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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

Lynn Goldsmith proposed several changes to the summary notes of April 7, 2011.  Corrections included the following:  

Item #2.  Review and Approval of Previous meeting notes – the wording should be changed from bikepaths to bikeways.  

Item 6d – NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide – summary notes should reflect that there was not a consensus or unanimous agreement regarding the designs.  The discussion on NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide was intermingled with AB 819.  In addition, it was requested that the motion made by Michelle Mowery regarding the development of a process that encourages local agencies to do experiments for bikeways, be clarified that it was meant for the Highway Design Manual. 
Item 7 Legislative Update, AB 819 – Summary notes should reflect that CBAC recommended that Caltrans oppose this bill as written unless amended and request Caltrans request the author amend the bill.

The minutes were approved as corrected.

3. District Reports – FYI
District reports were distributed prior to the meeting.  The District 7 report was read to the group.  Lynn Goldsmith added that L.A. Metro removed all restrictions on bikes on trains.  They will begin signing train cars to indicate which cars allow bikes and conducting an education campaign.  Bikes will also be allowed on escalators.  They will also be conducting counts at every train station.   They are trying to determine a way to estimate the demand for bike parking.  Jennifer Donlon asked if they were going to do counts on an annual basis.  Lynn responded that counts will be done in July and August of this year only.
4. Status Reports  (Note – taken out of order to accommodate HDM Update) 

a. SHSP Challenge Area 13 Update on Proposed New Action Items – Penny Gray
The Challenge Area 13 Team met on May 18, 2011.  Followup assignments include:  1) polling five law enforcement agencies to determine how they are handling bicycle accidents not involving motor vehicles.  Also check to see how POST Training requires documentation for single bike accidents or bike accidents not involving motor vehicles,  2) how is data for accidents on bike paths collected, 3) emergency room data, how is it collected and is it a possible resource for statistics, 4) how to increase driver competency, 5) investigate funding for shoulders for state highways – there is currently no way to fund wider shoulders for bicycles, 6) follow up with Challenge Areas 3, 11, and 16 to see if we can “piggy back” on some of their action items.

b. Follow-up Items from April CBAC Meeting – Penny Gray
The status of the follow up items from the April 7 meeting was reported as follows:  1) Recommendations from the High Speed Merge Task Force were forwarded to CA-MUTCD and HDM committees.  2) Request Caltrans to support AB 345 was forwarded to Caltrans Legislative Affairs. 3) Recommendation to Caltrans that no further experimentation on NEVs occur unless funding for evaluation and analysis is provided for the evaluation and development of standards.  Caltrans must also evaluate experiments that have already occurred. 4) Request that Caltrans develop a process to encourage local agencies to do experiments for bikeways, including but not limited to designs included in the NACTO Guide was forwarded to HDM office.  
Still pending are the comments from the CBAC task force on the proposed CA-MUTCD changes.  Once received, these will be forwarded to the appropriate unit.  (Note:  comments were received and forwarded to CA-MUTCD June 28, 2011.)  Also pending, is the request that Caltrans oppose AB 819 this bill as written unless amended and that Caltrans request the author amend the bill.

c.  BTA Updates– Ann Mahaney

Due to the length of other agenda items, this item was not discussed.

5.  New Business

a. Proposed HDM Updates – Kevin Herritt

Kevin Herritt, Office of Geometric Design, distributed a summary of the proposed Highway Design Manual Changes which incorporates Complete Streets.  The proposed changes are available for review at the following website:  http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/oppd/Draft-HDM-Complete-St/ .  Comments should be submitted to Antonnete.Clark@dot.ca.gov or Kevin.Herritt@dot.ca.gov no later than close of business July 8, 2011. Chapter 1000 has been revised so that information related to Class II bike lanes has been incorporated into the appropriate sections and removed from Chapter 1000.  Class I bike paths and Class III bike routes still remain in Chapter 1000.  Kevin will be conducting a special meeting with the ATLC group on June 14th.  CBAC conveyed their thanks to Kevin for undertaking such a large project.  Roberta McLaughlin raised the issue that experimentation of geometric designs may not be fully vetted in the HDM.  Alan Wachtel stated that it is desirable to have a process for exceptions to the HDM.  A process does not currently exist.  Maggie O’Mara inquired if these exceptions were of the type that could be easily reversed such as striping, signs, removable objects – can the street be returned to its previous condition?  Kevin Herritt reiterated that that HDM is for the State Highway System.  Alan Wachtel brought up points such as the CA MUTCD regulates all traffic control devices, but questioned if the HDM applied to local streets and roads.  If a local agency wants to implement something that is not addressed in the HDM, they would be non compliant.  Many cities will not go outside the HDM, but are interested in innovative treatments.  Per Kevin, design exceptions may be addressed in the Project Development Procedures Manual as there are not many actual procedures in the HDM.  Alan raised the question of how do you receive a design exception for projects that Caltrans has no role?  Kevin responded that Sections 890-891 of the Streets and Highway Code are specific to the grade, lane width , etc. 
Streets and Highways Code:  890.6.  The department, in cooperation with county and city

governments, shall establish minimum safety design criteria for the planning and construction of bikeways and roadways where bicycle travel is permitted. The criteria shall include, but not be limited to, the design speed of the facility, minimum widths and clearances, grade, radius of curvature, pavement surface, actuation of automatic traffic control devices, drainage, and general safety. The criteria shall be updated biennially, or more often, as needed.

890.8.  The department shall establish uniform specifications and symbols for signs, markers, and traffic control devices to designate bikeways, regulate traffic, improve safety and convenience for bicyclists, and alert pedestrians and motorists of the presence of

bicyclists on bikeways and on roadways where bicycle travel is permitted.

891.  All city, county, regional, and other local agencies responsible for the development or operation of bikeways or roadways where bicycle travel is permitted shall utilize all minimum safety design criteria and uniform specifications and symbols for signs, markers, and traffic control devices established pursuant to Sections 890.6 and 890.8.

A motion was made by Jim Baross and seconded by Michelle Mowery that CBAC in conjunction with Office of Geometric Design (HDM) develop a standardized process for development of an experimental process for the introduction of new bicycle standards in the Highway Design Manual.  The motion was carried unanimously.  
Jim Baross volunteered for a subcommittee to study changes to the HDM and make recommendations to CBAC.  The committee will consist of Jim Baross, Michelle Mowery, Michelle De Robertis, a member of CBC (Dave Snyder?), Bob Shanteau.  The committee will meet and make recommendations and comments prior to the July 8 deadline for submitting comments to proposed changes to the HDM.  Comments will be given to Penny for forwarding to Kevin Herritt.  
Kevin Herritt requested that changes be made on a PDF of the sheet being changed.  

b. Proposed MUTCD Updates –Johnny Bhullar
Johnny was there to provide an update on the public comment period for the CA-MUTCD -- comments are due no later than June 30.  
Note:  The following discussion relates to item 5d – CTCDC and proposed legislation, representation, etc.  Jim Brown brought up proposed legislation, AB 345, that requires the Department to consult with groups representing users of streets, roads, and highways as defined.  The bill does not specify the CTCDC. Jim Brown provided some history as to the membership of the CTCDC. The CTCDC was formed in 1945. The Auto Association was included as a member.  Membership was meant to give a stronger voice to cities and counties.  In April 1968, after deliberations over a sixteen-month period, the committee was reorganized with the adoption of By-Laws by the six parent-organizations. These organizations are: the Department of Transportation, the California Highway Patrol, the League of California Cities, the County Supervisors Association of California, the Automobile Club of Southern California and the California State Automobile Association. The scope of the committee was broadened, as the new name "California Traffic Control Devices Committee" indicates, to include all devices rather than signs only. 
The parent organizations shall each designate in writing one delegate and one alternate

except that the State Association of Counties and League of California Cities shall each

designate two delegates and two alternates. Only designated alternates may act in the

absence of the appointed delegate.
Devinder Singh reiterated that the CTCDC is an advisory committee only.  Michelle Mowery inquired as to how many times Caltrans has rejected a recommendation from the CTCDC.  Devinder replied that the CTCDC has lots of experience and expertise, and has rejected only 2-3 recommendations in the last 10 years.  
The discussion returned to 5b – Proposed Changes to the CA MUTCD.  Bob Shanteau explained the chart developed by the task force.  Instead of going through every comment, it was suggested that CBAC discuss only those areas where there is disagreement.  Specific comments discussed follows: 

Use of the term Shared Use Path – There was considerable discussion and difference of opinions expressed on the use of this term, and if documents/manuals/statute should be changed.  California uses the term bike path while the federal government uses the term shared use path.  The term shared use path is not defined in either the California Vehicle Code or the Streets and Highway Code and is not tied to geometric standards in the Highway Design Manual.  Maggie suggested the following:  1) fix the error and remove the term shared use paths from CA MUTCD; 2) sponsor legislation that defines bike paths.  The HDM is in sync with the law - CA MUTCD does not use the same terminology.  Michelle Mowery made a motion that 1A.13 (CA MUTCD) retain the use of bike path and strike out the use of or reference to shared use path and include the definition for bike path that allows pedestrians.  Jim Baross seconded the motion.  Language was clarified to indicate that the definition include bike paths with pedestrian access and without pedestrian access.  Maggie O’Mara suggested the definition provides a reference to language that is in the federal documents – that shared use path is used in federal documents.  The vote was passed with one “no” by Lynn Goldsmith.
9C04(CA)a –b  Markings for Bicycle Lanes.  Alan inquired as to how intersection striping compares to the Complete Intersection document.  Roberta responded that a comparison had not been completed.  Alan responded that other documents should be cross referenced in the introduction of the manual.  
Steve Bonrepo, StanCOG Bicycle Advisory Committee, asked CBAC to support the black and white version of the Bikes May Use Full Lane sign.

Bob Shanteau continued the discussion of buffered bike lanes. Jim Smith, Bike Bakersfield inquired if this meant the committee wants to move toward gore separated bike lanes.  There was discussion on how to cross the buffer.  Section 2A.09 – the comment should be changed to concur.  Section 9A.03 – Definitions Relating to Bicycles, Maggie O’Mara disagreed with the subcommittee comment that states “white line should be removed.”  Comment should reflect the following:  Additional study should occur, and if guidance is developed, it should be included in the HDM.  Delete from the CA-MUCTD at this time and recommend design and operations divisions to work cooperatively to resolve conflicting information.  A motion was made by Jim Baross and seconded by Lynn Goldsmith to eliminate the option to use a solid white line with the following exceptions:  when a white line separates bike and ped portion of a bike path or shared use path, refer to HDM for geometric design standards and guidance. 
c. CBAC Membership

Andrew Casteel from Local Coalition inquired as to how to add members to CBAC, who is on the membership committee, how is the chairmanship determined, etc.  He is interested in getting more local coalitions involved in the committee.  Alan Wachtel provided information on the membership of CBAC. It is modeled after the CTCDC, with representatives from the Auto Clubs and Cities and Counties.  Jim Baross added that in order to maintain the credibility of the committee it should not be bicycle dominated. Jim Brown discussed a proposal to expand the membership to include 12 voting members  Jennifer Donlan, Alta Design and Planning requested CBAC consider including private representative/consultants since consultants have considerable knowledge and work with many of the local agencies on related issues.  Michelle Mowery stated she believed there would be a conflict of interest if consultants were allowed a vote.  Jeffrey Rosenhall recommended a youth representative similar to Nevada Department of Transportation be considered.  Jim Brown made a motion to establish a subcommittee to explore expanding and revising the membership of CBAC.  Michelle Mowery seconded.  Motion was carried unanimously.
6. Unfinished Business

a.  HOV Lane La Conchita to Mussel Shoals Bike Ped Path Design – Ravi Ghate

There was considerable discussion on this subject.  This subject will continue on the agenda for the August meeting.  Roberta will work with Jose Ochoa, Caltrans District 7, regarding striping issues. A motion was made by Michelle Mowery that CBAC notify Caltrans District 7 that CBAC has specific concerns regarding:  1) sight lines at the SB ramp at Mussel Shoals between the bike path and ?; 2) width of the entire bike path.  Ten feet between the bike path and fence does not meet the HDM minimum standards (they have a design exception); 3) La Conchita ramp and tunnel were not designed for safe bicycle use; 4) stop sign at crosswalk at Mussel Shoals is too long; 5) right of way for west bound traffic is ambiguous; 6) south bound bicycle traffic on 101 shoulder is not continuous 7) the PCH is a state bicycle route.  These changes are making it less friendly.  The motion was seconded by Jim Baross.  The motion was passed unanimously.  
7. Legislative Update – Alan Wachtel, Jim Brown

SB 310 – approved by full Senate

AB 345 – now in Senate,up for hearing in Senate Transportation

SB 28 – cell phone penalties – still going forward.  Has been assigned to the Assembly

AB 819 – Jim talked to the author.  2 year bill, missed all deadlines for this year
AB 61 – NEV bill – passed Assembly, up in Senate transportation Committee June 7.
