
Active Transportation and Livable Communities (ATLC)
Advisory Group Meeting

Thursday, November 20, 2014                     1:30 PM – 3:30 PM 
Caltrans Headquarters
1120 N Street, Room 2116
Sacramento, CA 95814

Meeting Summary Notes

1. Welcome and Introductions

Katie Benouar, Chief of the Division of Transportation Planning, opened the November 20, 2014, meeting and welcomed the group.  

	ATTENDANCE

	External Agencies – ATLC Members
Dave Snyder, California Bicycle Coalition
Jacquolyn Duerr, California Department of Public Health
Jeanie Ward-Waller, Safe Routes to School National Partnership
Laura Cohen, Rails-to-Trails Conservancy 
Paul Zykofsky, Local Government Commission
Stacy Alamo-Mixson, California Department of Public Health

External Agencies – Interested Parties
Jeff Thom, California Council of the Blind
Jennifer Armer, Institute for Local Government
Kate White, California State Transportation Agency (CalSTA)
Kenneth Ryan, Sierra Club (via telephone)
Laurel Janssen, California Transportation Commission
Laurie Waters, California Transportation Commission
Lindell Price, El Dorado County resident (via telephone)
Sarah Cook, visitor with Kate White
Teddie-Joy Remhild, California Council of the Blind



	Caltrans
Alyssa Begley, Office Chief, Sustainable Community Planning
Ann Mahaney, Sustainable Community Planning
April Nitsos, Local Assistance
Bob Pieplow for Karla Sutliff, Deputy Director, Project Delivery
Bob Rubinstein, District 9 (via telephone)
Colette Armao, Aeronautics
Eric Fredericks, District 3 Transportation Planning South Office (via telephone)
Francis Dea-Sanchez, System Planning
Joan Sollenberger for Tom Hallenback, Deputy Director, Traffic Operations
Josephine Hsai, State Planning
Katie Benouar, Division Chief, Transportation Planning
Kevin Herritt, Design
Kome Ajise, Chief Deputy Director, Caltrans
Lauren Prehoda, Legislative Affairs
Melanie Perron, Assistant Deputy Director, Legislative Affairs
Melody L. Friberg, Sustainable Community Planning
Rose Agacer, State Planning
Scott Sauer, System Planning
Stephen Kent, Air Quality and Environmental Planning
Tracey Frost, System Planning



2. Congratulations Kome & Opening Comments

  
Katie Benouar made several announcements:
· Bill Figge is Acting Deputy Director, Planning and Modal Programs through early 2015.  He could not be here today to lead the meeting due to a family emergency.
· Tom Hallenbeck is the new Division Chief of Traffic Operations.  He was previously the District 9 Director.
· Caltrans was represented at the October 2014 National Association of City Transportation Officers (NACTO) conference “Designing Cities” in the Bay Area.  Caltrans Director Malcolm Dougherty participated on a panel with three other state DOT directors.

Katie congratulated Kome Ajise on his appointment to Caltrans Chief Deputy Director, and she thanked him for his years of support and service to the ATLC.  Kome understands the importance of active transportation program, and the connection between land use and transportation.  This is a critically important perspective for the Department, given the new departmental mission, vision, goals. 

Kome thanked the group for the opportunity to return and acknowledge them for the work they do.  Because ATLC is made up of external organizations, their perspective and wisdom is especially appreciated by Caltrans.  ATLC’s input has always been valued, and Kome is confident that this group will continue to be a strong voice for active transportation.  He complimented the group on their discussions and the fact that they think through and talk through a myriad of issues.  He is certain that Malcolm Dougherty, Caltrans Director, feels the same and is grateful to ATLC for their work and contributions.  Kome stated that he looks forward to where Caltrans is going as he embarks on his new assignment.

The group was invited to enjoy cake in honor of Kome. A number of ATLC members and meeting participants thanked Kome for his support and contributions to active transportation and smart growth including Kate White, Joan Sollenberger, Paul Zykofsky, Laura Cohen, and Jacquolyn Duerr. 


3. Class IV Bikeway/Cycle Track Guidance

Kevin Herritt, Division of Design, explained that Class IV bikeways are cycle tracks known as separated bikeways.  He discussed AB 1193 (Ting), which requires Caltrans to develop Class IV Bikeway guidance with cities and counties.  Cycle tracks are also known as separated bikeways in the bill.  Signed into law by the Governor, this legislation requires that Caltrans develop guidance similar to that for other classes of bikeways in the Highway Design Manual (HDM), i.e., establishing minimum safety design criteria, such as design speeds; minimum widths and clearances; grades, radiuses, and the curvatures allowed; types of pavement surfaces, drainage, and other general safety issues. 

To complement the HDM update, the Division of Design will work with the Division of Traffic Operations to incorporate changes into the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, such as signing, striping, etc.  Kevin stated that Design will work with ATLC and other groups representing vulnerable populations (seniors, children, persons with impaired vision, and persons with limited mobility) to solicit their comments and feedback.  The Department is required to publish this guidance by January 1, 2016.

In order to reach out to stakeholders and interested parties during the development of this guidance, Design is creating a plan and list of contacts, including external transportation partners, Caltrans internal functional areas, FHWA, etc.  Kevin will report back to ATLC as the guidance progresses.

Paul Zykofsky, Local Government Commission, asked whether Design knows of and will be making use of other states’ guidance for cycle tracks.  Kevin answered that these resources will be gathered and analyzed for potential use in developing the guidance.

Dave Snyder, California Bicycle Coalition, asked if Design knows how this guidance will coincide with FHWA’s forthcoming guidance. Kevin stated that he may utilize the FHWA information but supplement it with issues and scenarios specific to California, depending on the information gleaned from outreach to California stakeholders.  He used the FHWA roundabouts guidance as an example, wherein Caltrans utilized the federal guidance and supplemented it to reflect California needs and stakeholder input.  

Dave Snyder, California Bicycle Coalition, commented that the NACTO guide for bikeways discusses intersections as mixing zones, such that the bicycle protection is dropped in the intersection.  However, the CROW Design Manual for Bicycle Traffic (a guiding document for Dutch bicycle planning and design) maintains a degree of separation for bicycles all throughout the intersections.  Dave encouraged Caltrans to include both types of bikeways in the guidance.  Kevin confirmed that he will look at both national and international guidance.  

Laura Cohen, Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, asked with whom Kevin was working at this time and whom it includes.  Kevin replied that a group is not yet been formalized, but the outreach would include persons from ATLC, cities and counties, etc.  This advisory group would share wisdom and expertise that would reach across all functions, ideas, and concepts.  It is intended that this working group be all-inclusive for the issues involved, such as accessibility and safety for all users.  It is also expected that the group will develop design scenarios to accomplish this accessibility and safety.  Kevin will inform ATLC when the outreach is conducted, so that ATLC members can participate as well as recommend to him additional contacts.                                               

Jackie Duerr, Department of Public Health, volunteered to provide to Kevin a list of advocates, and persons with expertise for vulnerable groups.  Kevin confirmed that he would work through the chairpersons of these groups, who would relay information to their members, with comments and feedback going back through the chairpersons to Kevin.

Jeanie Ward-Waller, Safe Routes to School National Partnership, commented that the finished guidance could inform many of the applications for the next ATP cycle as well as the new grant program of the Strategic Growth Council.

Jeff Thom, California Council of the Blind, asked whether one of the groups specified in the legislation would be the external ADA advisory committee with whom Caltrans works.  Kevin responded that it would be.


4.  Statewide Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan

Tracey Frost, System Planning, introduced the Statewide Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan, which is a new initiative utilizing emerging priority funding.  To assist in this new endeavor, the Caltrans bicycle task force has been helpful in developing recommendations.  The group working on this plan has met with the Deputy Director, Planning and Modal Programs; in addition, the proposed bicycle and pedestrian plan was presented at the October 14, 2014, Planning and Local Assistance Network (PLAN) meeting. 

The bicycle and pedestrian plan will become part of the California Transportation Plan (CTP), which is Caltrans’ long range planning document.  The expected outcome for the bicycle and pedestrian plan is that it be aspirational, visionary, goal and performance driven, realistic; and that it will constitute a strategic policy framework for bicycle and pedestrian transportation in California.  Through this plan, Caltrans will advance the mainstreaming of bicycle and pedestrian considerations into Caltrans’ regular business practices, as well as indicate Caltrans’ support for bicycle and pedestrian transportation both on and off the State Highway System (SHS).  The scope of work is still being developed, but the target date for completion of the plan is February 2017.  A charter will also be developed to formalize the structure.  

Laura Cohen, Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, asked whether there are good examples of other states’ bike plans throughout the country.  Tracy responded that other states’ plans are being reviewed as well as the new FHWA guidance on bicycle and pedestrian planning.

Dave Snyder, California Bicycle Coalition, asked who the bicycle task force members were.  Tracey responded that Aileen Lowe, Deputy Director, Planning, for District 5, is the chairperson of the task force.  The link is:  http://localassistance.onramp.dot.ca.gov/bicycle-task-force   (task force members include Brad Mettam, Dave Moore, Ken Baxter, Bill Figge/Chris Schmidt, Lan Zhou/Romeo Estrella, Coco Briseno, Emily Mraovich, and Paul Moore).  Katie Benouar explained that the task force came about when Kome Ajise asked the Planning Deputies to assess how their respective districts were supporting bicycle and pedestrian transportation.  The Deputies subsequently determined that a statewide bicycle and pedestrian should be developed, with Caltrans taking an active role in bicycle and pedestrian transportation.  This bicycle and pedestrian plan is necessary to ensure that bicycles and pedestrians are encompassed in all modes of transportation.  The CTP will serve to keep all transportation modes integrated. 

Laurel Janssen, California Transportation Commission, asked if the bicycle and pedestrian plan would place its emphasis on the State Highway System (SHS) or would address all roads throughout the state.  Tracey responded that the plan would focus on SHS connectivity and accessibility.  However, since this was a visionary document, it would be valuable for districts to use in developing specific bicycle and pedestrian projects as well as to enhance highway projects with bike/pedestrian elements.  Laurel asked if this would inform specific Caltrans projects or would additions be made to highway projects.  Katie Benouar stated that this would include both, plus the connectivity with all other modes, including rail and interregional connections.  

Kate White, CalSTA, indicated that it is important to include Project Delivery engineers and Traffic Operations throughout the bicycle and pedestrian plan development process, since project delivery is where the bicycle and pedestrian plan will be implemented.  She noted that there has been some friction among these functional programs related to bicycles and pedestrians, so early inclusion of these program areas would serve to mitigate that.

Jeanie Ward-Waller, Safe Routes to School National Partnership, stated that there was a project in Division of Research, Innovation, and System Information (DRISI) to map existing bikeways.  She asked if this project would determine the location of infrastructure gaps and attempt to close them.  Katie Benouar stated that this recommendation could become part of the scope of work, and that it is Caltrans’ intention to improve GIS and mapping to illustrate gaps in the infrastructure. 

Jackie Duerr, California Department of Public Health, expressed her desire to see connections to transit.  Caltrans plans have been leadership documents which set the stage, articulate strategies, and influence local agency and regional agency work.  Jackie anticipates that this would be the core product of this plan, and she would like to see measurable action plans to address the gaps between vision and actions.  Jackie asked when outreach to advisory groups would occur, and whether ATLC would be consulted.  Tracey confirmed that the charter (to be developed) will determine the structure of the outreach and that ATLC, among many others, would be consulted.

Alyssa Begley, Transportation Planning, stated that emerging priority funds will be utilized for the bicycle and pedestrian plan.  Due to time constraints on the use of these funds, a consultant will be hired and a contract must be executed by June 30, 2015, with work likely beginning on July 1, 2015.

Dave Snyder, California Bicycle Coalition, asked for more information on the FHWA document Tracey discussed.  The September 2014 document, “Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Planning Handbook,” is a planning guidance for state DOTs.  The link to the document is:
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/pedestrian_bicycle/pedestrian_bicycle_handbook
  
Jeanie Ward-Waller, Safe Routes to School National Partnership, asked how the bicycle and pedestrian plan will track with other plans feeding into the CTP.  Since the Interregional Transportation Plan (ITSP) is in development now, she questioned how some of those projects would affect local bicycle and pedestrian travel, especially along the interregional routes.  Tracey stated that her group will start with the Department’s new mission, vision, and goals.  From there, the group will look at the CTP’s mission, vision, and goals, to ensure that both are connecting top-down; the group will make sure that the bicycle and pedestrian plan’s objectives are aligned with both sets of mission, vision, and goals.  Scott Sauer, System Planning, will work with the group during ITSP development in order to coordinate as much as possible, although the bicycle and pedestrian plan documents will not be ready for the June 2015 ITSP.  However, the bicycle and pedestrian plan can be incorporated into the subsequent ITSP.  Tracey added that since System Planning is responsible for both the ITSP and the bicycle and pedestrian plan, this will facilitate the incorporation of the bicycle and pedestrian plan into the ITSP.

Joan Sollenberger, Traffic Operations, announced that the Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) policy plan will be finished around April, 2015.  The SHSP can address the safety conflicts that occur when all modes are brought together in a corridor, especially in freight corridors.  Joan will share the SHSP statewide summit concerns that could provide value to the bicycle and pedestrian plan.  Katie Benouar agreed that Caltrans receives a multitude of comments on all transportation modes, regardless of the types of workshops presented, so a wealth of information exists that can be used across all Caltrans’ modal plans.

Kate White, CalSTA, asked if the upcoming SHSP would have a special focus on bicycles and pedestrians, particularly at onramps and off ramps of freeways.  Joan responded that the SHSP is for all public roads in California, so “highway” is actually a misnomer.  She indicated that there is a startling increase in bicycle and pedestrian fatalities and severe injuries, and this has become a major concern for the SHSP.  There is a growing observation that by advancing bicycle/pedestrian transportation and an integrated multimodal system, we may be introducing new safety issues.  Joan cautioned that we should carefully think through the changes being introduced so we can maintain safety.  The statistics indicate that most bicycle and pedestrian injuries occur on local systems, while most pedestrian deaths occur in urban areas, at night, at the middle of intersections.  There will be a SHSP challenge area on bicycle and pedestrian safety.  Joan believes that much will be learned from this new bicycle and pedestrian plan, and this information can be implemented in the SHSP.

Paul Zykofsky, Local Government Commission, commented that Caltrans will be interacting with local jurisdictions and councils of governments who have already implemented their own bicycle and pedestrian plans.  Tracey agreed and pointed out that some Caltrans districts have also developed bicycle plans.

Dave Snyder, California Bicycle Coalition, reminded the group to consider the context of these safety issues.  He stated that while the numbers of bicycling fatalities and injuries are going up, the California Household Travel Survey has indicated that the rate of bicycling is increasing by much more than fatality/injury rates.  Dave has calculated that bicycle injury rates in California since 2000 are actually down by 45% and fatality rates are down by 39%.  Dave concluded that, per trip, it is almost twice as safe to ride a bike today as it was in 2000.  He added, however, that the number of fatalities and injuries still needs to be reduced.

Paul Zykofsky, Local Government Commission, added that cities such as Minneapolis and New York, which have implemented aggressive bicycle programs, have seen that as the percentage of people bicycling or walking goes up, the rate of bicycle injuries and crashes goes down.  This leads to the concept that the greater the number of bicyclists and pedestrians, the more motorists become aware of their presence and drive appropriately.  Consequently, while the absolute number of injuries goes up, the rates of injuries go down.

Jackie Duerr, California Department of Public Health, strongly recommended that this bicycle and pedestrian plan be clearly and conspicuously focused on safety, because the people who suffer the most injuries (especially as pedestrians) are members of the most vulnerable populations, i.e., the very old and the very young.  While we want to make bicycle and pedestrian systems safe for all users, we need to take particular care for those who suffer the most injuries.  Jackie also brought up the question of how these two modes can be amplified in the CTP 2040.

Jeanie Ward-Waller, Safe Routes to School National Partnership, commented that some communities that have had the capacity to do their own bicycle and pedestrian plans may not be the places with the greatest risks to bikes and pedestrians.  She encouraged Caltrans to pay closer attention to communities that have been unable to do their own bicycle and pedestrian planning, especially disadvantaged communities, in order to understand their needs and make them a priority of the new bicycle and pedestrian plan.  Although disadvantaged communities are encouraged to apply for ATP grants, there are so many communities that are not on the “radar” for funding.

Katie Benouar stated that the bicycle and pedestrian plan will be brought back to ATLC to provide more opportunities to comment.

Ken Ryan, Sierra Club, asked whether a website would be developed to follow the development of the bicycle and pedestrian plan.  Katie Benouar confirmed that a website will be established once a consulted is hired, and ATLC will be notified when the website is available.

Eric Fredericks, District 3, announced that District 3 has completed a bicycle plan that could serve as a valuable model for the statewide bike and pedestrian plan.  In addition, District 3 has almost finished their Complete Streets Plan.  Both of these plans are visionary but include projects that serve as the District’s vision for certain areas.  The District’s bicycle plan does tie back to project development: when projects are scheduled, the bicycle plan is consulted for bike projects that can be done simultaneously at a relatively small cost, such as re-striping.

Lindell Price, El Dorado County resident, asked Eric whether District 3 had bike, pedestrian, or complete streets advisory committees.  Eric responded that public involvement for the bicycle plan involved local jurisdictions, some bike groups, the Sacramento Area Council of Government’s (SACOG’s) committee, and the El Dorado County Transportation Commission.  Lindell strongly recommended that District 3 establish advisory committees for bicycles, pedestrians, and complete streets.  Eric stated that he would raise this recommendation to District management.  The link to the District 3 bike plan is:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist3/departments/planning/bike/D3SHBFP_June2013.pdf
District 3’s Complete Streets Plan is still in draft form, and the final document will be shared when it is posted online.  However, the following link provides information about the plan:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist3/departments/planning/communityplanning1.htm

5. Active Transportation Program (ATP) Analysis

Katie Benouar introduced the four speakers for this presentation:  Jeanie Ward-Waller, Safe Routes to School National Partnership (SRTS); April Nitsos, Local Assistance; Laurel Janssen and Laurie Waters, California Transportation Commission.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Jeanie Ward-Waller began the presentation with Power Point slides:  the link is ATP Cycle 1 Survey & Takeaways for ATLC http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/ATP_Cycle_1_Survey_Takeaways_for_ATLC_11.20.14.pdf     

The National Partnership conducted an online survey that was circulated to the complete list of SRTS statewide contacts, and those individuals relayed the survey to other agencies and contact lists.  Seventy-three survey responses were received.  Jeanie stated that this was a great response rate to the survey which was sent immediately after the Cycle 1 application deadline.  Power Point slides illustrated details about the respondents and whether they had been involved in any part of the ATP grant development or application processes.  Of particular interest was that 88 % of project applications included an element that would provide some benefit for disadvantaged communities.  

April Nitsos suggested it would be valuable to track the amount of time spent per application and compare it to the time spent on an awarded application.  Another suggestion was to track whether the applicant used public engagement or a community partner in the application process, which is typically much more labor and time intensive.  

The survey results reported that the most difficult part of the application process was attempting to quantify the benefit-cost of the proposal.

Jeanie’s group analyzed the successful applications and developed take-aways that they presented in a webinar.  The take-aways included:  document mode shift with well-quantified data; describe key destinations and non-infrastructure activities; use of citations; use of survey data; and use of maps.  Jeanie also provided examples of good answers on the slides.

The application components and suggestions for better answers included the following:

Question 1:  use data and maps; highlight connections to destinations
Question 2:  use of Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS) data; pictures illustrating safety hazards; use of non-infrastructure components
Question 3:  successful applicants showed robust public participation process in planning, especially for disadvantaged communities; provide letters of support
Question 4:  this question will change so it was not analyzed
Question 5:  successful applicants had quality public health data; consulting with the public health department; addressing not only obesity and inactivity, but also asthma and air quality; identifying the specific area where the project is proposed.  The California Health Interview Survey was cited as the most common source of data
Question 6:  provide a map showing the project location in relation to the disadvantaged area; use of census tract median incomes.

Jeanie explained that for ATP Cycle 2, changes will be made for greater clarity and simplicity in the application, plus Caltrans will provide a new cost-benefit tool for Question 4.

April Nitsos stated that her group is working on eligibility reviews for the projects that were adopted.  Since there was inadequate time to do in-depth reviews on all 770 applications prior to the evaluations being due to CTC, these eligibility reviews are being done subsequent to the awards.  April is currently working with local agencies to clarify and confirm that the elements in the projects truly meet the eligibility requirements.  Once completed, April will make a recommendation to the CTC for their final decision on this relatively small number of projects in question.

Revised Cycle 2 guidelines, application, instructions, and aggregate scoring have been submitted to CTC.  This 16-page document will be reviewed by CTC, and then sent to the working group for their comments.

Work will resume on the ATP Technical Assistance Resource Center (TARC) on December 1, 2014.

Laurie Waters explained that the CTC is still completing the process of Cycle 1 program adoption, but they are beginning Cycle 2 by updating the application guidelines.

The CTC is considering a number of issues identified in inquiries and suggestions:
· Sequential versus concurrent calls for projects.  A sequential call for projects was done for Cycle 1, but CTC will re-evaluate whether the concurrent process might be better.
· Benefit-cost tool.  The benefit-cost tool in the Cycle 1 application has been replaced with a Caltrans tool developed by Rose Agacer and staff in the Economics branch.  This tool will be sent out for review and comments.
· Definition of disadvantaged communities.  A more standardized definition of disadvantaged communities is being considered.
· Scoring.  It is anticipated that there will be consensus scoring for the Cycle 2 evaluations.
· Eligibility.  There will be greater clarity regarding which projects are or are not eligible, e.g., it will be made more clear that feasibility studies and Project Initiation Documents (PIDs) are not eligible.

For Cycle 2, there will be two workshops to focus on the new guidelines as well as discuss the overall program.  The first workshop will be December 2, 2014, at SACOG.  Invitations will be relayed to the group list used for Cycle 1, and it is hoped that advisory groups such as ATLC will also help get the word out.  Another guidelines workshop will be done the first week in January 2015, at the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG).  Both workshops will have a call-in option.

A draft of the guidelines will be brought to the CTC meeting in January, 2015.  In March, 2015, the guidelines will be adopted, and there will be the call for projects assuming a sequential process.  The due date for applications will be approximately June 1, 2015, with staff recommendations to be posted in September.  Adoption of the statewide small urban and rural components will occur in October, 2015, and adoption of the MPO component will occur in December. 

Jackie Duerr, California Department of Public Health, asked that the benefit-cost tool be circulated to the ATLC.  Laurel Janssen, CTC, responded that the plan is to have just a few persons review and provide comments on the tool regarding its ease of use, and then to do a larger test later.  Laurie Waters stated that since the development of the tool was such a large undertaking, it is imperative to expedite the review process in order to have the tool ready for Cycle 2.  Jackie expressed her concern that the right benefits are evaluated, so having ATLC participants share their broad perspectives could confirm that issue.  Laurel Janssen stated that she would defer to the Caltrans staff that developed the tool, and asked that Caltrans, as the subject matter experts, make the determination on additional testing.  Jackie added that the health industry is working to monetize benefits, so she would like the latest work on this to be accessed.  Katie Benouar, Transportation Planning, stated that the tool will be taken back to DOTP and Local Assistance to see if a small peer review or similar evaluation of the assumptions could be done.

April Nitsos, Local Assistance, indicated that the benefit-cost tool is essentially a live model or a pilot; it can be reviewed and evaluated every year as feedback is received for continued modification and improvement.  Katie Benouar, Transportation Planning, stated the commitment to follow up on the benefit-cost tool training and evaluation.

April Nitsos, Local Assistance, expressed the anticipation that Caltrans will be partnering with the STRS group and the TARC to provide a minimum of fifteen day-long workshops (at least one in each Caltrans district) around the time of program adoption.  Laurel Janssen suggested that Jeanie Ward-Waller’s Power Point may be presented at these workshops.

Jeanie Ward-Waller stated that the benefit-cost tool could also be used for the CTC to report back on the quantifiable benefits delivered by this program, and to document how the projects have met ATP program objectives.

Jackie Duerr, California Department of Public Health, commented that from a public health standpoint, they are still looking at the measure of vulnerability in disadvantaged communities.  Life expectancy is a valuable composite measure that can be accessed at the census tract level.  Jackie believes that life expectancy would most likely be the best measure of vulnerability in disadvantaged communities, since it combines the disadvantage of location in a poor area, low income, race and ethnicity.  Although life expectancy as a measure of vulnerability will not be ready for inclusion in the next ATP application cycle, the Department of Public Health is working to have these measures ready for incorporation into the following cycle.  In response to a question, Jackie stated that Enviroscreen is prohibited from looking at race or ethnicity, and it doesn’t look at all factors for health vulnerability. 

Laura Cohen, Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, commented that feedback from the post-application review conference calls indicated that certain project types such as planning, non-infrastructure, and recreational trails, were not a good fit for the application/scoring rubric.  While these kinds of projects were all eligible for the program, it was difficult to fit them into the application structure, as if trying to fit a square peg into a round hole.  Laura asked if this would be addressed in the revised guidelines and scoring.

April Nitsos, Local Assistance, responded that they have tried to address this to a greater degree, but they are looking to the working group’s expertise to assist by making the application more relevant to these types of projects.  April pointed out that despite the large number of applications, the reviewers did not see bad projects.  Rather, they saw some bad applications that presented their projects poorly.  As an example, April reiterated that when the application indicated that applicants should consult with their local department of health, it was extremely important that they do so to produce a significantly better application.  Laura complimented Caltrans’ openness to suggestions.  


6. Open Discussion and Closing Remarks

Katie Benouar asked for any additional comments or requests for topics for future meetings. 

Kate White, CalSTA, will provide an update on the Caltrans Improvement Project, Work Group #4, Design Flexibility, for Caltrans districts and external partners.  Kate co-chairs this work group with Karla Sutliff, Chief Engineer.

Jeanie Ward-Waller, Safe Routes to School National Partnership, asked for an update on the Complete Streets Plan.  Alyssa Begley, Transportation Planning, stated that the CSIAP 2.0 should be released this week, and that they are working with the Public Information Office to develop a press release.

Joan Sollenberger, Traffic Operations, stated that by next meeting they should be close to having a draft of the SHSP that could be shared at that time.  By that time, the SHSP should be at least at the fatal flaw review stage.  Jackie Duerr, California Department of Public Health, asked when the new structure could be reported to the ATLC.  Joan stated that while the SHSP is going through the adoption process with Secretary Brian P. Kelly, they will begin implementation and business plans in a parallel process.  At some time between the May and August 2015 meetings, they will be developing the needed actions.

Katie Benouar stated that any updates on the bicycle and pedestrian plan, the cycle track guidance, and any of the statewide plans, will be brought to the ATLC.  She asked the group to email Alyssa Begley with any additional information or input on other subjects. 

Katie thanked everyone for their time and adjourned the meeting.  The next ATLC meeting will be February 19, 2015. 



Action Items:

Alyssa Begley will send to ATLC members the links to the FHWA Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Planning Handbook

Jeanie Ward-Waller’s revised Power Point will be posted in the meeting notes

 
					
Caltrans Contacts
Alyssa Begley – 916-261-3389  	Melody L. Friberg – (916) 651-8200
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