DRAFT
Summary Notes

CALIFORNIA BICYCLE ADVISORY COMMITTEE
June 7, 2012 10:00AM to 3:00PM
Room 513, 5th Floor
Veterans Affairs Building
1227 O Street, Sacramento, CA  95814

Members Present:  (Includes teleconference attendees)
Alan Wachtel, CBAC Chair – California Association of Bicycling Organizations (CABO)
Jim Baross - San Diego County Bicycle Coalition
Jim Brown, California Bicycle Coalition
Michelle Mowery – City of Los Angeles, Representative League of California Cities
Penny Gray, Executive Secretary to CBAC – Caltrans Bicycle Facilities Unit
Scott Loso – California Highway Patrol, CHP represented by Marie Schelling & Matt Ramsey
Members  Absent:
Sean Co, San Francisco Bay Area Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)
Marie Haddad - California State Automobile Association
Jeffrey Rosenthal – California Department of Public Health (note: Jeffrey has accepted another position within the Department of Public Health.  A replacement will be named soon.)
Lynn Goldsmith -   Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Hamid Bahadori – Automobile Club of Southern California
Dan Klinker – California State Association of Counties

Others Present: (includes Teleconference attendees, but is not an exhaustive list:
Dan Gutierrez – Consultant
John Cinatl - retired Caltrans
Jennifer Donlon Wyant – Alta Planning & Design
Alan Forkosh – California Association of Bicycling Organizations
Chad Riding – Caltrans D03
Deborah Lynch – Caltrans
Nicholas Don Paladino – Fresno Cycling Club
Bob Smith – Bike Bakersfield
Marie Schelling - California Highway Patrol
Matt Ramsey – California Highway Patrol
Michelle DeRobertis- Santa Clara  Valley Transportation Authority
Pedro Ramirez –Caltrans D06
Dave Snyder – California Bike Coalition
Maggie O’Mara - Caltrans, Division of Design
Roberta McLaughlin - Caltrans, Traffic Ops, CA-MUTCD
Robert Shanteau – Consulting Traffic Engineer
James P Day – Caltrans D03
Romeo Estrella – Caltrans D12

1.  Wecome, Introductions, and  Announcements
Alan Wachtel, Chairman, welcomed all participants to the meeting and requested input for new items not currently on the agenda as well as requests to take items out of order.

2.  Review and Approval of Previous, Meeting Notes
Alan Wachtel voted to approve the previous Meeting Minutes as is and Jim Baross 2nd the approval.

3. District  Reports – FYI (Districts  involved in May is Bike  Month)

· See attachment.

4.a.  Protected  Bike Lane Experiment – Discussion -  Michelle Mowery

· This discussion introduced “MyFigueroa Streetscape Project funded from Proposition 1C, which requires construction of improvements to be completed by the end of 2014.
· The project budget is augmented with funds from Metro Call for Projects received by CRA (Community Redevelopment Agency) / LA for pedestrian improvements on Bill Robertson Lane in order to provide better linkages to the Exposition Light Rail Line.
· In total roughly 4.5 miles of corridor are addressed within this project area, with 3.0 miles on Figueroa.
Project Vision:
· Linking  South  Los Angeles  to Downtown 
· A street for people
· Implementing  the City’s Bicycle  Master Plan
· Multi-modal solutions: a better environment for pedestrians, transit users, and bike riders, while accommodating vehicles.
Michelle was asking for feedback on this project as this is a high collision area.
Comments:
· The facilities involved should be shown on this plan and where they are located. 
· Maggie O’Mara stated that the facility shown on the slide is not a bike lane under California law standards.
· Michelle suggested the title “Designated Bikeway” or “Bikeway X”.
· There were concerns about how curbs or buffers would conflict with bicyclists’ safety, mobility, and rights under the CVC and cause conflicts with vehicle occupants.
· There was concern over debris.  How to address maintenance such as sweeping.  How would equipment fit?  How is bike traffic maintained during work on the bikeway?
· There were concerns over making right and left turns and conflicts at driveways.
· Should there be a separate signal at intersections for Bike Phase.
· If this is a bike lane is it mandatory to use?
· Bob Shanteau stated that bike signals add to intersection delay.
· Jim Baross congratulated Michelle for proposing the project proposal as an experiment and thanked her for requesting feedback from CBAC Members input for the LA “MyFigueroa – Technical Street Sections” project.
· There was discussion on Bike, Pedestrian and Bus interaction and how to minimize conflicts.
· It was suggested that maybe the bikeway should be two way instead of one way.
· Jim brown used San Francisco’s Market Street as a beneficial example for the LA Plan.
Michelle Mowery stated she was interested in feedback for transit, bike, pedestrian, motorists, streets and corridors in this plan as an opportunity for discussion.  How do you accommodate college students to ride to the USC campus?  USC is interested in sustainability as bicycling may be their only mode of transportation.  The City of LA will have to decide what issues to address and who will be given priority, bicyclists or motorists.
 4.b.  Deleted
4.c.  TOPD 11-04 Rumble   Strips - Discussion – Craig Copelan  (See  Handout)
The rumble strips were originally created due to a fatality in District 01 in Humboldt County to avoid run off collisions on the roadways.
· Collaboration is needed with Engineers in rumble strip installation on roadways.
· These were first installed in Pennsylvania in 1985 and they were 8” wide.
· Should they be continuous or staggered?
· A study showed that it took about 15 minutes before the motorist drifted off to sleep again after running over a rumble strip.
· Rumble strips can be as wide as 1 ft or as narrow as 6”.  Craign stated that Studies have shown that they protect both motorists and bicyclists.   
· Center rumble strips help to prevent head on collisions.  Overall rumble strips reduce collisions by 64% in the urban areas and by 36% in the rural areas.
Alan Wachtel stated the Caltrans guidance needs a more flexible approach (MUTCD).  HDM does not address shoulder width in regards to rumble strips.  The shoulder widths are currently optional.  Jim Baross moved that CBAC recommend that the HDM includes minimum shoulder width guidance where rumble strips are installed.  The motion passed unamimously.
Note to CBAC – what action does this require or are you requesting?   Are you requesting the Bicycles Facilities Unit to notify the Division of Design or Traffic Operations (CA MUTCD), or is this something CBAC will do? 
Kevin Herritt pointed out that the 5-7-12 HDM updated this subject matter (see yellow highlighted below):
Topic 302- Highway Shoulder Standards
30.1 Width
The shoulder widths given in Table 302.1 shall be the minimum continuous usable width of paved shoulder on highways.  Typically, on-street parking areas in urbanized areas is included in the shoulder.
Class II bikeways are typically part of the shoulder width, see index 301.2.  Where rumble strips are placed in the shoulder, the shoulder shall be a minimum of 4 feet width to the right of the grooved rumble strip when a vertical element, such as curb or guardrail is present or a minimum of 3 feet width when a vertical element is not present.  Shoulder rumble strip must not be placed in the Class II bike lane.  Consult the District Traffic Safety Engineer during selection of rumble strip options and with the California MUTCD for markings in combination with rumble strip.  Also see Standard Plans for rumble strip details.
See Design information Bulletin Number 79, for 2R, 3R, certain storm damage, protective betterment, operational, and safety projects on two-lane conventional highways and three-lane conventional highways.
See Index 308.1 for shoulder width requirements on city streets or county roads.  See shoulder definition, Index 62.1(8).
See Index 1102.2 for shoulder width requirements next to noise Barriers.
When shoulders are less than standard width, see Index 204.5(4) for bicycle turnout considerations.
The bold text indicates that this statement is a mandatory standard which requires a design exception if there is to be a deviation from the text.
4.d.  BTA HQ  Evaluation Team -  Information  Item – Deborah Lynch
The BTA Unit will be deciding on the evaluation committee sometime during the next two weeks.  We will be reviewing the BTA Applications for FY 2012-13 on Tuesday, July 11 and Wednesday, July 12, 2012.
4.e.  Transportation Concept Reports Guidelines – Information Item – Bruce De   Terra (Please refer to handouts or email attachments: “Draft Transportation Concept  Report  (TCR) Guidelines:  Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Transit  Facility Sections
· Identified as a set of measures that could be used on State Highways.
· Goal is to have consistent route information.
· Common data that will create one giant spreadsheet for information available statewide.  District 03 is already tackling this issue.  Same data for pedestrians and bicyclists.
· This will be available online soon.
· How to defend ratings?
· The target audience is everyone.
· There will be maps to go with it and they will be tied to post miles and the segments of the roadway would be shown.
· Arrange between Transportation Planners and Local Agencies how to address pedestrian and bicycle communities.
· Training will be provided to the Districts in order to receive feedback on the TCR guidelines.
· CBAC was invited to provide feedback.
· This is still a work in progress.
· Bruce would like to be included in the August CBAC Meeting to provide an update.
· If you type in “Corridor Mobility” on the Caltrans Website you will be able to see their current plans.
5  Status Reports
5.a.  CBAC Membership Committee – Jim Brown
Please refer to handouts or email attachments regarding current membership versus proposed membership in the Draft CBAC Charter.  Who should the membership include and how many members for each segment?
Please also refer to Jim Brown’s handout or email attachment “Draft California Bicycle Advisory Committee Charter”.
· There have been changes in language and reorganization.
·  Note the verbiage changes throughout the document.
· There was discussion on what is the quorum norm for a vote.  Is the quorum a requirement or is it necessary in order to vote?  Discussion to be continued at next meeting.
· Should members be in attendance or no quorum is needed, just need the members present in person or on the phone for a majority vote?
· It was noted that Caltrans needs to provide CBAC with enough time to review plans or issues and discuss and vote on recommendations as a committee.  Jim Baross and Jim Brown asked if this issue needs to be addressed in the CBAC Charter. 
· There was a move to adopt the CBAC Charter by Michelle Mowry and Jim Baross 2nd the motion. There was a motion proposed by Alan Wachtel to forward this CBAC Charter as is to Caltrans.  There was a unanimous Aye vote.
5.b.  Proposed  Rumble Strips Santa Cruz/Hwy 1 – Update  by Dario  Senor to be discussed at the next CBAC Meeting in August.
5.c.  On Street Bike Corrals/Bike  Parking -  Information/Update – Maggie O’Mara
Maggie asked if CBAC is interested in preparing a presentation for the “Joint Think Tank” meeting with Caltrans Design and Traffics Operations in September.  This is a quarterly meeting that is used to discuss mutual issues between Design and Traffic Ops.  One of the issues is in-street bicycle parking.  A committee was formed to prepare the presentation and work with Maggie to present it:  Jim Baross, Michelle Mowery and Jennifer Donlon-Wyant.  There are no objections.
6.  Legislative Update by Jim Brown
· CBC Bills SB 1454, the three feet passing bill, was approved in the Senate in May and is now in the Assembly.  The hearing is set for June 18.  This bill allows drivers to cross double yellow lines to pass bicyclists.
· AB 819 is a bill concerning experimentation for bikeways and the next hearing is set for June 26th by the Senate Transportation Committee.
· SB 1380, Michael Rubio, former Senator in Bakersfield, is supporting this bill which is a CEQA reform bill for bike plans.  This bill would permit exemption from a CEQA review for parking, bike corrals, etc.
· SB 2245 by Cameron Smyth on environmental quality:  California Environmental Quality Act exemption for bikeways has passed.
· SB 1889 to fund bicycle registration is “dead”.



7.  Topics for Next Meeting/Additional Items/Adjourn
· Round abouts → the roundabout guide recommends bicycling in the roadway as the default, with a backup being that "less confident" cyclists can ride in the sidewalk, facilitated by "escape ramps" connecting a bike lane on the approach to the sidewalk. However, "ramps should not normally be used at urban one-lane roundabouts". On one-lane urban roundabouts, we're all supposed to be confident enough to take the lane.  This issue needs more discussion at the next CBAC Meeting.
· It was suggested by Jim Baross to get together with Penny Gray to discuss CBAC’s 20th year Anniversary celebration and perhaps meet in another location.  Include a bike ride and some type of recognition.
8.  Unfinished Business/Follow Up Items form Prior Meetings
· State Route 1 on Malibu to be added to next meeting agenda as tentative regarding bicycle facilities on State Highways.  What would be the appropriate division to approach for clarification of markings?  Legal or Traffic Ops?  More discussion needed next meeting.
· How are buffered bike lanes intended to operate?  Issues related to striped areas (sometimes referred to as “buffers” between bicycle and traffic lanes.)











