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Attendees: 
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George Mazur (Cambridge Systematics)
Ron West (Cambridge Systematics)
Caroline Leary (Cambridge Systematics)
Bob Leiter (Consultant Team)
Muggs Stoll (SANDAG)
Clint Holtzen (SACOG)
Doug Williford (SCAG) 
Doug Ito (CARB)
Marty Tuttle (Caltrans)
Shirley Choate (Caltrans)
Pam Korte (Caltrans)
Bruce de Terra (Caltrans)
Gabriel Corley (Caltrans)                                                          
Laurie Waters (Caltrans)
Cathy Gomes (Caltrans)
Stuart Mori (Caltrans)
By Phone:
Andy Chesley (SJCOG) 
Tanisha Taylor (SJCOG)
Kim Anderson (SJCOG)
Nathan Smith (Caltrans) 
Mardy Thomas (Glenn County) 



Action Items
	#
	Category/Agenda Item
	Action Item
	Responsible Party

	1
	Interim Report Annotated Outline
	Update Annotated Outline to reflect feedback and guidance from today’s meeting.
	Cambridge Systematics

	2
	Workshop Feedback
	Follow up with Doug Ito to gather his feedback regarding the workshops.
	Cambridge Systematics

	3
	Workshops and Interim Report
	
Continue to provide feedback to Caltrans and Cambridge Systematics about workshops and how to use that feedback to strengthen the Interim Report.
	All

	4
	Spring 2012 Transportation Summit
	Check calendar for any major conferences and select date for Spring Transportation Summit (late April – early May).
	Caltrans, Cambridge Systematics



Key Decisions
· Add or increase discussion of several topics throughout the Interim Report:
· Rural areas;
· Integration/coordination of modal planning efforts with regional planning efforts and other statewide planning efforts;
· Tendency towards increased multi-region or megaregion planning;
· Importance of project delivery for successful SCS implementation (and need to secure continued involvement of interest groups); and
· Interaction between GHG and other performance objectives (i.e. co-benefits).
Meeting Materials
· September 13, 2011 Meeting Notes
· CIB Interim Report Implementation Plan 
· Draft CIB Interim Report Annotated Outline
· Final workshop polling questions
· Follow-up survey
· Presentation slides with polling and survey summaries
Opening Remarks and Agenda Review
· After introductions, Martin Tuttle welcomed everyone to the meeting and introduced Shirley Choate, Acting Director for Caltrans’ Division of Transportation Planning, highlighting her extensive program management experience.
· He applauded everyone’s efforts on the workshop and encouraged the Working Group to inform Caltrans about how it can add value to the workshops as we move toward the next milestone. 
· Pam Korte reviewed the agenda, beginning with the Working Group’s impression of the workshops and a review of comments received about the workshop.
· We received 52 responses to the follow-up survey; we received more in-depth feedback through the survey than at the workshops.
· Marty asked Pam to provide a brief overview of workshop results to the meeting of the MPO/State Working Group on SB-375 Implementation that was scheduled for later that afternoon.
Workshop Polling and Follow-Up Survey Results
Workshop Polling
· George Mazur brought everyone’s attention to the agenda packet, which included the Interim Report outline, the questions asked at the workshop, and today’s slides. George began with page 28 of the handout, with a breakdown of responses to the four polling questions asked during the Interim Report Panel. 
· Demographics – What type of organization do you represent today?
· “State agency” was the largest group; about 2/3 of that group was Caltrans staff.
· SCS Influence on Statewide System – What do you think will be the biggest influence of SCSs on the configuration of the statewide integrated multimodal transportation system?
· There was a greater audience response at the Los Angeles meeting than at the Sacramento meeting on this question.
· The “in person” audience was less likely to select “demand for interregional travel”.
· Muggs Stoll mentioned that most workshop attendees are “inside baseball” people and therefore know that funding is low, so are looking for areas in which there could be funding. Remember that the workshop attendees did not represent the general public; the general public would have responded differently.
· Martin Tuttle asked Bob Leiter to let his MPO Working Group know that Caltrans is interested in the members’ thoughts about the workshops and how Caltrans can be of assistance to the MPOs.
· Addressing Rural Issues – How should the Interim Report address integrated transportation and land use in rural areas?
· The following three issues were mentioned repeatedly:
· Rural-urban jobs/housing balance
· Interregional travel (influence on rural transportation needs)
· Transportation and economic vitality for rural areas
· Only 34% of responses included “Discuss Blueprint planning efforts” whereas as the three topics listed above each received roughly 75%.
· Top Priorities – Which of the following topics should be top priorities for addressing in the Interim Report?
· “Demand for interregional passenger travel” and “Interaction between regional and statewide projects” each received just over 50% of responses, followed by “Location of economic growth (37% of responses). 
· The dire projections are tapering off.
· There are no great differences between workshops but the answers vary between groups (organization types).
· Cambridge Systematics has crosstabs with this information if anyone would like to look further into it.
· For example:
· State agencies were more likely to select passenger travel demand and less likely to select passenger travel. 
· Only municipal agencies selected “Other”. 
· The rural areas were mentioned a lot.
· Issues with SB 375 were not mentioned as often as expected. Los Angeles workshop participants expressed fewer implementation concerns with SB 375.
Follow-Up Survey Results
· Surveys were emailed to all participants other than Caltrans headquarters employees.  As of 11/21, 52 responses had been received, with over one-half of respondents providing narrative comments.  There were several recurring themes among many responses to the open-ended question:
· The topic of modal integration and connectivity received many comments. 
· The following questions touch upon other popular topics:
· How will modes and interregional plans will be integrated?
· How will interregional travel be addressed?
· How will these be addressed in the Interim Report? (Similar to questions about how topics will be addressed in statewide plans.)
· Four items were not sufficiently addressed:
· Rural area issues, funding and strategies (mentioned by 6 respondents)
· Non-motorized travel (mentioned by 2)
· Transit system coordination (mentioned by 2)
· Road maintenance plans (mentioned by 2)
· Question: Are the CIB and CTP important in achieving climate change goals?
· Responses were: Yes (60%); No (10%); Depends (30%). Responses at both workshops were similar.
· There is interest in the product; we need to re-think how to focus these elements.
· Question: How would you like to be kept up to date about CIB and CTP issues?
· More than 50% said emails, webinars, or the website. 
· In Sacramento, “webinar” received more responses; in Los Angeles, “newsletter” received more responses.
· Question: How effective was the CIB workshop in helping you understand and provide input to the CIB and CTP processes? Workshop effectiveness? 
· Responses were: Effective (62%); Neutral (17%); Ineffective (21%) 
Workshop Feedback
· Ron West facilitated this portion of the meeting and began by asking the Working Group for feedback.
· Pam Korte noted that Doug Ito had to leave prior to this agenda item, but we can receive comments from him offline.
· Doug Williford offered the following comments:
· He was pleased with the feedback and the intelligent questions asked during the Los Angeles Workshop and wondered how the actual attendance compared with Caltrans’ hopes and expectations.
· He thought that special interest groups were missing from the workshops. There were a few members present, but not a lot. He mentioned that during SCAG’s SCS development process, special interest groups were helpful and they worked productively; much of the input these groups provided was included in the draft SCS.
· To their own detriment, these groups are often regionally focused, so maybe for that reason, they haven’t been as involved in state efforts such as this one.
· Doug was happy that attendance was good.
· Muggs Stoll gave some feedback from the perspective of an MPO that has completed the SCS process:
· SANDAG’s SCS was officially approved last Friday. 
· He wasn’t surprised that people wonder how all modes/systems interact. For example, how can passenger rail and high speed rail interact with the aviation plan?
· He agreed with a lot of what Doug said and mentioned that SANDAG interacted with the same types of groups and that these groups are focused on SB 375, not SB 391.
· He mentioned that we are trying to move perspectives away from the 40,000 foot view toward what’s happening on the ground. 
· For example, some people are speaking out against buses parking in downtown San Diego.  Since increased transit service is a key element of SANDAG’s SCS, SANDAG has been encouraging interest groups to become more active in project development activities that will be critical to successful SCS implementation.
· Both Muggs and Doug mentioned that they have had positive experiences working with the NRDC, particularly around the topic of infill development.
· Ron highlighted that the need for more stakeholder perspectives was a key takeaway.
· Andy Chesley mentioned that is sensitive to the topic of local government participation in a blueprint planning effort.  It is natural for local participation to be a bit muted in a statewide interregional blueprint process such as the CIB.
· Andy is interested in the urban/rural connection. In his region, there is an interesting challenge with the foothill communities to the east, as residential development has been pushed into that area. He looks forward to a discussion of the urban/rural connection in the Interim Report.
· Mardy Thomas from Glenn County agrees with what Andy said. He asks, “Where do rural communities fit in terms of recreational travel”? Interregional travel is also of economic interest to rural areas so it is a focus area.
· Ron West agrees that people think of congestion and negative effects from travel in terms of commuting trips, but congestion related to interregional travel for recreation can be bad in rural communities.
· Bruce de Terra stated that the audience and participants are at a disadvantage because they don’t live and breathe these topics.
· Bruce also mentioned that trying to break through budget boundaries is difficult for certain agencies.
· Bruce took away the notion that travelers/communities (in California) are being affected farther out from urban centers. People encounter urban traffic for longer periods of time. For example, how does interregional travel affect communities in the southern San Joaquin Valley?
· Ron also brought up the topic of freight traffic commute times.
· Nathan Smith appreciated the good participation, but hoped for more questions.  He asked if people in rural areas indicated in their feedback that they wanted a workshop closer to them? 
· George Mazur answered that we did not receive that comment; on the whole, people enjoyed the webcast.
· Workshop participation was roughly doubled through the webcasts.
· In the past, Caltrans received the criticism that its own staff members were voting on topics of discussion/interest and they “stacked the deck”. That question was raised today because a number of Caltrans staff members provided input during the workshops, but we are able to filter out people who identified themselves as “state agency” or included Caltrans as their affiliation on the web or in person.  Also, Caltrans HQ employees were not invited to participate in the follow-up survey.


Interim Report Annotated Outline
· George Mazur reviewed the Interim Report Annotated Outline and a few other slides from previous Working Group meetings such as the diagram entitled “SCS Influence on the Statewide System”.
· The target length of the report is 50-55 pages and intended audiences is the legislature and executive decision makers as well as the informed general public.
· The three main purposes of the report are to provide an overview of all SCS/APS efforts, assess the influence of SCS/APS on the “configuration of the statewide integrated multimodal transportation system, and to set the stage for the 2015 CTP.
· George suggested several potential refinements to the Annotated Outline  based on workshop results and today’s discussion:
· Modal integration – Tie more into regional efforts and highlight how this can benefit MPOs in this round of planning (SCS) and next round (e.g. SANDAG completed its SCS and is already looking ahead to its next RTP.) Also consider modal integration and CTP 2040 integration. 
· Rural areas
· Include more outreach to and engagement with rural areas during preparation of the Interim Report.
· More inclusion of rural areas throughout the Interim Report rather than having a separate section devoted to rural areas.
· Innovative elements
· How do we change the paradigm? Could add this to the back of the document or in the CTP 2040 section.
· Project development – How do we change things on the street?
· Organization of information – We plan to create clusters of regions geographically, but alternatively, we could organize based on status of SCS development (i.e. “complete SCS”, “in-the middle of SCS”, etc.)
· Comments on these refinements included the following:
· In addition to statewide and MPO planning, there is a trend toward megaregional planning. For example, goods movement planning is being done between SANDAG and SCAG, and rail integration is being done between LOSSAN and Metrolink. We could switch to a megaregional lens and investigate how megaregions interface with RTP plans and state plans. Caltrans can discuss how to direct this process and what role it can play.
· Regarding the Interim Report organization by SCS status, it might make sense for the interim report but not the CTP. There might be an advantage to doing it that way, but not sure that is the best way to do it.  Most WG members in attendance indicated that they would have a better sense of how to organize the regional information after they review a first draft.
· Regarding project development, there was support from members. Doug Williford mentioned that project development is a huge topic among the 6 county transportation commissions in his region as project development translates to jobs and money in the region.
· What is Caltrans role in project development?
· Bob Leiter echoed the idea that we should get more input from stakeholders into the report so that they will be more engaged when CTP development begins in earnest. When discussing benefits, we need to include the co-benefits of GHG strategies and make sure to highlight benefits to the environment and the economy and get stakeholders involved.
· Clint Holtzen mentioned that the move from planning to implementation is a key point on which SACOG is focusing.
· Regarding megaregions, Tanisha Taylor mentioned that SJCOG has a relationship with SACOG and other Valley MPOs because of the interregional travel between the regions.
· We also need to address the following questions: Where is the trip generated? How do you balance interregional trips?  Bruce de Terra mentioned that it depends upon which lens you use. For example, if you look at trips by purpose (e.g. recreational trips), the San Joaquin Valley and the Bay Area are essentially the same region. 
· Mardy Thomas agreed with what Bruce said and gave an example of a megaregion. The North State Super Region was just created for the purposes of coordination. (Currently the Shasta RTPA is providing staff support to this group.)
· Higher level topics are different between rural and urban areas, so megaregions are a helpful way to organize.
· Nathan Smith wondered how high speed rail will be addressed in the Interim Report as the close of the comment period on the draft Business Plan is approaching (in December).
April/May 2012 Transportation Summit
· The timeframe for the Transportation Summit is late April or early May.
· We should stay away from the weeks surrounding Easter (weeks of April 2 and 9).
· SCAG’s SCS is scheduled for adoption on April 5th. 
· SACOG is hoping to adopt its RTP/SCS in mid-April (most likely on the 3rd Thursday, April 19th).
· The California Transit Association generally holds its Spring Legislative Conference in mid May.  
· The 2012 APA National Conference will be held in Los Angeles from April 14 to April 17.. 
· Given these other events, the Summit should be targeted between April 18 and May 11.
Closing Comments and Next Working Group Meeting
· No comments were offered on the notes from September 13th Working Group meeting.  
· The next meeting is scheduled for January 10th.  The agenda for this meeting is being developed, but might include early drafts of Interim Report material. 
· The Working Group meeting scheduled for March 13th will be important since review/update of the Admin Draft Interim Report will occur.
· Ron closed the meeting by encouraging the Working Group to continue to provide feedback as this is an ongoing process. All comments are welcome, especially areas in which we can improve.
· The meeting adjourned at 11:03 AM.
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