Rapid Transit Steering Committee Meeting Minutes
EOB Auditorium 
January 28, 2014 4:00 – 6:00 pm

Voting Members In-Attendance 
David Hauck, Arthur Holmes Jr., Dan Wilhelm, Mark Winston
Non-Voting Members 
Casey Anderson, Tom Autrey, Sean Egan, Gary Erenrich, Brady Goldsmith, Rick Kiegel, Charles Lattuca, Stacy Leach, Al Roshdieh, Frank Spielberg, 
Other Attendees
Nancy Abeles, Deanna Archey, Andrew Campbell, Dan Goldfarb, Andy Gunning, Celesta Jurkovich, David Levy, Jonathan Parker, John Swanson
Introductions and Welcome 
Charles Lattuca welcomed Committee members.  Director Holmes was delayed getting to the meeting.
Approval of Minutes from December’s Meeting
Minutes from the December meeting were discussed and amendments were offered by members.  Approval is being held until the next Steering Committee meeting.
Regional Transportation Priorities Plan Presentation – John Swanson, Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments
Gary Erenrich introduced John Swanson and an overview of the presentation.  
· Johnathon Parker asked if the Plan could eventually be used to screen project submissions.  Mr. Swanson said they are not doing this right now.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Mark Winston asked if the Plan encourages local jurisdictions to plan for transit improvements like BRT and if it supported the development of relationships with neighboring jurisdictions to extend projects beyond their borders.  Mr. Swanson said the document encourages both on a broad scale and that in the future he thinks that they can give more specificity to that goal and objective.   
· Casey Anderson said that though the Plan is not project specific, why not set some targets like in the “Region Forward” Plan, i.e. modal goals for bikes and transit, etc.”  Mr. Swanson said that they did not set the Plan up to be measurable, but they may consider doing this in the future.  Mr. Casey commented that targets and goals can help create a bridge to projects that will enhance system performance.
· Dan Wilhelm had a comment for the next iteration of the report.  He said that there ought to be better collaboration between to the Baltimore and Washington D.C. MPOs to encourage thought about transportation solutions for the MD 32 (Fort Meade) corridor and connecting Howard County’s plans for BRT to Montgomery County planned network. Mr. Swanson agreed.
· Mr. Winston asked for a brief presentation on how the County’s RTS plans fit into TPB’s long range plan and determine if it would be a good idea to give TPB a presentation on the County’s RTS plans in the unlikely event that federal funds may play a role in building out those corridors. 
Person Throughput Study Overview – Jonathon Parker, WMATA
· Mr. Parker provided an update on the Person Throughput Study.
· Mr. Winston asked if transit vehicle speed was one of the metrics, and if he was looking at comparing the speeds of automobiles to transit vehicles.  Mr. Parker said that there was not a lot of data on the speed differentials between cars and buses, but rather, the data looked at impacts repurposed lanes had on vehicles moving in general traffic lanes.
· Mr. Winston commented that in connection to the performance standards the Council laid out in the final CTCFMP, we need to reflect on what we would like to Study to do and the questions that are asked.  He also commented that the Study compares transit activity to other transit activity as opposed to travel time comparisons of transit vehicles to passenger vehicles.  This is necessary to achieve the performance standards laid out by Council.  Mr. Lattuca said that while the Study may deliver some data that helps develop performance measures, the purpose of the Study is to help us determine if lane repurposing is a good idea and to aid us in explaining to the public why we are taking a general traffic lane for transit.  The Study will be one tool in the toolbox to help us develop performance measures.  Mr. Erenrich said that there is still a lot of work to do in the Study and that this work may help answer some of Mr. Winston’s questions.
· Mr. Winston is concerned that the “mixed” nature of the RTS network may hinder the Study.  He asked that the Steering Committee be intimately involved in the effort of the Study as it moves forward.  Mr. Lattuca said that the Study is entering into a more active phase and that we will be reporting back to the Committee frequently.
· Modeling – The Regional Traffic Demand Model will be used to determine how traffic is impacted on a county wide scale when lanes are repurposed and that VISM traffic simulation software will be used to evaluate impacts on the individual corridors (transit ridership, traffic delay, etc.).
· Mr. Spielberg wanted to know what level of BRT treatment will be assumed in the Study.  Mr. Parker said the consultant will use the network that is outline in the Functional Master Plan.
Bus Demonstration Work Group Report
· David Hauck reported on progress being made in relation to setting up a BRT vehicle demonstration to encourage public interest in the RTS program. 
· Mr. Hauck told the Committee that we are looking at an event at the County Ag Fair modeled on a BRT exhibit at the Indiana State Fair.
· This will be a static display with a BRT branded vehicle, fare collection equipment and perhaps a mockup of a station and platform.
· Mr. Hauck said the Communities for Transit has some money for this public education effort and that partnering with MCDOT is much more powerful than a single nonprofit working on its own. Director Holmes said that we will work with you. 
· Mr. Lattuca said County participation in regards to staffing will need to be run by “legal” to ensure that we are compliant with laws governing these activities.  Also, the exhibit will require more than 200 person-hours over the 9-day period of the Fair (2 persons per 10 -12 hour days).

Service Planning and Integration Work Group Update & MD 355 Presentation
· Dan Goldfarb from VHB provided a presentation on the Service Planning and Integration Study.
· Mr. Winston is concerned about the basis for setting operating costs and if VHB is using the Functional Master Plan (FMP) cost estimate.  Mr. Goldfarb said that they used the Planning Board Draft version of the FMP. 
· Mr. Winston asked Mr. Goldfarb if inserting operating costs into this study is premature and may not be useful at this stage.  He stated that this analysis may also not be critical to the substance of the report.
· Mr. Erenrich said that it is useful to understand the kinds of cost impact this kind of service has even though concept planning will come up with different scenarios that have different cost impacts.  Mr. Winston disagreed to the usefulness of this information, but thought the component or unit costs would be more useful.
· Mr. Roshdieh commented that the bus cost and driver cost are fairly straight forward if you have the assumptions on service and frequency.
· Mr. Hauck worries about putting out a number that seems more concrete than it is. The numbers will most likely change and that it is just one piece of the RTS cost puzzle.
· Mr. Winston said that he does not see what we gain from having this cost estimate.
· Mr. Casey said it is a number that can be taken out of context.
· Director Holmes said that we can put caveats on the number.
· Mr. Lattuca said that we will put out a new draft and members can comment on the new draft.
Next Steps and Other Updates
· The cities of Rockville and Gaithersburg are being added to the Steering Committee and staff will be identified as new members representing these cities.
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