DRAFT

Summary Notes

CALIFORNIA BICYCLE ADVISORY COMMITTEE

February 2, 2012 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 Brown, California Bicycle Coalition
Michelle Mowery – City of Los Angeles, Representative League of California Cities (phone)
Penny Gray, Executive Secretary to CBAC – Caltrans Bicycle Facilities Unit

Dan Klinker – California State Association of Counties (CSAC)
Sean Co, San Francisco Bay Area Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)
Scott Loso – California Highway Patrol 
Jim Baross – San Diego County Bicycle Coalition

Lynn Goldsmith – Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority

Members Absent:  

Marie Haddad – California State Automobile Association 
Jeffery Rosenhall – California Department of Public Health (note:  Jeffery has accepted another position within the Department of Public Health.  A replacement will be named soon.)
Hamid Bahadori - Automobile Club of Southern California 
Others Present: (includes teleconference attendees, but is not an exhaustive list)

Alan Forkosh – CABO
Bob Smith - Bike Bakersfield

Roberta McLaughlin – Caltrans Traffic Operations

Nick Paladino – Fresno Cycling Club

Michelle DeRobertis - Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority

Dan Gutierrez – Consultant

Brett Gronemeyer – Caltrans D-1

John Cinatl – Retired, Caltrans D-6
Marie Schelling – California Highway Patrol

Matt Ramsey – California Highway Patrol

Pedro Ramirez – District 6

Chad Riding – Caltrans D-3

Kevin Herritt – Caltrans Division of Design

Brian Alconcel – Caltran Traffic Operations

John Ciccarelli – Bicycle Solutions

Roberta DeRobertis – Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority

Jennifer Donlon-Wyant – Alta Planning + Design

Stan Hunter – Caltrans Division of Rail

Jim Allison – Capitol Corridor JPA

Bill Farnbach – Caltrans

Dan Allison – San Juan Unified School District 

Alana Hitchock – Caltrans

Kathy Lowery - City of Thousand Oaks

Deborah Lynch – Caltrans Bicycle Facilities Unit

Mark Centeno – Caltrans D-8

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.  

2. Review and Approval of Previous Meeting Notes

A motion was made and seconded to approve the summary notes from the October 6, meeting.  The minutes were approved with a minor correction.  The motion made by Michelle Mowery and seconded by Dan Klinker to recommend to the CTCDC that placement of sharrows should be a minimum of 11-17 feet was incorrect.  The motion was for a minimum of 12 feet.  The minutes will be corrected to reflect that change.
3. District Reports – FYI
District reports were distributed prior to the meeting.  All districts were encouraged to provide updates prior to each CBAC meeting.  A corrected copy of district reports will also be redistributed.
4. New Business   

a. Amtrak Capitol Corridor Bicycle Policy – Jim Allison, Capitol Corridor JPA, Stan Hunter, Caltrans Division of Rail
The Capitol Corridor has proven to be a very popular route, especially for those bringing bicycles on board.  Bringing bicycles on board has become so popular that on some trains, there are more bikes than can be accommodated in a way that is compliant with federal laws.  This has created a safety issue for passengers.  Bikes have been stored in aisle ways, restrooms, wheelchair accessible spaces, etc.  The demand for bike storage/parking on the trains exceeds capacity, mostly on 3 trains, #524, #523, and #525.  Federal Railroad Administration passenger train regulations apply to bicycles on board trains:  Bicycles must be attached to designated mounted infrastructure with a restraining device to prevent the bicycle from dislodging in the event of a sudden stop.  

A survey of bicyclists on the Capitol Corridor was conducted in January and February, 2011.  A bicycle policy group was formed.  Jennifer Donlan, Alta Planning + Design, served on the group.  The group met and helped guide Amtrak’s policy to restrain bikes, identify suitable parking options for bicycles, and explored the feasibility of vertical as well as horizontal racks.  Amtrak has been making announcements on the trains concerning the new bicycle on board policy (bicycles must be attached to designated mounted infrastructure with a restraining device) for quite some time.  The new policy was to begin February 1, but bicyclists requested a phase-in period.  Conductors will notify bicyclists if the bicycle is stored incorrectly. 
Amtrak has taken several steps to accommodate the demand for bicycles on board.  Short term efforts include the reassignment of roomier train cars to improve onboard bike space.  Available Cab Control Coach Baggage Cars have been assigned to the Capitol Corridor when available.  “Double Stops” have now been implemented at Berkeley which allows the train to shift to allow more passengers and bicycles off and on the train, and help bicyclists board cars that have available bicycle storage.  Equipment rotations have also been modified.  Equipment for the Capitol Corridor is shared with the San Joaquin Corridor.  Equipment is being rotated so that about five of the eight train sets used on the busiest “bicycle-crowded” trains will have maximum bicycle storage.  
Medium term efforts include placing “no luggage in the bike racks” decals.  These decals will inform passengers that luggage cannot be placed or stored in bike rack areas.  In early 2012, Amtrak will be converting some Cab Control Coach Cars into Cab Coach Baggage cars to add additional bike spaces.  This means that the cars will need to be taken out of service for the conversion.  It is estimated that it will take 2-3 years to get through the retrofit process.

In the long run, new rolling stock will be available.  These new cars are on order.

Jim Allison also suggested that one option that would help the current situation is if bicyclists could bring a folding bicycle on board as these are easier to store and take up less space.  Jim Brown, CBC, inquired about the applicability of Civil Code Section 2150 (Common Carrier Rule) that defines bicycles as luggage and states that people with luggage must be accommodated – was Amtrak aware of this Code Section?.  Jim Brown also brought up the subject of bicycle parking at the train stations.  Amtrak does not own the stations, so they have very little control over those types of issues.  Discussion continued on the subject of reservations, how to notify customers that trains are impacted or no bicycle storage is available, and what cars have available bicycle storage.  Instruction also should be provided in how to use the bicycle storage racks as they are often used incorrectly.  
Stan Hunter provided additional details on the retrofit process.

Sean Co provided information on MTC’s release of a proposal for bike share as a pilot program on the CalTrain Corridor.
b. Sharrow, definition, buffered bike lanes, double parallel lines:  Dan Klinker, Roberta McLaughlin.  
A motion was made in the December meeting to recommend to the CTCDC that sharrow placement be a minimum of 12 feet.  Roberta will work with Devinder Singh for putting together an agenda package for the CTCDC.  John Ciccarelli stated that ITE Chapter 14 contains a large section on sharrow placement that might be helpful/informative.  It was agreed that Roberta McLaughlin will work with other members of CBAC (Michelle Mowery) to prepare the package on sharrow placement.  The package will include mandatory language, guidance language, and support and be based on the ITE recommendations.  The proposal will come back to CBAC for approval prior to submission to the CTCDC.
Dan Klinker conducted a presentation/discussion on whether a white painted island is a barrier that cannot be legally crossed.  The power point included several examples of what some thought constituted a legal barrier, but actually crossing is only “discouraged” and not prohibited.  This would be an example of channelization.  Double parallel lines on either side of a buffer would be illegal to cross.  This example is primarily used for two way traffic.  Two solid white lines marked with chevrons between is not a barrier.  The interpretation of the Guidance in the MUTCD states this is not a barrier.  
The vehicle code is ambiguous on this subject.  John Ciccarelli inquired as to the intended outcome of this discussion – what do we want to encourage.  We need best practices information.  FHWA allows the implementation of buffered bike lanes if they meet MUTCD requirements.  Discussion continued on whether guidance should be in the HDM or MUTCD.  Lynn Goldsmith made a motion that the discussion on sharrows be closed for debate.  No vote was taken, but it was decided that the discussion would conclude without resolution.  
c. BTA 2012-13 Cycle, Call for Projects – Deborah Lynch.  

The BTA 2012-13 Cycle Call for Projects should be released February 6 (note: has been delayed for a few days).  We are just waiting for approval from Forms Management for modifications to the application.  The information will be posted on the BTA website:  http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/bta/BTACallForProjects.htm
The total dollars available for this cycle have increased from the annual amount of $7.2 million to $11.9 million due to project savings from completed or cancelled projects.  Several minor changes were made to the application.  The most noticeable change concerns the dates for the Bicycle Transportation Plans (BTP).  All BTPs must be approved, including the adoption resolution by the appropriate MPO/RTPA at the time the application is submitted.
d. Bike Corrals – Brian Alconcel.  

Background:  The City of Coronado requested permission to install an on-street/shoulder “bike corral” type facility.  The facility was proposed to be located on SR-75, in the metered parking spot.  The request was denied:  the reason cited was the bicycle racks were a “fixed object” and not allowed in the State Highway System (HDM 309 – Clear Recovery Zones).  The request was also denied due to HDM standards (HDM 309 – Clear Recovery Zones) and concerns of safety/liability.
The application of bicycle racks in lieu of parallel motor vehicle marking is a new concept on the State Highway System.  The manuals lack guidance on appropriate placement/location, delineation, and crashworthiness of the bicycle rack itself.  Appropriate clearance from the curb has not yet been defined.  Discussion included using the shield option, install berms, looking at wheel stops.  Dan stated that the curb is not a shield.  The question was asked if you could build with break aways.  Part of the problem is that there is no data on bike corrals.  Further discussion points included:  fixed objects – cars parked are fixed objects, why are bicycle racks treated differently; is there adequate room for bicycles, bicyclists are using the streets, therefore they should be able to park on streets.  It was stated that the parking zone is part of the traveled way.  Brian Alconcel stated that Traffic Operations and Highway Design need to discuss this issue.  ACTION ITEM:  Traffic Operations and Design need to come to agreement on travelled way, delineation, design and placement, how to prevent and reduce severity of collisions.  Michelle Mowery stated that in her experience, bike corrals are designed to “take a hit” once.  Jennifer Donlan-Wyant suggested that they look at the APBP for designs for on-street parking (website:  http://www.apbp.org/?page=Publications  note that there is a charge for the new version of the APBP Parking Designs).
e. Caltrans HQ Maintenance, Design Guidance and Standards for Roadway Rehabilitation Projects – Bill Farnbach, Caltrans Pavement Policies and Procedures
For maintenance forces – there is a specific budget.  Their task is to keep the roadway open.  They are probably only working on the travelled way, but it is dependent upon the independent issues.  Shoulders are not always rehabbed.  Bill recommended that CBAC go to the maintenance crews and express our concerns re the law of improvements/maintenance to shoulders.  Funds are allocated to districts based on the level of service.  Bill also suggested that we request LOS Budget Staff come to CBAC to discuss how LOS is determined and funds are allocated.  If the shoulder is in good shape, they may only repave the main line and not the shoulders.  Bill offered to follow up on specific locations if we provide the information to him.  They do want shoulders to be maintainable – if only “maintainable” they may not be “bikeable”.  We need to look at what is “maintainable” – if the shoulder shows no signs of distress, then they will protect the shoulder with some type of surface treatment.  If cracked or with pot holes, those will need to be treated.  
John Ciccarelli brought up HDM Section 1003.5 (proposed Draft II) which discusses surface tolerances.  Kevin Herritt stated that Maintenance may not be maintaining to the level shown in the chart in the HDM due to budgetary constraints.  Note:  Bill Farnbach provided a contact for Maintenance Level of Service:  Tong Yang, 916-263-4988.  See Addendum for Level of Service evaluation criteria provided by Tong Yang.
5. Status Reports
a.
CBAC Membership Committee – Jim Brown

The CBAC Membership Committee, consisting of Jim Brown, Michelle Mowery, and Bob Smith, distributed a draft proposal for a CBAC Charter.  The draft specified mission, goals and objectives, responsibilities and tasks, membership criteria and requirements, terms of office, voting and quorum, officers, non-voting membership, and charter amendments.  The purpose of the committee was to identify members, develop a charter and/or bylaws for the group.  The draft was modeled after the CTCDC and Caltrans D-4 Bicycle Advisory Committee.  
Several suggestions were made regarding the draft proposal:  1) the CTCDC bylaws are more thorough and useful; 2) the mission should be broader; 3) remove reference to Caltrans facilities, it should include or reference all facilities; 4) expand mission to include “provide input to Caltrans on design, concept, standards, and experimental designs; 4) clarify rotation of American Automobile Association and Air Quality members; 5) re-define who Air Quality representative are (AQMB, ARB, etc. 1 seat each?); 6) define local bicycle advocacy organization; 7) clarify the nomination process; 8) clarify the youth selection process.  
Parent entities were also discussed as to whether they would name the representative from their organization.  Kevin Pokrajac suggested that the mission statement be modified to reflect Caltrans mission, vision, and goals – improve all streets and roads, bicycle transportation throughout California, etc.  Penny also reminded everyone that CBAC was created in 1992 for a specific purpose, as an advisory committee to Caltrans, and CBAC should continue to reflect that purpose.  Penny will send copies of the document that created CBAC to the CBAC mailing list.  There was continued discussion on total membership, quorum calculations, etc.  The next step is to revise the document.  
b.
SHSP Challenge Area 13 – Penny Gray/Jim Baross
Challenge Area 13 of the Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP), Improving Bicycling Safety, has completed 9 out of 11 action items.  The Challenge Area is in need of new action items and more participation.  FHWA is exploring downsizing the SHSP and Challenge Area 13 is one area that may be eliminated if we do not come up with new action items.  Please contact Penny Gray at Caltrans or Jim Baross if you wish to join this group.  
c.  HDM – Kevin Herritt
Draft II is available for review at the following website: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/oppd/drafthdm/index.htm
Changes are shown in yellow highlights.  CBAC can submit comments through Penny.  They are due to Kevin Herritt February 17 (note please submit comments to Penny no later than Feb. 16).  They anticipate that the manual will be published March 30.  New comments or proposals will not have to wait 2 years before they will be evaluated; this will become an ongoing process.  Alan commented that rumble strip guidance has been removed from the CA MUTCD, and is no longer in the markings section.  Where did it go?  Per Kevin, it has been moved to Standard Plans.  Alan commented that by including it in the Standard Plans, it doesn’t carry the weight of the MUTCD.  This is something that will need to be discussed with Traffic Ops. Roberta will approach Craig Copeland re this subject.  The National MUTCD contains 2 sections on rumble strips and California must conform to those standards.  
There was additional discussion on “must” and “shall”, especially as it relates to Section 301.2: “Bicycle lanes must not be placed between parking and the curb”.  If there are design exceptions allowed, then a “shall” seems more appropriate.  Kevin will look into this.  Design exceptions are not allowed for “must”, but are OK for “shall” and “should”.  The HDM currently follows the Streets and Highways Code definitions.  Michelle Mowery inquired about conflicting definitions in the CVC and SHC – will the HDM need to address?  There was also discussion for including additional definitions for various bicycle facilities such as cycle tracs, in the HDM.  In addition, shoulder bikeways need attention for rural right turn conflicts.  
Michelle DeRobertis would like a statement included as to whether bike designs apply to all agencies.  Kevin Herritt stated that the Foreward addresses the applicability of the HDM to Caltrans and local agencies.  Michelle DeRobertis stated that this does not address her point – Caltrans sets bike standards for all local agencies; her question is which bike standards are intended for Caltrans’ facilities vs. all local bike ways.  
There are 13 controlling criteria “shall”, others are “should”.  
Michelle DeRobertis would also like to eliminate the “bike paths shall not be placed” in the median language.  Michelle stated there are instances where they are acceptable.  There was additional discussion on applicability of the standards on local streets and roads using local funds.  Kevin stated that Local Assistance in the Caltrans Districts pass judgment as to appropriate designs.  
Alan asked if it is reasonable to conclude that there is no dissention on comments – comments will be submitted by individuals to Penny who will forward the comments to Kevin Herritt.  Additional comments are a request to expand the Class III definitions.  Kevin stated that these comments are OK, but won’t be included in this revision.
6. Unfinished Business
No issues at this time.
7.   Legislative Update – Alan Wachtel
AB 819 has been amended to require Caltrans to develop a process to implement and evaluate experimental designs for bicycle facilities.  The bill is co-sponsored by CABO and CBC.  There is proposed legislation to address triple bike racks on buses.  The 3-foot passing bill will be re-introduced as a “pure” 3 foot bill.  
8.   Topics for Next Meeting/Additional Items/Adjourn
Highway Maintenance Level of Service
Next Meeting April 5, 2012
Addendum

The following information was received from Tong Yang regarding Level of Service and Maintenance.
The Level of Service (LOS) evaluation criteria for paved shoulders are the same as it is for the travelled way.  For an AC shoulder, the attributes that are evaluated by LOS are:

Cracks – cracks half inch wide or wider not filled or sealed

Alligator cracking – alligator cracking not filled, sealed or maintained

Course Raveling – 500 cumulative feet of course raveling

Potholes – l.5 inch pothole with greater than 36 square inch surface area

If these field conditions exist at one localized section (1/10 mile or less) along the evaluation segment then the shoulder is rated as a Need 1 and given a 50% score; if it exists at more than one localized section then the shoulder is rated as a Need 2 and given a 0% score.  If these conditions do not exist then the paved shoulder is rated as Pass.

In FY 2011, the Statewide LOS scores for Flexible Travelled Way, Paved Shoulders was 70.  This score indicates that 7 out of 10 segments passed for paved shoulders.

In regards to how funds are allocated to field maintenance to do shoulder work, please contact Melissa Thompson and her budget staff.
