it better?
	 Member localities have a financial commitment. Along with that an active participant.
	 I feel like if there was a better understanding of services that are provided within the region to the local government would help the localities have more buy-in.
	 My locality is committed to working with the CSPDC. Continuing to have a good working relationship and showcasing the importance of the CSPDC’s work to the elected body of the locality is important.
	 Stay engaged.
	 The localities need to support the CSPDC by working with them and giving recognition for the assistance that is provided. I would like to see more detailed grant opportunities for small rural jurisdictions.
	 To be involved in CSPDC led initiatives.
	 Local government is committed to funding the CSPDC and utilizing the resources the CSPDC provides. Better communication.
	 To be involved in CSPDC led initiatives.
	7. What are the key opportunities, issues, and challenges that your locality is facing that might be best addressed on a regional basis?
	 Infrastructure and transportation, aging infrastructure, limited funding, improved pedestrian, bike, buggy traffic flow; Affordable Housing, create housing options, develop new units; Environmental Risks, karst landscape's unique challenges, reginal...
	 Key opportunities – tourism.  Challenges – lack of revenue.
	 Housing, Emergency planning.
	 I would say regional training for local government work force. That could be fire and rescue personnel to water treatment plant operators.  The days of hiring our own and training them up seem to be antiquated.
	 We have very small staffs and must rely on regional cooperation to enhance our capabilities. Regional workshops to discuss best practices, real world examples of what has worked and the pitfalls you could face.
	8. How can the CSPDC maximize its relevancy to the region’s localities?
	 Addressing regional challenges through targeted planning; enhancing workforce development and economic growth, support local planning capacity, and fostering regional collaboration and innovation.
	 Continue to work with localities to assist with grant management.
	 Continue to be a resource for regional projects.
	 Periodic reports from the CSPDC management to the governing body as a whole. Unless the elected official is good at reporting back PDC can seem amorphous and unknown.  A yearly check report on the “State of the PDC” or list of current projects would...
	 Keep bringing people together to talk about issues and to build meaningful relationships.
	 Celebrating success stories, helping localities stay aware of funding/grant opportunities.
	 Ensure communication and excellent service.
	 With their current resources and staffing, I believe the CSPDC already maximizes its output.
	9. How can the CSPDC enhance its relationship with the locality managers and administrators?
	 Tailored local support, customized recommendation for locality. Always room for all of us to improve communication channels.
	 Continue to meet virtually and in person to foster the relationships needed to work well together.
	 I feel that this relationship is already good.
	 I think its very good. The lunches and virtual meetings are a great way to stay engaged.
	 Having more discussions to learn about the issues facing each jurisdiction and what areas the localities could use assistance with.
	 Encourage the chronically absent managers to attend meetings. Perhaps develop agendas or specific topics to talk about for monthly meetings
	 Additional communication.
	 No suggestions as the CSPDC is already very transparent and highly communicative.
	10.If you could change one thing about the CSPDC, what would it be?
	 Increase locality-centered customization and responsiveness. This would be most impactful for smaller localities.
	 N/A.
	 More in person meetings with staff to discuss opportunities for enhancing services to citizens.
	 I would change staffing to more, so that more can be accomplished.
	 Assist managers who do not have a planning background with training and planning staff resources perhaps a range-rider setup.
	 I would change staffing to more, so that more can be accomplished.\
	 More staff.
	7. If you are an elected or appointed official of one of the CSPDC’s member governments, but not a member of the CSPDC Board, what could the Board and staff of the CSPDC do to enhance their working relationship with you and your local government?
	 Attend a meeting once or twice a year (virtually) and remind us of all you d!
	 More direct engagement with elected officials.
	8. Do you see the CSPDC as the facilitator for local governments and other public entities to come together to discuss issues, challenges, and opportunities that face the region? If not, could it or should it be?
	 I think the CSPDC does do this and each local government's rep on the CSPDC has the most visibility of what it does.
	 It could be better.
	 I think the CSPDC does do this and each local government’s rep on the CSPDC has the most visibility of what it does.
	 Yes, the regional housing study is a good example of a regional issue that has specific local attributes, a local only approach will not account for larger trends.
	9. What is/are the primary challenges/opportunities facing the region that you feel that CSPDC should play a major role in addressing?
	 Our elected officials in Richmond have neglected the I-81 corridor.
	 Future transportation.
	 Continue to focus on enabling housing production and regional transportation. Help localities find funding to improve the walkability of their neighborhoods.
	10.  If you could change one thing about the CSPDC, what would it be?
	 I would have stayed on the Commission longer.
	 Consider holding periodic educational seminars on planning issues facing the region and localities. Planning Commissions, out of necessity, focus on regulatory issues. Strategic planning and building knowledge in important sectoral issues would help...




