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Meeting Summary

The meeting was called to order at 10:08 a.m. by Kimberly Gayle, MAP PAC Chair.  Ms. Gayle welcomed members and indicated that Sharon Scherzinger, Chief, Division of Mass Transportation, would not be present at the meeting.

Lynn Daucher, MAP PAC Co-Chair, also welcomed members and offered opening remarks.

Eric Schatmeier briefly discussed the January 21st meeting summary, asking members to review and provide their input to the draft summary, and indicated that their comments and revisions would be incorporated.  Mr. Schatmeier also reviewed the Action Item Matrix with emphasis on the January 21st meeting items, and indicated that items 22, 23, 25 and 31 had been completed as of this meeting. Mr. Schatmeier also discussed the March 4th Subcommittee Meeting Summary and welcomed any questions or comments from those that participated in the meeting, and other MAP PAC members.

Following roll call, Judith Norman of JNTC outlined the meeting presentations and associated handouts, and stated that all MAP PAC meeting materials would continue to be posted on Caltrans’ web site at least one week before the meeting. Ms. Norman welcomed comments and input from the members on these materials.  

She also reported that members of the MAP PAC participated in the first study Subcommittee meeting via telephone on March 9, 2009.  Ms. Norman informed the members that she would report on results of Subcommittee meeting during her technical update presentation later in the meeting. She indicated that a new summary paper would be presented by NCSL on the Legislative Histories of TDA and the Social Services Transportation Improvement Act (SSTIA), including FTA policy, beyond ADA.  

An inquiry was made by a committee member about Stacey Corcoran’s membership and representation for the Council of the Blind on the MAP PAC.

Judith Norman responded that members of the project team had contacted the Council of the Blind, and Stacey Corcoran is no longer employed there. Ms. Norman added that suggestions on potential replacements on the MAP PAC for this agency would be appreciated. 

Legislative Update    

Jim Reed of NCSL initiated the legislative update presentation and provided an overview of the statutes that would be covered during meeting, including updates and new information on ADA, TDA, SSTIA, Medi-Cal and the “New FTA Policy”.  

Nick Farber of NCSL went on to present updates on the Federal and California Service Transportation-Related Acts and Statutes. Mr. Farber discussed legislation related to AB 120 and the SB 2374. He stated that in early 2002 the legislation was reviewed with the intent of eliminating duplication and inefficiencies. Further, Mr. Farber indicated that AB2647, enacted in 2002, repealed the provision in the law requiring MPOs and RTPAs to report to Caltrans.
MAP PAC Questions and Comments

Lynn Daucher raised concerns regarding lack of accountability for regions relating to SSTIA reporting requirements since AB 2647 passed. Ms. Daucher also suggested that the intent of the original legislation may have been weakened because of this change. She added that since agencies no longer report to Caltrans there is no enforcement mechanism in the legislation.

Nick Farber agreed that since AB 2647 discontinued agency requirements to report to Caltrans, the result is that there are no consequences for agencies who don’t submit a report.  

Kimberly Gayle stated that in some cases, the Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) do the reporting.  

Floyd Willis responded that the reports provided a useful tool for California human service agencies and the information provided should be disseminated to the appropriate agencies and organizations within each region.

Pam Couch explained that, prior to AB 2647 it was Caltrans’ responsibility to collect data, which was cumbersome. She further stated that there was no consequence if the planning agency did not submit the report, and added that the purpose of the amendment legislation was to relieve Caltrans from the data collection responsibility. The emphasis seemed to be on the “paper” and not actual coordination of services.

Arun Prem indicated that the reporting requirement was not repealed. The inventory of resources is still in place as a requirement of the legislation. However, the reports are now being submitted to the Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs).

Dan Palumbo indicated that this situation evolved because human service agencies were starting to get involved in the provision of transportation and they had difficulty with the reporting requirements. In addition, the RTPAs did not want the responsibility for data collection and reporting.

David Wilder added that there are challenges for human service agencies to provide transportation and report on the services they provide. This also makes it difficult for RTPAs to comply with reporting requirements.  

Arun Prem stated the Public Transit – Human Services Coordinated Transportation Plans replace the AB 120 plans and meet Federal requirements.  

Kimberly Gayle added that relative to conducting an inventory, the law did not change, only the requirement to report to Caltrans.

Nick Farber provided an update on TDA and AB 1637, the proposed 2007 amendment to the statute. He stated that the amendment did not pass, but would have changed reimbursement practices for transportation providers and would have allowed public transit to provide non-emergency medical transportation.

Dan Palumbo stated that non-profit organizations have many challenges in providing transportation services for their clients, including burdens such as meeting stringent reporting requirements and insurance barriers, as well as limited time and staff resource issues.

David Wilder pointed out that it is difficult to get human services agencies to conduct inventories because of the fear of losing vehicles.

Lynn Daucher stated that reimbursement is limited to discourage private operators from overcharging for services provided.

Dan Palumbo added that Medi-Cal will only reimburse agencies for the standard fare. Public transit operators cannot bill for the full cost of the trip.

Lynn Daucher commented that the bill would have shifted costs from the Federal government to public transportation.

Nick Farber stated that AB 1637 would have repealed the requirement that prohibits a transportation provider from receiving reimbursement greater than what is allowed for by the state for non-emergency medical trips.

Pat Piras questioned the accuracy of this information; she noted that she was the co-author of the bill. She indicated that the bill had a provision that allowed public operators to become Medi-Cal providers.  The bill was not meant to shut out non-profits, but to allow public transportation to compete with private operators. There were many ways to save money and reduce the fiscal impact of the bill. Ms. Piras added that the bill did not pass because of the State’s budget issues last year, as it had a fiscal impact. All bills having a fiscal impact at that time did not pass. 

David Wilder added that the consumer would be required to declare that they receive Medi-Cal, so that the agency can seek reimbursement.  However, the right to privacy act prohibits the driver from requesting this information from the rider.

Dr. ElHessen asked whether the bill would be re-introduced or re-written.

Pat Piras responded that the bill would not be re-introduced or re-written. 

Alane Haynes stated that her agency receives reimbursement from the State for Medi-Cal trips they provide.  Clients are asked to give their Medi-Cal number, on a voluntary basis.  She further commented that she would be happy to explain this process at a future meeting.

Judith Norman indicated that MTS in San Diego County is also being reimbursed for providing trips to Medi-Cal recipients.  She added that more information related to policies and procedures for Medi-Cal reimbursement would be provided to the MAP PAC members at a future meeting.

Laura Williams commented that it should be policy that Medi-Cal dollars not be used for transportation as these funds are designed to pay for medical services, and should not be used unless public transportation is not available.

It was suggested that additional issues and comments on this topic should be forwarded to Eric Schatmeier or Judith Norman.

Nick Farber began his discussion on the proposed New Freedom expansion. He indicated that under the New Freedom Program as proposed by FTA, ADA does not require a minimum level of service in geographic areas.  Mr. Farber requested that any comments to FTA regarding the New Freedom Program should be directed to him.   

Pat Piras pointed out that the New Freedom Expansion is only a proposed policy statement, not a rule at this time.

Dan Palumbo inquired whether funding for door-to-door passenger assistance was being considered and if there were any projects underway.  

Nick Farber responded that there are insurance and liability issues and that was not being proposed.

Dr. ElHessen inquired how this information is being disseminated and how people could be notified about the transportation funding process to help fund projects for their constituencies.

Kimberly Gayle responded that funds are administered through competitive project selection processes conducted by transportation agencies such as Los Angeles Metro.  She emphasized the importance of being aware of funding cycles and public notices to all affected agencies that announce Call for Projects. Ms. Gayle stated that information needs to be better disseminated, and that Caltrans does outreach in the regions on its funding programs, as well as working through the Coordinated Plan process.

Nick Farber began his discussion on the TDA unmet needs process. He stated that every transportation agency has different approaches to funding unmet transit needs in their region, as outlined on page 4 of the TDA Summary handout. He indicated that the terms “unmet” and “unreasonable” transit needs are not clearly defined.  

Lynn Daucher inquired if these criteria are being used by regional agencies to favor streets and roads versus moving people.  She emphasized the need for a strong advocacy on defining unmet needs including making changes to meet those needs.

Floyd Willis indicated that this is mostly a rural and urban dynamic because the statute allows for local interpretation.  Therefore, the responsibility is on human service organizations to advocate funding for their constituencies.  

Laura Williams stated that transportation dollars are diverted to streets and roads if it is determined no unmet transit needs are present.

Dr. ElHessen questioned whether this issue is linked to cities’ ADA plans.

Kimberly Gayle stated that funding sources drive the rules, which is the purpose of the Coordinated Plan, and that ADA impacts are considered in development of these plans.

Pam Couch stated that in rural areas such as Modoc County, the transportation planning agency decided that their funding would be used for moving people versus streets and roads.  Ms. Couch further indicated that Modoc does not need to meet TDA requirements and is a small region with one or two providers, in contrast to an urban area with many providers.

Jim Reed moved on to discuss the legislative analysis proposed to be conducted as an element of the MAP study.  He indicated that the draft one-page outline handout shows how key legislative Acts and Statutes would be analyzed. The analysis for the Legislative Report would be developed in accordance with this outline and would include input from the MAP PAC members.  Mr. Reed also stated that the appendices (the legislative summaries) are in draft form and should be reviewed and that committee comments would be incorporated into the documents. In addition, the legislative report will include other relevant information, including a glossary of terms.  He expressed interest in receiving feedback from the MAP PAC members on any and all issues.  

Eric Schatmeier raised concerns about bridging the gap between background/history of the statutes and acts, and any recommended changes (bullet points 1 and 2) as outlined on slides 13 and 14.  Mr. Schatmeier recommended that NCSL revise the analytical framework to add a sub bullet: “Issues Analysis” which is incorporates the activities that NCSL will undertake to develop recommended changes or revisions to statutes and acts.

Judith Norman responded that revisions would be made to the framework, and also indicated that issues related to the legislative impacts of key acts or statutes would be surfaced as a part of the stakeholder involvement process.  JNTC and NCSL will be developing questions and conducting interviews that assess the impacts of coordination policies and statutes on local governments. Issues that surface during this process will be reported at a future MAP PAC subcommittee meeting.

Kimberly Gayle stated that the information relative to the oversight of the TDA process, procedures, and regulations which are handled at Caltrans, will be provided to the JNTC project team in upcoming months.  

Lynn Daucher inquired whether focus groups will address TDA unmet needs issues.

Judith Norman responded that the TDA unmet needs issues would not be a subject discussed during the focused group discussion process, but would likely be a subcommittee topic. Ms. Norman added that focus groups sessions would discuss topics developed from the stakeholder involvement themes on page 22 of the Presentation.

Pam Couch pointed out that there should be an understanding regarding diversity in California.  She further stated that population density, distance, and available service are all important factors for consideration.  In rural areas, clients may have to travel as many as 189 miles for a medical appointment.  

One committee member raised the issues of goals for the stakeholder involvement process, and pointed out that there is an opportunity to address regional gaps in development of the State plan.

Dr. ElHessen indicated that the State plan for the Blind is currently being developed, and will commence at the beginning of 2010.  She presently chairs the Communications Committee and would like to coordinate her study efforts in some way with the MAP study outreach effort.

Kimberly Gayle agreed to discuss ways to coordinate that could increase participation by stakeholders.

Lynn Daucher inquired whether the representative for the State plan for the Blind is the staff representative of a human services agency.

Dr. ElHessen responded in affirmative and stressed the need to work together to develop plans that have statewide impacts.

Pat Piras raised the issue about the need to understand the background of the Federal Medicaid statutes and the relationship to Medi-Cal relative to the bullet on slide 13. Jim Reed stated that he would add this issue to the list of research items.  In addition, statutes and policies relating to the Older Americans Act would also be added.

Judith Norman suggested that additional comments on this subject be sent to Eric Schatmeier or Judith Norman.

Technical Update 

Judith Norman presented the technical update and summarized the Subcommittee telephone conference meeting held on March 9, 2009, to address Interregional gap analysis issues. Although 16 members volunteered to participate, only 11 members were available to meet on that day and time.  Ms. Norman thanked the members for their willingness to volunteer and participate.  

Ms. Norman reported that the Subcommittee discussed the purpose and outcomes anticipated for review of the Coordinated Plans and development of a Statewide Executive Summary.  Status reports will be provided on this work activity at future MAP PAC meetings.  The Subcommittee also discussed Interregional gap analysis, including defining the regional relationships (inter-county, intra-county, state-to-state, etc.) to be reviewed, the criteria for review, and the level of detail that would be collected from plans.  

The Subcommittee recommended that the project team start with a general review of the Coordinated plans to complete the Statewide Executive Summary which will provide information needed to develop any additional plan review parameters to develop the interregional gap analysis.  The project team will provide status reports at upcoming MAP PAC meetings. 

Outreach/Stakeholder Involvement

Judith Norman outlined the project team’s stakeholder involvement approach and emphasized the importance of obtaining stakeholder participation and opinion about coordination. Ms. Norman explained that this effort would include a number of outreach activities including opinion-leader interviews, roundtables and focused group discussions. 

Ms. Norman stated that the project team will work with the Caltrans District personnel in each region and the MPOs/RTPAs to ensure that the process is successful. Ms. Norman requested that MAP PAC members review and comment on the draft MPO/RTPA letter.  

She informed the committee that interviews would be conducted by telephone and/or e-mail and would include MAP PAC members and others referred by members. Ms. Norman added that a series of regional roundtables and focused group discussions would also be conducted.

A draft interview questionnaire (handout) was developed for the interview process.  Ms. Norman requested that the MAP PAC members provide input on the questionnaire.  Ms. Norman explained that discussion topics will be developed to conduct roundtables and focused group discussions consistent with outreach themes. She indicated that the project team needs to assess the level of opinion leader familiarity and participation in the Coordinated plan process and barriers to coordination.

Questions and Comments

Dr. ElHessen stated that California typically does not coordinate with other states; although some regions and counties within regions do coordinate with each other.

David Wilder mentioned that San Bernardino has six separate transportation agencies that are not connected, and is looking to paratransit service to fill in the service gaps.  

Judith Norman responded that the project team will review fixed route service, Dial-A-Ride and ADA paratransit, but this review is based on information contained in the Coordinated Plans. The project team will also be looking at intraregional and interregional trips.  

Floyd Willis stated that the gap analysis needs to develop an executive summary of rural plans.

Dr. ElHessen requested that the outreach materials be developed for the visually impaired (large font size). Judith Norman thanked Dr. ElHessen for her request and assured her that the project team was aware of the needs of the visually impaired and in the future will prepare materials accordingly.

Judith Norman discussed obtaining additional referrals from the MAP PAC members for potential interviewees.  In addition, the project team would incorporate questions about local policies limit coordination, and NCSL could conduct follow-up discussions, as needed.  

Ms. Norman pointed out that elected officials are welcome to attend the roundtable discussions.  She also indicated that the outreach activities schedule would conclude at the end of 2009, and the MAP PAC study will be completed in June 2010.  

Dr. ElHessen stated that different rural areas have different needs with specific issues that need to be discussed.  She pointed out that Bishop has no Independent Living Centers.  

Kimberly Gayle responded that the Rural Counties Task Force can be used as a resource, and suggested that this group be included in the outreach.

A MAP PAC member also suggested that there is a need to address issues related to independent living and access to medical services in rural areas, such as Reno and the Sierras, where people cross state lines for services.

Laura Williams commented on the need for state focus in high dessert areas where people are stranded in their homes.  She further pointed out that accessibility and medical reimbursement are major issues.

Jean Foletta indicated that outreach was conducted in San Joaquin County with DPSS, which was a productive effort.  She suggested obtaining input from social service agencies through service providers. 

Lynn Daucher inquired about the draft interview questionnaire, observing that questions are geared toward a more experienced audience.

Judith Norman responded that interview questions were targeted for opinion leaders, which will initially include MAP PAC members, including those involved in the Coordinated Plans, and agencies referred by MAP PAC committee members. Topics to be discussed by stakeholder constituency groups (senior centers, regional centers, public transit, business, citizen advisory groups, hospitals, case workers, etc.) within the regions will be developed for review at future meeting. Ms. Norman requested that MAP PAC members provide their input on the MPO letter and the questionnaire.  

Kimberly Gayle directed the MAP PAC to provide their comments to the draft questionnaire and use these questions in developing their feedback:  Are these questions sufficient? If not, why not?  What information should be added?

Pam Couch stated that the committee should have more time to review the questionnaire and provide feedback.

Eric Schatmeier requested clarification, asking Ms. Norman to identify the types of audiences that would be addressed with each outreach method in the stakeholder involvement process. 

Judith Norman explained the rationale for the stakeholder involvement process and how each outreach opportunity (telephone/e-mail interviews, roundtables and focused group discussions) with stakeholders would yield significant information about their opinions and perspectives relative to coordination statewide. 

Kimberly Gayle requested that JNTC keep the MAP PAC informed as the project team completes each outreach activity. Judith Norman responded that she will continue to apprise the MAP PAC committee members of the team’s progress on each level.

Laura Williams suggested that it would be appropriate to have small focused group discussions to include all disabled groups, as well as senior citizens and low income families.

Lynn Daucher suggested that MAP PAC members provide more input on the issue of which agencies/organizations will be included in the focus group sessions.

Judith Norman responded that this was a good suggestion and would defer to the MAP PAC for direction on this issue.

Kimberly Gayle inquired about how the telephone and e-mail interviews would be conducted and whether these interviews included all the MAP PAC members.

Judith Norman responded that the interviews would involve all MAP PAC members and would also include non MAP PAC members.  She further stated that as members were added they would also be interviewed. 

Dan Palumbo inquired about the duration of the MAP study. Judith Norman responded that the study would be completed by June 2010. 

Mr. Palumbo suggested that the C48 conference, which meets in November, would be a good forum to conduct outreach.  He also suggested that there are grant workshops for 5310 and JARC that provide opportunities for outreach.  

It was further suggested that a good geographic location for a roundtable discussion be at the next Cal Act conference.

Kimberly Gayle inquired about additional on-going conferences that could assist Caltrans in informing stakeholders about the study and the outreach process, and asked that members provide information to Caltrans about those opportunities as they arise.   

Jean Foletta stated that she distributed study information to JARC 5310 MRC vendors.  

Kimberly Gayle requested that feedback and comments on the draft questionnaire and the MPO/RTPA letter be submitted by April 3rd to Eric Schatmeier or Judith Norman.  

Meeting Action Items
1. Receive and incorporate MAP PAC committee comments and finalize the draft Stakeholder Interview Questionnaire

2. Receive and incorporate MAP PAC committee comments and finalize the draft MPO/RTPA Letter

3. Include and meet with the Rural Counties Task Force as an information resource, during the stakeholder involvement effort.

4. Revise the analytical framework to add an “Issues Analysis” which incorporates the activities that NCSL will undertake to develop recommended changes or revisions to statutes and acts.

5. Coordinate with California Council for the Blind during the outreach process of the MAP study.

6. Research the history and background of the Federal Medicaid statutes and their relationship to Medi-Cal.

7. Research statutes and policies related to the Older Americans Act.

8. Develop outreach and meeting materials suitable for use by the visually impaired (larger font size).

9. Consider conducting a roundtable outreach discussion at a future Cal Act meeting.

10. MAP PAC committee should be included in the selection of locations for upcoming focused group discussions in the State.

Next Meeting

The next meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, May 13, 2009 at the Department of Aging in Sacramento.  In addition, MAP PAC meetings in July and September 2009 will be held at the Department of Aging in Sacramento, CA. 

Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 1:25 p.m.
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