Summary Notes

CALIFORNIA BICYCLE ADVISORY COMMITTEE

August 4, 2011 10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.

Room 513, 5th Floor

Veterans Affairs Building
1227 O Street, Sacramento

Members Present:  (includes teleconference attendees) 

Alan Wachtel, CBAC Chair – California Association of Bicycling Organizations (CABO)   

Jim Baross, CBAC Vice-Chair – San Diego Co. Bicycle Coalition/CA Bicycle Coalition 
Jim Brown, California Bicycle Coalition
Michelle Mowery – City of Los Angeles 
Jeffery Rosenhall – California Department of Public Health

Lynne Goldsmith – Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Penny Gray, Executive Secretary to CBAC – Caltrans Bicycle Facilities Unit

Hamid Bahadori - Automobile Club of Southern California 
Dan Klinker - CSAC
Members Absent:  

Marie Haddad – California State Automobile Association 
Others Present: (includes teleconference attendees, but is not an exhaustive list)

Alan Forkosh – CABO
Bob Shanteau – CABO Transportation Engineering Liaison
Ann Mahaney – Caltrans Division of Local Assistance

Bob Smith - Bike Bakersfield

Maggie O’Mara - Caltrans Highway Design

Ina Gerhard - -Caltrans District 4

Adam Fukushima – Caltrans D-5

Romeo Estrella – Caltrans D-12

Roberta McLaughlin – Caltrans Traffic Operations

Nick Paladino – Fresno Cycling Club

Mark Centeno – Caltrans D-8

Devinder Singh – Caltrans Traffic Operations, MUTCD

Steve Bonrepos – Stanislaus County Council of Governments, Bike/Ped Advisory Committee
Wayne Henley – Caltrans Traffic Operations

Robert Cronin – Peninsula Bicycle and Pedestrian Coalition

Brett Hondorp – Alta Design

Ed Cox – City of Sacramento

Clark Thompson – Fresno Council of Governments

Michelle DeRobertis, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority

1. Welcome, Introductions, and Announcements
Alan Wachtel, Chairman, welcomed all participants to the meeting and requested input for new items not currently included on the agenda as well as requests to take items out of order.  Wayne Henley requested items 4a and 5A be presented prior to 11:00.  These items will be moved forward on the agenda.
2. Review and Approval of Previous Meeting Notes

Lynn Goldsmith proposed that the summary notes reflect why CBAC supported or didn’t support a motion.  Lynn also requested Item 3 District Reports be revised to indicate that LAMTA has not committed to conducting counts at train stations every year, but will be done in the current year.
The minutes were approved as corrected.

3. District Reports – FYI
District reports were distributed prior to the meeting.  There were no comments or additions to the district reports.
4. Status Reports   

a. CA-MUTCD Updates – Jim Baross
Jim Baross attended the CTCDC meeting (July 20) and the first day of the workshop held July 21-22.  Ground rules were established for the review of the public comments.  Only those comments that applied to changes proposed to the 2009 CA-MUTCD would be discussed.  Recommendations outside those parameters will be accepted as a technical change or put back on the agenda for subsequent discussion on the MUTCD.  
Federal changes related to sharrows – the Committee recommended that this change be carried forward.  There was discussion on the minimum distance and if sharrows can be used in an intersection.  The MUTCD is not clear if sharrows are allowed where there is no parking.  Wayne inquired if we need to clarify that in the CA MUTCD.  ACTION ITEM – Sharrow Issue will be included on the CBAC Agenda for the October 6 meeting so it can be discussed and agreement reached prior to the October CTCDC meeting.  Roberta McLaughlin also suggested that when reviewing sharrow information, you look at the pasted draft and comments prior to the CTCDC meeting.  The CTCDC agenda is due September 20th.  Wayne stated that the CTCDC will need more official notification from CBAC prior to CTCDC Agenda due date.  Jim Baross recommended a subcommittee be formed to study and make recommendations to the full committee on sharrows, including diagrams, data, and recommendations.  Jim also recommended that Dan Gutierrez participate.  Lynn questioned whether our recommendations must be backed up by a level of detail that includes drawings, diagrams, etc.  Alan Wachtel responded that CBAC will not be able to provide that level of detail in all cases.  Devinder replied that the deadline to submit proposed language to the CTCDC is September 5-15.  The agenda will be out on September 20th, and must include proposed language, background, etc.  Michelle Mowery has background study information and recommendations.  Alan – we need to provide the background material and proposed language to Devinder by September 5.  Michelle Mowery made a motion to seek a minimum of 12 ft for sharrows.  Lynn Goldsmith questioned why CBAC objected to 13 ft.  Michelle responded that a minimum of 11 ft had been pre-tested in some situations.  The motion was seconded by Jim Baross.  The motion was carried unanimously.  Jim Baross – there were two items that were not on the MUTCD:  1) Speed limit of 35 mph, rural vs. urbanized areas; 2) diagonal parking.  These items should be placed in the recommendations of the Sharrow subcommittee.  
Bikes may use full lane – no questions or discussions – adopted as proposed.  
A question was asked about the adoption schedule.  Roberta McLaughlin – California has until January 15, 2012 to adopt.  Johnny Bhullar will see what changes occurred at the workshop.  1) Take comments, revise draft by end of August; 2) Respond to comments – should be posted in September; 3) October 20, CTCDC adopt – open forum; 4) Any comments not addressed in the updated 2009 MUTCD will be brought to a future meeting. 

Work Zones – Johnny Bhullar assured Jim Baross that discussion of bicycles in work zones would be included, Topics such as impacts to motorcycles and bicycles of uneven pavement in work zones should be covered.
b. CTCDC – FHWA Approval of Green Colored Pavement for Bike Lanes – Roberta McLaughlin
Several agencies have requested permission to use the green colored pavement for bike lanes.  All requests must go through the CTCDC approval process.  CTCDC also requests CBAC’s feedback on the use of green colored pavement.  Alan Wachtel – FHWA interim approval is not a change to the MUTCD.  It is a blanket approval to experiment, they still need to notify CTCDC prior to implementing the project.  Devinder – CA MUTCD Chart 1A23 shows the process to adopt an experiment.  Michelle – how do we stay on top of what the feds are doing and can we move forward in a parallel process? Devinder – will ask for blanket approval if CTCDC makes the recommendation.  CTCDC held decision so CBAC can make a recommendation.  CTCDC will write letter to FHWA if CBAC supports.  Issue – should CT issue a blanket approval for the experiments, not a change to the CA MUTCD.  Is information from other states sufficient for CBAC to issue approval or do we need additional information.  Cities are not collecting data, they are just implementing the process.  Jim Baross – 1) CTCDC takes up issue when someone brings it up – we need to work in parallel 2) should CBAC take up the issue of green pavement – ( SF, Long Beach).  FHWA talks about specific use of green pavement.  Jim Baross made a motion to accept what FHWA has proposed.  Michelle Mowery seconded the motion.  Discussion – Alan – what operational effects does the green pavement have?  Dan Klinger from Sacramento County stated that the green pavement keeps motorists from drifting into the bike lane.  Michelle Mowery is concerned about the material, maintenance and the cost.  Also there is no mention of conflict areas.  There was additional discussion of continuation of the green color in conflict areas.  Michelle Mowery called for the vote.  Motion was made for CT to issue a blanket approval of FHWA interim approval of green colored pavement for bike lanes.  The motion was carried unanimously.   
c.
HDM Updates – Jim Baross

Kevin Herritt, Caltrans Division of Design, is on vacation and unable to attend today’s meeting.  The CBAC Subcommittee was unable to develop recommendation for changes to the HDM.  Jim Baross did prepare a letter to Caltrans staff stating that 1)the process was less than satisfactory; 2) there was insufficient time to do a thorough review; 3) the process needs more transparency – comments should be posted as well as the response to those comments; 4) there should be an ongoing process for review and updating the HDM.  Maggie O’Mara asked if there was an action item concerning the HDM.  Jim Baross stated that CBAC requests Kevin Herritt to attend the next meeting and respond to the following:  does Kevin have the authority to address these issues, who decides the process and can it be changed.  This item is to be included on the agenda for the next meeting.  There was continued discussion on the HDM.

5.  New Business

a.
Non Motorized Representation on CTCDC – Jim Baross/Wayne Henley
Malcolm Doughety, Director of Caltrans, has recommended that two new members be added to the CTCDC.  The new members will represent the interests and concerns of non-motorized transportation system users.  Alan Wachtel discussed AB 345 that requires the appointment of two additional members to the CTCDC representing the non-motorized public.  Per AB 345, the additional members are to be chosen by the ATLC.  Wayne Henley briefly discussed Caltrans’ proposal for development of selection criteria.  Suggestions for selection criteria will be solicited from the various advocacy/advisory groups and agencies.  Tentative criteria will include:  knowledge and familiarity with non-motorized transportation issues, facilities, and users; knowledge, skills and/or abilities related to roadway markings, signage, and signals; familiarity with the CA MUTCD; demonstrated ability to work productively in groups.  It is anticipated that the representatives will be appointed as individuals and serve at the pleasure of the Director.  There was continued discussion as to what will happen if AB 345 passes – how will the Department’s proposal be affected?  Wayne’s response was that Caltrans plans to implement their proposal independent of AB 345.  Wayne provided a brief history and overview of the CTCDC.  Questions were raised as to amending the bylaws/membership of the CTCDC.  At the current time, the CTCDC is unreceptive to amending the bylaws.  Alan inquired about the CBAC role in the CTCDC if non-motorized representatives are appointed.  CBAC currently has an ex-officio role for discussion and input on issues related to bicycling.  How will that role be impacted by either AB 345 or Caltrans’ proposal?  There was continued discussion on that item – Jim Baross stated that 1) CBAC should have a seat on the CTCDC, 2) their ex-officio relationship should continue.  CBAC has the history, structure, and technical expertise to provide valuable input to the CTCDC.  Jim asked if CBC was recommending AB 345 be dropped now that Caltrans is moving forward with their own proposal?  CBC is taking a “wait and see” approach for now.  Wayne Henley stated that the CTCDC will continue their relationship with CBAC.  Jim Brown, CBC, expressed concern that bicycling will remain as an ex-officio member of the CTCDC.  There currently appears to be no connectivity between the various representatives on the CTCDC.  There were also questions regarding compensation for travel associated with CTCDC meetings.  Wayne responded that there is no compensation for CTCDC members.  Each member (or their respective agency) is responsible for paying for their own travel and lodging expenses to attend the meetings.
b.
CBAC Membership – Jim Brown, Michelle Mowery, Bob Smith

Jim Brown, CBC, led the discussion on CBAC Membership.  One of the goals of the subcommittee is to clarify membership – who is participating and what organization.  CBAC provides for generous participation, there really is no exclusion, but it isn’t always clear who CBAC is speaking for.  This is an opportunity to rethink membership; to represent more than the standard North/South, rural/urban/suburban splits.  The process of how to appoint new members is still unclear, but it appears Caltrans is the appointing body.  There was continued discussion on potential members – should the auto clubs, CSAC, Safe Routes Network, Cycling Clubs, CSAC, Caltrans, Air Quality Boards, private consultants be included?  How many seats are manageable?  How do you divide up the state so that rural, suburban and urban are all represented?  Should all groups have permanent seats or should some be rotating seats?  What about bylaws?  Are bylaws and/or a charter required for CBAC?  Alan Wachtel provided some history of CBAC:  CBAC was formed in 1992 via a “decision document” signed by James Van Loben Sels, the Director of Caltrans at that time.  It initially included nine members:  Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Los Angeles County Transportation Commission, California Association of Bicycle Organizations, San Francisco Bay Area Regional Bicycle Advisory Committee, Department of California Highway Patrol, League of California Cities, California State Association of Counties, Automobile Club of Southern California, and California State Automobile Association.  The Chief of the Office of Bicycle Facilities is to serve as Executive Secretary to the Committee.  The purpose of CBAC as stated in the “decision document” is to provide guidance in resolving issues such as  developing and recommending a method for Caltrans to use to determine, as required by CATIA, if a separate bicycle path proposed for funding from CATIA will be used principally by bicycle commuters; advising Caltrans on bicycle program projects/issues such as standards and markings for bicycle sensitive traffic signal detectors, sign heights along bike paths, the use of thermoplastic coatings for delineating bike lanes, toll bridge and freeway bicycle access, and changes to the Highway Design Manual and departmental policies related to bicycle transportation.  The Chief of the Division of Highways will approve representatives from the committee member agencies/organizations upon recommendations by the committee agencies/organizations.  Membership would be for an indefinite period of time and membership may fluctuate depending on the needs of the Department or the committee.  Jim Brown stated that historically, CBAC was modeled after the CTCDC to represent broad stakeholder interests without overloading the committee with bicycle representatives.  Jim Brown would like to see CBAC move toward bylaws and charter, and become a bit more formal.  There is also a question about youth representation – Jim stated that the goal should be to involve youth, not to represent them.  CBAC also needs to consider the Bagley Keene Act as well as requirements for quorums.  We should start with a target of 15 members.  .  The subcommittee will continue to refine the proposal.  Tasks include: 1) Penny will check with the Department to see if updating the membership is acceptable and if the Department has any concerns; 2) Task force will contact those on the committee who might want to participate; 3) Committee to contact those CBAC is considering dropping from CBAC.

c.  NACTO Urban Bicycle Designs – Brett Hondorp
Brett presented an abbreviated version of the APTP presentation on the NACTO Bicycle Design Guide.  NACTO was started in 2009 and is an association of 15 of the largest cities in the U.S.  The current design guides are aimed at the most confident cyclists, and are not aimed at the less confident cyclists.  Cycling is not a main stream mode – only 5.2 mode split for cycling.  The goal is to get more people cycling.  The Guide contains 21 treatments in 5 categories:  bike lanes, cycle tracks, intersections, signals, signs and markings.  All of these treatments are done in the US.  Brett also provided a link to the FHWA website “Bicycle Facilities and the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices” that provides a list of bicycle facility treatments and the MUTCD:  http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bikeped/mutcd_bike.htm 
Buffered bike lanes are allowed under preferential lane treatments.  Michelle Mowery stated that this is coming, and most of these treatments are for people that aren’t currently on bikes.  Alan stated that there is no experimental process for geometrical designs.  Al expressed concern that treatments will force people to use these treatments, more conflict points away from intersections. Nick – objects to “best practices” term.  There is a perceived “safety” aspect for these treatments, but has it been demonstrated that these treatments are really safe.  You can’t retrofit facilities for these treatments, you need education, review, and analysis.  Steve would like to see the presentation include an education component.  Jeffery agreed education is a good addition to the discussion.  Ed wants to ensure that the experienced cyclist is not penalized and force to use these treatments.  

6. Unfinished Business
None at this time

7.   Legislative Update
AB 345 – Caltrans is trying to accomplish the intent of this legislation administratively.
SB 910 – Three Foot Clearance - .  There is strong opposition by the Auto Clubs and Teamsters.  This may be made into a 2-year bill.  The low speed provision may also be removed.  The Mayor of Los Angeles supports the bill.

8.   Action Items for October 6 Meeting
a.  Kevin Herritt will be invited to attend to address revisions to the HDM, process, transparency, etc.

b.  Report from the Subcommittee on Sharrow Placement

c.  Report from the CBAC Membership Committee

d.  E-mail ideas re selection criteria for CTCDC non-motorized representatives to Penny who will forward to Wayne Henley.
