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POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE (PAC) – MEETING NOTES
Tuesday, April 15, 2014

Action Items

	Agenda Item
	Action Item
	Responsible Party

	3
	PAC requested that Doug Ito and Bruce de Terra do a combined presentation on the coordinated efforts between the Caltrans’ California Freight Mobility Plan and the Air Resources Board’s Sustainable Freight Transport Initiative.  Nesamani Kalandiyur (ARB) offered to follow-up with Doug Ito about the request.
	Caltrans / ARB

	8
	Due to lack of time, the agenda item on “GHG Emission Reduction Strategies” was not presented.  PAC will be updated at the June 17, 2014 meeting.
	Pam Korte
Austin Hicks

	9
	Pam will request a presentation by Caltrans DRISI and the DMV at the June 17 PAC meeting on how vehicles communicate with one another and the infrastructure.
	Pam Korte



Pam Korte, Office Chief, Office of State Planning, DOTP (Chief-OSP), Caltrans, called the meeting to order and thanked the PAC for their continued interest and the Sacramento Area Council of Governments for providing the meeting space.

1) Introductions and Welcome – Kome Ajise, Deputy Director, Division of Transportation Planning, Planning and Modal Programs, Caltrans  (DD-DOTP)

· Welcomed the group and thanked participants for attending the meeting. He expressed appreciation for the efforts by Caltrans staff to advance the California Transportation Plan (CTP) 2040 planning effort.
· Caltrans Road User Charge (RUC) Pilot Study Development  Update:
· Partnership planning has begun to seek funding sources for transportation and the RUC.
· Oregon has already begun this program, and Caltrans is monitoring their progress.
· Currently seeking authorization to begin the pilot study by the end of 2014.
· A consultant team has been retained to develop the scope of work. 
· The goal is to include this as an element of the CTP 2040.
· Caltrans will request PAC input on how to implement the Pilot Project. 

2) Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan and the CTP PAC – Bruce de Terra, Office Chief, Office of System, Freight, and Rail Planning, DTP, Caltrans

· When Senate Bill 45 was passed in 1998, Caltrans worked with regional partners to identify highway corridors that are heavily impacted by high volume transportation.  These highway connectors were identified in the Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan (ITSP), which serves as the basis for the 25 percent funding that goes to the State.  When the ITSP was updated in October 2013, the California Transportation Commission (CTC) asked the Department to go back and review that process to see what was still valid.
· Bruce distributed a map on the Highway Focus Routes and a map of the existing and proposed routes for intercity passenger rail.  Both maps will be included in the ITSP and can be found on the web (Google “Corridor Mobility”):
· Focus Route Development Strategy (1998-2020) non-urbanized areas (Handout)
· Existing and Proposed Routes for Intercity Passenger Rail Routes (Handout)
	
· The CTP 2040 is the umbrella to direct all other plans.  All transportation plans need to meet the goals and objectives of the CTP 2040.
· Bruce asked the PAC if he could get their input on the ITSP updates and the PAC unanimously agreed.
· The Freight Plan workshops are scheduled for June and July 2014 from 4:00 pm to 7:00 pm. 

PAC Questions and Comments: 
· Huasha Liu, (SCAG) – Does this selection process include freight routes? 
· Response – These routes are the primary freight corridors that are connected by the state highways.
· Huasha Liu (SCAG) – Requested a joint presentation on how the Caltrans’ California Freight Mobility Plan and the Air Resources Board’s Sustainable Freight Transport Initiative are being coordinated.
· Response – Nesamani Kalandiyur (ARB) will follow-up with Doug Ito about the request.
· Kamyar Guivetchi ( DWR) – How will the ITSP feed into the CTP 2040 Plan?
· Response –Kome Ajise, (DD-DOTP) said this is a modal plan for the interregional highway and rail system that is part of the framework of the CTP 2040.  It will help achieve the goals and objectives of the CTP 2040.  The development of ITSP Plan will coincide with the public workshops for the CTP 2040 planning process.

3) Transportation System Management and Operations (TSMO) – Kris Kuhl, Assistant Division Chief, Division of Traffic Operations, Caltrans

· Kris presented on Transportation System and Management and Operations—Creating Sustainable Transportation System Performance and Reliability (PowerPoint)
· To get the most out of what we have, we need to focus on integration and the “fix-it first” approach.
· The heart of TSMO is partnerships.  Major entities need to be engaged early on, such as LA Metro, California Highway Patrol, incident responders, and public works departments.
· Caltrans new mission statement and the CTP 2040 vision all align with TSMO.  TSMO’s vision is to work in partnership with appropriate stakeholders to create a multimodal sustainable transportation system that is coordinated and well-maintained, performs efficiently and reliably, and is supported by technology infrastructure.  
· Caltrans is creating a new policy to replace the existing freeway management policy.  The new policy will address the most heavily congested corridors.
· This is a cultural shift focused on how to optimize the highway system and build coordination among regional offices and communities impacted by congestion.  Regional offices are hosting forums to engage local and regional partners.
· Caltrans is working with UC Berkeley PATH to select the most suitable corridor to participate in the Connected Corridors Pilot program. Once the pilot program is complete, the goal is to transfer the process to other congested corridors to reduce similar challenges.
· The “whole systems” approach of integrated corridor management (ICM) looks at the tools, people, and processes to achieve an efficient and high functioning corridor transportation system that works for all users.
· Components of the ICM system include communication traffic signs, ramp meters, cameras, freeway service patrol and incident management strategies, enhanced traveler information, decision support systems, and approved concepts of operations with local and regional partners.
· Some of the benefits of ICM include reduced delays and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction.  Transit is only a viable option if it is reliable, so ICM will hopefully improve the on-time performance, which ultimately helps to improve congestion.
· To minimize GHG, the “sweet spot” is considered to be 35 mph to 60 mph.


PAC Questions and Comments: 
· Linda Wheaton (HCD) – Please give an example of the kinds of partners who will work on a corridor congestion project and their role in the effort. 
· Response – LA Metro, California Highway Patrol and other types of incident responders (fire), city governments, and their public works departments.  The key piece is that Caltrans is working with those partners now. 
· Wendy Alfsen (CA Walks) – For the new Connected Corridors Program, does the plan still intend to increase traffic volume? 
· Response – The intention is not to increase capacity, rather the goal is to assess how to make the tools work well together to increase efficient traffic flow and reduce delays during high traffic periods.
· Huasha Liu (SCAG) – It is encouraging to see this effort.  How might this corridor management effort connect with vehicle management technology?
· Muggs Stoll (SANDAG) – There is a need for more detection at the artery system, and to look at the lessons learned.  For example, the I-15 was the first integrated regional corridor. 
· Kamyar Guivetchi (DWR) – It is good to see an interregional communication approach, which is similar to the interregional water management approach DWR uses for statewide water planning. Local partners need to be engaged in the planning process.  Partnerships must be mandatory, and there needs to be better governance to get implementation to do a regional corridor. 
· Response – The Regional Operations Forum participant registration is 42 representatives, which includes transit officials, Bay Area and Southern Californian transportation groups, planners and others.
· Jacquolyn Duerr (DPH) – One question is how to measure performance for people and goods, what are the characteristics of a high performing system?
· Response – Caltrans will work with UC Berkeley PATH to identify high performance characteristics during the pilot project. 
· Katie Benouar (Chief, DOTP) – Will you incorporate personal mobile technology into the planning system?  Are you also estimating the increase of change for future use for traveler information?
· Response – The pilot project is not structured or designed to test emerging cell phone technology.

4) Agricultural Land Stewardship Planning Process Conducted by Department of Water Resources– Katy Spanos, Senior Staff Counsel, DWR

· The Agricultural Land Stewardship Planning initiative sought to engage with agricultural land owners and users and to assess how to plan for future use.  Proposed DWR water management projects could have large impacts on agricultural lands through land use changes.  Additionally, environmental review processes are not well suited to assess social and economic impacts.  DWR found that the public wants to be involved in program planning.
· DWR recognized a critical need which was to engage the Delta Farm community in the Bay Delta Conservation Plan agricultural planning issues. DWR’s strategy was to engage the communities to identify and assess potential economic development projects to minimize impacts.  DWR developed strategies and processes to implement, and worked with the communities to review the processes and strategies as a way to validate the communities’ requests. 
· DWR worked with the principles for agreement that any action had to be voluntary, consistent with project objectives, provide benefits where impacts occur, and keep farmers on the land.  The Williamson Act is critically needed to keep the State’s agricultural land intact.  The Delta is unique in that much of the land there can’t be developed.  
· The DWR Agricultural Land Stewardship Planning website is a resource to disseminate information and other materials (https://AgriculturalLandStewardship.water.ca.gov)
· The list of strategies include integration of proposed projects with existing uses, mitigation for loss of farmland, address of economic and social impacts, and work with partners to support the projects.
· The organization has no power, but they share their ideas with agencies and people who do have the power to make changes.  Some of the strategies suggested made it into the California Water Plan.  Many of the strategies are Delta centric, but the policies are not.
· Katy noted there is a lack of good land use information, so the need continues to develop more land use studies.  DWR will continue to look into finding ways to promote economic development.

PAC Questions and Comments: 
· Ron West (Cambridge Systematics) – What is the ultimate goal? Is it an ongoing dialog with the farmers, or an overall plan?
· Response – Not certain yet.  DWR just started the conversation as it saw a need, and the strategies element is part of DWR’s planning efforts and Water Plan.  Whether there will be a Bay Delta Conservation Plan strategy or a Central Valley Plan is unclear.  The strategies are specific to the Delta, but the topics around which DWR worked to engage with communities translate to other regions around the State. The basic overall approach can be useful to other planning efforts.
· Kome Ajise (DD-DOTP) – Agricultural land is the bulk of the land identified for conservation, and this presentation is very helpful on how to engage and plan for mitigation and conservation. 

6. Review of the CTP 2040 Chapter 4 Plan Development Effort and Document Status – Surlene Grant, Center for Collaborative Policy, California State University, Sacramento (CSUS)

· The PAC heard an overview of the components of the Plan and had an opportunity to comment on the direction of the CTP 2040, specifically, Chapter 4 which focuses on the goals and strategies.
· Key State legislative mandates provide the CTP 2040 framework and the desired outcomes include:  AB 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, SB 375, SB 391, and AB 857.
· Additionally, the planning framework creates a path to meet the GHG emissions reduction goals and establish healthier communities and more sustainable. These plans are the California Interregional Blueprint, the regional transportation plans and sustainable communities strategies, and the five modal plans from Caltrans on highways, freight, rail, aviation, and transit.
· The PAC comments from the outline review at the February 18, 2014 meeting are being considered and tracked as the CTP 2040 Plan document is drafted. 
· At the end of the CTP 2040 overview, the group received instructions to discuss Chapter 4.

Chapter 4: Goals to Move Forward – All
· Chapter 4 – Goals to Move Forward” from the draft CTP 2040:
1. Improve Multimodal Mobility and Accessibility for all People
2. Preserve the Multimodal Transportation System
3. Support a Vibrant Economy
4. Improve Public Safety Security
5. Foster Livable and Healthy Communities and Promote Social Equity
6. Practice Environmental Stewardship

The meeting participants broke into six work groups to share perceptions of whether the strategies and goal statements in Chapter 4 support the overall CTP 2040 vision and the theme of “developing sustainable communities.”  Participants were also was asked to prioritize the strategies of each of the six goals. Appendix A provides further information and highlights from the hour long discussion and the interactive activity.  


6) Wrap-up – Pam Korte, Caltrans
· Pam Korte thanked the PAC for their participation at the meeting. 
· Due to lack of time, the presentation on GHG Emissions Reduction Strategies was deferred to the next PAC meeting.
· The remaining scheduled 2014 PAC Meetings are June 17, August 19, and September 17.  The October 14 PAC meeting has been canceled.
· Pam will check into having a freight and ARB presentation on vehicles that communicate with one another at the next PAC meeting.
· Huasha Liu (SCAG):  Brought flyers to the meeting regarding the General Assembly yearly meeting.
· Kome Ajise (DD-DOTP) acknowledged Laurie Waters’ work and shared that she would be moving on to work at the CTC.
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APPENDIX A
CHAPTER 4 FOCUSED DISCUSSION OF GOALS AND PRIORITIZATION OF GOALS 1 THRU 6 

At the CTP 2040 Policy Advisory Committee Meeting on April 15, 2014, committee members in attendance commented on the suggested strategies for implementing the six different goals.  Each participant was assigned a set of three goals on which to comment in a small group format.  For approximately 20 minutes, each small group met with a facilitator for the assigned goal to review the goal strategies and provide comments on them; then, the participant was directed to the next assigned goal to repeat the exercise.  Participants did this for a total of three goals each.  Participants were asked two questions in review of each set of strategies: 1) Do the strategies support the Vision Statement of CTP 2040? and 2) Does the goal summary support the “CTP story” of developing sustainable communities?” A facilitator captured responses to the two questions.  After answering the questions and while still in the small groups, the participants prioritized the implementation strategies for each goal. 
The statements offered in response to the two questions are summarized below.  The prioritization exercise for each strategy is tallied and reflected on the grids following the summary statements.



Goal #1 – IMPROVE MULTIMODAL MOBILITY AND ACCESSIBILITY FOR ALL USERS

· Talk more about the system being state of the art with advanced technologies. 
· The goal statement captures the essence of the CTP 2040 vision statement.
· In the goal statement, please use the term “their” to keep it personalized.
· Likes performance measures that focus on people and goods.
· Make a goal statement more positive and talk about “enhancing” rather than “sacrificing” in the goal statement.  Example: use “health benefits” in place of “health impacts.”
· Make the connection to the public health benefit.
· First impression is that all the strategies for this goal are great. 
· The strategies seem to be cut between funding implementation and planning.
· Don’t see a lot of opposing strategies.
· For Policy 1, integrate the pricing mechanisms for the different transportation modes. Pricing equity needs to be addressed.
· On Strategy 1, please include quantitative content. Focus on “people trips”, not “vehicle trips” as this needs to be about personal trips not mobility.
· Strategy 7 should look at effectiveness, not “level of service” in light of SB 743.  Need a Policy Measure for land use and all the modes working together.
· Clarify Strategy 12.
· Many of the strategies can be combined.  Specifically: 4&5, 13&14, 19&20, 21&25.
· Would like to see a mode shift goal with policies to increase bike, pedestrian, and transit with specific dates. Should have a policy measure that will help double these modes again.  Policy 3 could be an area that talks about this.  Another participant mentioned he doesn’t see bike, pedestrian, and transit numbers doubling.
· For Policy 3, are active modes the only option for transportation? Seems contrary to “multimodal”. Please revise “Active Transportation.”
· For the “Fix-it First Focus,” how do the strategies connect? 
· Please assess how to revise the financing model to support the various users.
· Need to define Traffic Management System (TMS) infrastructure activities within Strategy 2.
· How will the pyramid graphic work with Strategy 11?
· Consider incorporating the pyramid to be connected to the goals, much like the 3 E’s.  The pyramid needs to be on the goals summary page.
· Goal 1 statement and strategies need to tell the CTP story better.
· Use less jargon.

Goals #2 – PRESERVE THE MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM
· Combine Strategy 1 & 2.
· For Strategy 3, focus on STIP as well as SHOPP for funding.
· Strategy 3 is too focused to support Policy 1.
· Combine Strategy 4 and Strategy 5
· Combine Strategy 6 and Strategy 7
· For Strategy 9, please evaluate transit assets using the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Transit Asset Management Practices.
· Strategy 9, needs a better description, the general public won’t know the intent otherwise
· For Strategy 10, please prioritize the description.
· Look at the statewide cumulative life-cycle cost needs as part of Strategy 10.
· There is nothing mentioned of the local road system, need to stress the critical need for partnership planning.
· Revise Strategy 11 to stress Partnership Planning with Local Governments.  This is most critical for project decision making.
· Identify tools for implementing project decision making.
· Identify how this strategy relates to the Goal.  Look at partnership opportunities and how to share prioritization of decisions so as to have the right partners at the table when making decisions.
· For Strategy 12, assess the different pavement types offered.  Need to be able to upgrade to implement best practices.
· Strategies 13 through 16 should be covered under Goal #6 – Environmental.
· For Strategy 13 use sea level rise mapping tool to prioritize and mitigate impacts to the multimodal system.
· Strategy 14 should be moved to Goal #6 – Environmental.
· For Strategy 15, there needs to be a broader strategy statement to include system wide impacts from climate change, risk, and vulnerability assessment.
· Strategy 16 could possibly be combined with Strategy 11.
· Strategy 16 should be covered under Goal #6 – Environmental.
· Include “local partnerships” in Strategy 16.
· Need to make less road specific-- Add strategy -- “Implement Complete Streets” Policies.
· Evaluate existing Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) and State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) and use that as a benchmark for “sustainable communities.”
· Need to add rail and not be just road-centric.
· Need a new strategy to include landslides and natural disasters.

Goal #3 – SUPPORT A VIBRANT ECONOMY

· Global competitiveness is not embedded in the strategies. This is key to California.
· Need funding strategies that promote Policies 1 & 2.
· Funding strategies need to be transparent.
· Need thoughtful methods to fund policies 1 & 2 better.  Current way is irrational.  This will lead to helping people see themselves more in the CTP. 
· Goal 3 tells the story about sustainability of transport, but not the broader story of sustainability as a whole.  
· This goal is missing a Performance Measure about public health.  Public health should be integral to economic health
· When we speak of economic growth and openness, consider all the people within the economy and not only the upper 5% of the economic range. 
· The strategies don’t address the role of transportation in public health and its importance on the economy.
· Policy 1 strategies are not aggressive enough to actually integrate other modal uses, Right now they mainly read as strategies to build the space for other modes but not to build the modes.
· Strategy 21 could be more specific about where to pursue and invest in multimodal methods and transport options. 
· The goal statement shouldn’t be to “preserve” the economy, but rather should be changed to “enhance” the economy.
· The individual policy statements tell a better story of linking things to the vision, than does the overall goal statement
· The narrow focus of the economy is consistent with the vision.
· An enhanced economy should support and raise all sectors equally.
· The strategies lack reference to equity and transparency of economy for all citizens.
· Incorporate more strategies to address issues of sustainability.
· Is preserving community character an appropriate goal?  Perhaps support the pursuit of something more economic related?  Preserving community character seems very subjective and intrusive by the State into local issues.  What happens when local citizens don’t agree about what characteristics should be preserved or what that means?
· Possibly reference the theme of sustainability to direct readers to reflect on the theme of economy prosperity.
· There is a lack of reference to social equity as part of sustainability.
· The lack of transit and livable, multimodal communities inhibits the flow of creative people (and associated economic enhancement) to those communities.
· In many ways, we are globally far behind in transit compared to other countries.  We need to call that out as a factor in our future global competiveness. 
· There is lack of discussion about how the system supports manufacturing, not just the movement of goods. 
· For Strategy 20, MAP funding opportunities are not viable right now.  It’s a nice concept but impracticable. 
· Need text about attracting better talent to communities through enhanced transportation systems and how such attraction then enhances the economy by way of vibrant communities with diverse employment. 
· There is not enough connection between Strategy 18 and Strategy 19, and how clearing up the truck fleets supports livable communities, environment, and equity. Strategy 22 touches on this but not enough. There needs to be economic incentives to income status to make changes that improve the environmental and community health.

Goal #4 – IMPROVE PUBLIC SAFETY AND SECURITY

· There seems to be a need for revision to align with current SHSP (Draft 2014) and the DOTP Freight and Rail Plans. 
· Positive Train Control and railroad grade separation generated a lot of interest. 
· Public outreach and education for safety & security and the public’s role and responsibility in the event of an emergency.
· Break Strategy 1 into two separate strategies, first sentence good, the second sentence needs clarification and separation.
· Several concerns with Strategy 1:  “Implementing” should be added after “monitoring and evaluating” to read as “monitoring, evaluating, and implementing”
· MAP-21 does not use “collisions” – you need to drop “collisions”; what is the current SHSP Draft state?  Does it include collisions?
· The Strategy (in this case Strategy 1) should reflect the policy and should also include the five critical areas.
· In Strategy 1, “Characteristics” and “Magnitude” need to be clarified or defined – what are these specifically?
· Strategy 1 is wordy and needs clarification and prioritization. An example, recent I-5 Bus and Fed Ex accident resulting in ten deaths.
· Combine Strategy 1 and 2.
· Strategy 1—Need to clarify and define the performance measures, such as the how and what Data Collection numbers are important.
· Strategy 2 is good.  Presents good Performance Measure.
· The status of positive train control (PTC) should be checked on; seen as favorable by a few participants. 
· Strategy 4 is an important strategy.
· Need to specify grade separations specifics.
· In Strategy 6, pedestrian safety should be separated into its own strategy.
· In Strategy 10 there are several points:  “Staff” should be clarified, “distinctiveness” – it needs to be differentiated from Strategy 11 or combined with it. It is important for the public to understand their roles and responsibilities.
· In Strategy 11 there are several points:  most participants did not know what the “Incident Command System” is; the strategy needs to be differentiated from Strategy 10 or combined with S10, and replace “Integrate” and “implement.” The Incident Command System (ICS) does not seem connected and is not clear what the strategy is accomplishing.
· In regard to Strategy 11, the National Incident Management System (NIMS) and Standardized Emergency Management System (SEMS) need to be included in this policy if they are not already.
· Also with Strategy 11, walking/pedestrian is the primary mode when a natural or manmade disaster occurs and this should be highlighted either in this strategy or as a separate strategy
· In Strategy 12 replace “encourage” with “support” and “develop” with “implement” to read as “Support transit operators to implement strategies to reduce threats and assist first responders to quickly restore operations.” 
· Strengthen language to support efforts, an example is 911, these strategies need to support transit operators and modal operations.
· Also with Strategy 12, natural and man-made events – the need to educate the public in evacuation from ground zero by one mile and clearing the roadways for first responders – emergency service providers; a procedure analogous to “use the stairs and not the elevator.”
· Strategy 13 needs to include multimodal since freight is highlighted here.
· Strategy 13 is not an action and a strategy should be an action, is this specific to an action?
· Strategy 13 needs clarification. It does not explain its purpose.
· In Strategy 13, why maritime only?  Why not all ports and freight movement intermodal facilities?
· Smart Mobility Framework (SMF) is called out in Strategy 14, but is not clear what the strategy is saying – it does not seem to fit in with the security emergency response or the Policy itself. 
· Outreach needs to be added to Policy 2.
· There is a need for more public outreach and education.
· Member fully supports and likes positive train control.
· There are five critical areas in the Strategic Highway Safety Plan that need to be included in policy 1 strategies such as engineering and enforcement.
· Collisions should be removed since MAP-21 removed it about a month ago.
· In regards to Strategies 6 and 7, the strategies have no engineering to improve identifying stakeholders; no survey, no strategy to effect/improve.
· Policy 1 – Appears to be more mobile than Policy 2.
· Why is freight rail not included in Strategy 3?
· Strategy 4—Do all 10,000 railroad crossings need to be fixed or a subset of them?  What is the current state of the 10,000 railroad crossings?  This strategy needs to be more descriptive and lay-person terminology.
· Should require a multimodal license or education.  Drivers’ education and integration needs to start in grade, junior, high, and collegiate schools for bicycles as vehicles and pedestrian awareness and safety.
· In general, Policy 2 appears to be stationary strategies (e.g.  Closed-circuit Television –(CCTV) at every bus stop and transit/multimodal center – and extending to all buses and passenger trains, cars and mobile strategies).
· Strategies 8, 10, 11, and 13 are tools and should be combined (see Strategies 8, 10, 11, 13 grouping).
· A new strategy could be about cameras at all transit stations, stops, etc.
· Strategies 8 and 14 could be combined to talk about how designs can solve security issues.
· Strategy 8 should be clarified that it is referring to the built environment.
· Strategies 8, 10, 11, 13 could be grouped together since the security implementation process appears to be similar (i.e. well lit, visibility, design, CCTV monitoring, etc.).
· Strategies 8 and 14 can be combined as Design Strategies (CPTED principles).
· Strategy 10, how do you educate the public, and implement outreach? 
· Strategy 11 needs to be clarified and a public outreach strategy for role and responsibility should be created.
· How does Strategy 14 fit into Policy 2?



Goal #5 – FOSTER LIVABLE AND HEALTHY COMMUNITIES

· Over all, a good set of comprehensive strategies that address the need to balance competing interests.
· The goal statement needs clarity. 
· Concerns with the use of “preserving.” Some will see this as maintaining status quo; does not support social equity for those communities that need enhancements
· Suggested language for the goal statement  (new language in italics):  “…There is strong emphasis on promoting social equity through improving access to jobs and affordable housing, providing multimodal transportation options, and lowering transportation costs and negative impacts (two elements of cost – 1) out of pocket and 2) societal costs –e.g., neighborhood separation), while protecting the environment.  
· Edit the last sentence of the goal statement: “A focus on the 3 E’s (economy, equity and environment) while preserving existing communities with policy including complete streets and context sensitive solutions.”
· Policy 1 focuses on the “how” and the remaining policies are the “what.” Group suggested moving Policy 1 to Policy 3.
· Engagement has already been expanded; there is a need to focus on inclusivity. 
· For Policy 1, what is the baseline?  What are we “expanding from?” How will someone know that they’ve done enough expansion? 
· Use “early and ongoing engagement” as language for Policy 1.
· Add “operations” – as indicated by italics - to the policy: “Policy #1: Expand Collaboration and Community Engagement in Multimodal Transportation Planning and Decision Making (P1) and operations.”
· Consolidate these strategies because many are repetitive.
· Delete Strategy 6 because the program, the State Regional Blueprint Planning program, is no longer being funded. 
· Add a strategy focused on educating the public and stakeholders about the impacts their travel choices have on the system and the environment.
· Emphasize the need to target outreach to the underserved, low to very low income individuals who have the greatest need
· Provide multi-lingual outreach.
· A lot of these strategies are urban-centric. Not seeing rural focused strategies.
· Add a strategy to engage the community in the operations of the system.
· Strategy 11 encompasses a lot of the other strategies; delete repetitive strategies.
· Land use and transportation decision-making is comprehensive; Policy 1 and 2 go with this Policy 3 (Decision Making).
· Policy #3: Integrate Health and Social Equity in Transportation Planning and Decision Making (P3) – add “and land use” at the end.


Goal #6 – PRACTICE ENVIRONMENTAL STEWARDSHIP

· Even though all the strategies support the vision, many of the strategies can be rolled up or combined. Strategies 1, 2 and 7 could be combined and possibly 4 and 5 combined as well. 
· Policy 1 is missing early integration and a landscape approach to planning and alignment. 
· In Policy 2, wildlife and climate change are mentioned a lot – combine or roll-up. There are many themes such as habitat conservation and mitigation that repeat. 
· Need strategies on cultural resources, historic structures. Strategies 16 and 18 could be combined. Strategy 14 should be a stand-alone policy statement. 
· In Policy 3, there are too many strategies on Greenhouse Gas themes.
· Policies and Strategies for 3 and 4 are very similar and can be combined. 
· Overall – these strategies look great on paper, but how do we actually do these? These all support the vision. 
· Delete Strategy 1, it is too general.
· Strategies 2 and 3 are better; consider combining Strategies 2 and 4.
· Another idea is that Strategies 2 and 4 should not be combined and are unrelated. Strategy 3 is great. 
· Combine STRATEGY 6 and STRATEGY 10. Combine Strategies 7, 8, and 9. 
· Policy 2: Consider combining Strategies 20, 21 and 22.  Combine Strategy 12 and Strategy 17. Combine Strategy 16 and Strategy 18. Combine Strategies 23, 24 and 25. Combine Strategy 26 and 27. 
· Policy 3 & 4: Combine Strategies 29, 32, 35 and possibly Strategy 36.  Roll up all the strategies that address zero emission vehicles into one strategy. 
· Strategy 5 it appears to be two issues, separate into two strategies for clarity. 
· Strategy 3 is not a climate adaptation strategy, should change language, instead of “adapt” use “improve” or another verb. Combine Strategies 7, 9 and 11. Also combine Strategy 4 and Strategy 5, be more specific. 
· Policy 2: Lots of overlap, different ways of saying the same thing – need to streamline some of the strategies. Combine Strategies 20 and 21. Strategy 22 is too specific and what is Transnet? Could combine with the RAMP and SAMI example, and combine Strategies 24 and 27.  Strategy 28 could be in the first policy.
· Policy 3:  On Strategy 32, add “all” instead of “future” transportation decisions. 
· Combine Strategies 34, 35, 36 and 37. Combine Strategy 40 through Strategy 45. What is a public PEV?  
· Overall, there was not enough time to read through all 45 strategies. 
· Would like to have had strategies ahead of time. 


[bookmark: _GoBack]The tables below show the results of the prioritization exercise for each goal. Each meeting participant placed a dot or mark next to the 10 strategies they perceived among the most important to achieve the stated goals.

	GOAL 1
	
	GOAL 2
	
	GOAL 3
	
	GOAL 4

	Strategy Statement
	Tally Total
	
	Strategy Statement
	Tally Total
	
	Strategy Statement
	Tally Total
	
	Strategy Statement
	Tally Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	S1
	11
	
	S1
	11
	
	S1
	5
	
	S1
	12

	S2
	4
	
	S2
	10
	
	S2
	12
	
	S2
	11

	S3
	3
	
	S3
	10
	
	S3
	6
	
	S3
	8

	S4
	5
	
	S4
	12
	
	S4
	8
	
	S4
	13

	S5
	7
	
	S5
	7
	
	S5
	8
	
	S5
	3

	S6
	11
	
	S6
	6
	
	S6
	6
	
	S6
	11

	S7
	11
	
	S7
	6
	
	S7
	3
	
	S7
	11

	S8
	0
	
	S8
	8
	
	S8
	4
	
	S8
	8

	S9 
	6
	
	S9
	8
	
	S9
	9
	
	S9
	6

	S10
	3
	
	S10
	8
	
	S10 
	8
	
	S10
	6

	S11
	9
	
	S11
	7
	
	S11 
	0
	
	S11
	7

	S12
	2
	
	S12
	7
	
	S12 
	3
	
	S12
	8

	S13
	4
	
	S13
	5
	
	S13 
	7
	
	S13
	6

	S14
	1
	
	S14
	4
	
	S14
	0
	
	S14
	7

	S15
	5
	
	S15
	10
	
	S15 
	2
	
	

	S16
	2
	
	S16
	0
	
	S16 
	1
	
	

	S17
	3
	
	
	
	S17 
	2
	
	

	S18
	10
	
	
	
	S18 
	4
	
	

	S19
	5
	
	
	
	S19 
	3
	
	

	S20
	3
	
	
	
	S20 
	6
	
	

	S21
	3
	
	
	
	S21 
	9*
	
	

	S22
	2
	
	
	
	S22 
	3
	
	

	S23
	3
	
	
	
	* includes a vote for Strategy 21 from a participant only if the strategy is modified as per a bullet comment provided in the previous goal summary statement.
	
	

	S24
	6
	
	
	
	
	
	

	S25
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	

	S26
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	S27
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	

	S28
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	




	
	GOAL 5
	
	GOAL 6
	
	GOAL 6 continued

	Strategy Statement
	Tally Total
	
	Strategy Statement
	Tally Total
	
	Strategy Statement
	Tally Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	S1
	0
	
	S1 
	3
	
	S33 
	4

	S2
	4
	
	S2 
	1
	
	S34 
	0

	S3
	7
	
	S3 
	5
	
	S35 
	2

	S4
	2
	
	S4 
	1
	
	S36 
	7

	S5
	6
	
	S5 
	0
	
	S37
	2

	S6
	0
	
	S6
	3
	
	S38
	0

	S7
	4
	
	S7
	4
	
	S39 
	8

	S8
	8
	
	S8
	2
	
	S40
	2

	S9 
	6
	
	S9
	3
	
	S41
	1

	S10
	5
	
	S10
	2
	
	S42
	0

	S11
	4
	
	S11
	2
	
	S43
	1

	S12
	3
	
	S12
	6
	
	S44
	0

	S13
	6
	
	S13 
	2
	
	S45
	0

	S14
	4
	
	S14 
	2
	
	

	S15
	4
	
	S15 
	2
	
	

	S16
	8
	
	S16
	2
	
	

	S17
	2
	
	S17
	6
	
	

	S18
	1
	
	S18
	2
	
	

	S19
	10
	
	S19
	3
	
	

	S20
	1
	
	S20 
	3
	
	

	S21
	9
	
	S21
	4
	
	

	S22
	6
	
	S22 
	0
	
	

	S23
	5
	
	S23 
	1
	
	

	S24
	1
	
	S24
	4
	
	

	S25
	2
	
	S25 
	4
	
	

	S26
	8
	
	S26 
	4
	
	

	S27
	2
	
	S27 
	10
	
	

	S28
	3
	
	S28 
	0
	
	

	S29
	5
	
	S29 
	1
	
	

	S30
	2
	
	S30 
	1
	
	

	S31
	0
	
	S31 
	2
	
	

	S32
	0
	
	S32 
	3
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