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california interregional blueprint

Interim Report Working Group

NOTES
	

California Interregional Blueprint (CIB) Discussion
SACOG
July 12, 2011
9:00 am – 11:00 am




Attendees:
	Muggs Stoll (SANDAG)
	Sharon Scherzinger (Caltrans)

	Matt Carpenter (SACOG)
	Pam Korte (Caltrans)

	Doug Williford (SCAG)
	Bruce De Terra (Caltrans)

	Doug Ito (CARB)	
	Chad Baker (Caltrans)

	George Mazur (Cambridge Systematics)
	Laurie Waters (Caltrans)

	Ron West (Cambridge Systematics)	
	Cathy Gomes (Caltrans)

	Caroline Leary (Cambridge Systematics)
	Gabriel Corley (Caltrans)                                                           

	Bob Leiter (Consultant)
	Nathan Smith (Caltrans)         

	Marty Tuttle (Caltrans)
	Stuart Mori (Caltrans)



Action Items
	#
	Category/Agenda Item
	Action Item
	Responsible Party

	1
	Working Group Roles and Responsibilities
	· Add paragraph under "Background" section of document explaining that meeting the GHG reduction target of 80% below 1990 levels by 2050 is a goal set by Executive Order. MPOs are not subject to this goal under SB 375.
· Include SB 375 text in quotes to clarify its source in "Desired Outcomes" section.
	Laurie Waters

	2
	Comparison of SB 375 and SB 391
	· Mention baseline year of 2005 in comparison matrix document. 
· On page 2 of the document, under "Transportation Network", adjust the qualifier that says "does not include local streets and roads".
	Laurie Waters

	3
	Future Dates
	· Send out calendar announcements for future Working Group meetings (once receive confirmation from members unable to attend today's meeting).
	Caroline Leary

	4
	Implementation Plan
	· Make the following changes to the Implementation Plan: 
· Figure 1 - In the row for "MPO- SCS Drafted", under "CIB Analysis" column, change "Validate draft findings…" bullet. 
· Remove "validation" references under the other agency types ("MPO-Other", RTPAs, etc.) to be consistent with prior bullet.
· Change agency type "RTPAs" to "Rural RTPAs".
· Under "Data Assembly & Augmentation", change "prior plans" to "prior and updated information" across the board.
	George Mazur

	4
	Implementation Plan (continued)
	· Engage in discussion with CALCOG to resolve question of how to analyze interregional travel particularly given the need for rural RTPA data.
· Talk to the people involved with the effort funded by the Strategic Growth Council grant about their work on interregional travel.
· Update Implementation Plan to incorporate above changes and submit to Caltrans by August 23, 2011.
	Caltrans and CS


Matt Carpenter

George Mazur

	5
	Stakeholder Workshops
	· Follow up with Doug Williford on possible use of SCAG office for Los Angeles Stakeholder Workshop.
· Follow up with Doug Ito on possible use of California EPA for Sacramento Stakeholder Workshop.
· Fix dates in memo to November of 2011. (Bottom of page 1 and top of page 2 said 2012).
· Revise agenda - Eliminate discrete "feedback" segments; incorporate ongoing polling and feedback throughout agenda.
· Request feedback from WG members on following topics:
· Would you like to volunteer to be part of the Working Group segment?-
· Does the format make sense?
· Ideas for topics?
· Feedback on overall process and format?
· Length of workshops? 3 hours or 4?
	George Mazur

	6
	Administrative
	· Number all pages sequentially in future agenda packets
	George Mazur




Key Decisions
1. Clarify Roles and Responsibilities wording so it is clear that MPOs are not required to meet the 80% reduction targets by 2050 and clarify which text came directly from legislation.
2. Make adjustments to Comparison of SB-375 and SB-391 document per Working Group’s (WG’s) comments.
3. Confirm dates for future WG meeting with members absent from today’s meeting before scheduling.
4. Revise Implementation Plan.
5. Coordinate with CALCOG regarding interregional travel issues.
6. Stakeholder Workshops will be held on November 1st (Sacramento) and November 8th (Los Angeles).



Meeting Materials
· CIB Interim Report Working Group Membership
· CIB Interim Report Working Group Roles & Responsibilities (updated)
· Dates for Future Working Group Meetings and Stakeholder Workshop
· Stakeholder Workshop Preliminary Planning
· SB-375/391 Comparison Matrix
· Preliminary Implementation Plan

Welcome and Introductions 
· Martin Tuttle emphasized that Caltrans would like to work as a partner to the MPOs.
· To implement 391, we have to pull together SCS’ and Caltrans wants the MPOs to view the agency as a resource and partner.
· It is a challenge to implement 375 and has the potential to be confusing.
· The California Household Travel Survey is an example of how many agencies can work together.

May 26, 2011 Meeting Notes
· WG members accepted the May 26th Meeting Notes.
· The meeting notes indicated that the 7/12/2011 WG meeting would include a CT Earth presentation.  This presentation was rescheduled to instead be part of today’s meeting of MPO/State Agency Working Group on SB-375 Implementation.

Working Group Roles and Responsibilities 
· Changes to “Roles and Responsibilities” document were made based on discussion at the May 26th WG meeting.
· There was a concern with language in the document related to GHG reduction goals. SANDAG staff recently spoke with the state AG’s office regarding legal issues surrounding adoption of their RTP/SCS, so we need to be careful about the wording around reduction goals. The current trajectory may not show an 80% GHG reduction within the transportation sector by 2050, so we want to make sure we are not stating that MPOs are required to meet that target.
· The wording in the document came from SB 391, so we should make that clear.  The WG decided to clarify the language and source of the language when necessary. These decisions are outlined in the “Action Items” section of this document.
· Transportation changes and other SCS-related actions won’t necessarily be able to reduce GHG enough to meet the 80% below 1990 levels of GHG by 2050 solely within the transportation sector.

Comparison of SB 375 And SB 391
· The requirements of the Interim Report and California Transportation Plan 2040 (CTP) are summarized in the SB 375/391 Matrix.
· Topics covered include forecast years, modeling, application sectors, transportation network and CARB review.
· Requests from WG members included:
· Clarify the term “spheres of influence”
· Mention that baseline year for measuring GHG reduction under SB-375 is 2005

Future Meeting Dates
· WG members at the meeting agreed with proposal to hold future WG meetings the morning second Tuesday of every other month.  Future meetings will be held at SACOG.
· Confirm dates for future WG members with members absent from today’s meeting before scheduling.
· Cambridge Systematics will send out calendar announcements to all WG members once all members confirm availability.
· Other important dates:
· November 1st – Sacramento Stakeholder Workshop
· November 8th – Los Angeles
· Hold the mornings for both dates; exact time TBD
· April 2012 – Summit in Sacramento
· Doug W. offered to check availability of main meeting room at SCAG for November 3rd workshop. Cambridge Systematics will follow up with Doug.
· SACOG facilities are not available for the November 1 workshop.  Cambridge Systematics will coordinate with Doug Ito regarding potential use of CalEPA facilities.
Implementation Plan
· George Mazur presented the preliminary Implementation Plan.  Highlights of the discussion include:
· Caltrans is interested in developing a methodology to be used in the CTP for statewide GHG assessment (although GHG is not required to be quantified in the Interim Report).
· ARB’s role versus that of Caltrans and the MPOs in supporting attainment of the State’s climate change goals.
· ARB staff will not compare SCS results between regions. Such comparisons are not part of the SB-375 statutory requirements. ARB’s responsibility is to determine whether SCS demonstrates that SB-375 targets are met.
· The Interim Report should not evaluate ARB’s work regarding SCS review; Caltrans and the WG will plan to accept ARB’s findings as is.
· For MPOs that have a completed or draft SCS, WG members concurred that the Interim Report should synthesize the findings from those SCS documents.
· WG members expressed a strong preference for not conducting any type of “validation” work in the Interim Report.  A similar preference was expressed to avoid comparing or transferring results/trends from one MPO to another.
· SCAG Draft SCS will be included in the April 2012 Draft Interim Report.
· Interregional travel is an important consideration, particularly for the smaller MPOs where internal-external and through trips are important, and poorly understood. Under SB 375 and the Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines, through trips are not the responsibility of the MPO. San Joaquin valley is looking closely at how responsibility for interregional trips is assigned. A recommendation was made to consult CALCOG on this issue.
· Should the Interim Report include inferences about what travel changes could come about as a result of newer socioeconomic forecasts or not address that topic?  CS will include this in draft Interim Report for WG consideration.
· No concurrence was reached on the question: Should the Interim Report include inferences about regional travel changes that could arise due to revised forecasts of interregional travel?  CS will include this in draft Interim Report for WG consideration.
· Data sources were discussed including the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) and the Household Travel Survey.
· Requests/suggestions include:
· Change “RTPA’s” to “Rural RTPAs” since there are different types of RTPAs.
· Include all Blueprint plans that have been completed, including rural RTPAs.
· Suggestion: Focus on interpretation aspect and policy implications/development.
· Suggestion: Include discussion of system performance. Reports such as Smart Mobility are helpful. 
· Next steps: Refined preliminary framework will be shared at September meeting and will present ideas/plan as recommendations.

SANDAG Sustainable Communities Strategy 
· Muggs Stoll and Doug Ito reviewed SANDAG’s SCS process and ARB’s role in that process. 
· ARB’s role is to asses that SANDAG has demonstrated achievement of GHG reduction target in their SCS, including use of reasonable assumptions and analysis methods in this demonstration.  ARB management is getting pressure from advocacy groups to use ARB’s perceived statutory authority to influence regional policy.
· ARB is asking many questions related to land use, travel behavior, nature of underlying data sources, and model sensitivity. As part of its review, ARC is focusing, in part, on SANDAG’s travel demand forecasting efforts, including three main reports prepared by SANDAG: Validation Report, Sensitivity Analysis, and Off-Model Methodology.
· During SCS development, SANDAG staff facilitated a series of technical meetings that focused on specific issues (e.g. From what base year are gas prices being extrapolated?  Assumptions for CPI? Methodology for land use components of modeling?) ARB is doing this in order to validate data.
· SANDAG’s SCS shows a major per-capita GHG reduction for 2020, and a slightly lower reduction for 2035.  Some groups are trying to use this trend information to “prove” that the State’s broader climate change goals won’t be met.  
· Muggs pointed to several factors that are contributing to the GHG patterns for 2020 and 2035 (and beyond):
· A real drop in VMT between 2005 and today due to the recession.  This pattern translates into a drop in VMT per capita in 2020.
· Relatively steady VMT/capita between 2020 and 2035 (as opposed to prior to 2020).
· A lot of bottleneck relief and transit projects being delivered in early years of the RTP due to a favorable bid environment.
· Lack of state and federal guidance on fuel economy and similar assumptions for the years beyond 2040; assumptions remain static beyond 2040.
· Overall, there is a lot of focus on the time period between the SCS horizon (as dictated by SB-375) and the RTP horizon of 2050.  However, ARB’s statutory authority under SB-375 related specifically to the SCS (i.e. a 2035 horizon year).
· Other major topics/issues include:
· SANDAG completed extensive sensitivity testing of its model over the past year.  The results of this testing are included in the Sensitivity Analysis Report that ARB is now reviewing.
· There are differences in the trend patterns between VMT and GHG reductions.
· SANDAG is struggling with the confusion created by different base year and horizon year requirements of the SCS versus the RTP/EIR.  At a general level, a 2005 base year is used for GHG-related metrics, while a 2008 base year is used for assessing most other performance measures. 
· Some interest groups are criticizing SANDAG’s draft SCS as “business as usual” (i.e. a perception of more highway expansion projects).
· ARB is preparing an evaluation methodology report as follow-up to May 9th workshop. Will review performance indicators that come from model.  Which strategies really move the dial?
· ARB is developing internal travel model expertise that will allow them to more carefully and critically assess MPO SCS activities in the coming years.

Stakeholder Workshops (George)
· Intention for workshops to be for state, regional, and local agency staff and key transportation interest groups.
· The targeted workshop dates are November 1, 2011 (Sacramento) and November 8, 2011 (Los Angeles).  Change dates to 2011 in Stakeholder Workshop memo (says 2012).
· Proposed locations: SCAG in LA, somewhere in Sacramento 
· Below are the highlights of the discussion about details. Decisions about next steps are captured in the “Action Items” and “Key Decisions” section of this document.
· Major discussion points include:  
· Workshop will include a webcast with live polling.
· WG members may be asked to lead the presentations.  If this step occurs, WB members may be asked to submit talking points/white papers to help guide subsequent panel discussions.
· We need to determine if we want panelists, which could include some agency staff from partner agencies and stakeholders.
· Topics will be fleshed out between September and November.
· The preliminary plan is for Steve Pickrell to facilitate northern CA, and Bob Leiter to facilitate Southern CA workshop.
· CS and Caltrans would like feedback about topic selection, comfort with processes.
· There are two possible categories of panelist. – state agencies and broad stakeholder group.
· Three hours should be maximum  length.
· Limit to 1 formal feedback exercise.  Perhaps have attendees fill out form on way in to capture additional baseline information. 
· Provide annotated outline (including brief on GHG methodology).
· Break up straight presentations.
· Caltrans video will be on the order of 5 to 6 minutes in duration.

Next Working Group Meeting: September 13, 2011 from 9:00 AM – 11:00 AM at SACOG offices.
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