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DRAFT Notes May 20, 2013 Meeting
Attendees: Anne Benware (CDTC) , Bradley Birge (City of Saratoga Springs), Frank Bonafide (NYSDOT Region 1), Steve Feeney (Schenectady County), Rocco Ferraro (CDRPC),  Rob Leslie (Town of Bethlehem), Jason Purvis (CDTC), John Scavo (Town of Clifton Park), Jen Viggiani (Town of Clifton Park), Carrie Ward (CDTA)
1. Review and discussion of Meeting 1 Draft Meeting Notes
The draft notes from the CS Working Group’s first meeting were accepted as written.

2. Revision of  wording for 5) of the Planned Outcomes:   

Current Wording: Identification and implementation of mechanisms for coordination between NYSDOT and municipalities on site reviews for developer funded improvements to the multi-modal transportation system as part of development mitigation.
The group reviewed the suggested rewording developed by CDTC staff in response to the group’s comments on the first version.  The only requested revision was related to the 5th Planned Outcome as shown above. The suggested rewording was accepted by the group (as shown in the attached Draft  version 2).   Additional comments centered on the importance of finding institutional support for municipal planning boards to pursue equitable improvements to the transportation system by the private sector when development investments are made. Education and training for planning boards are key pieces to accomplishing this. 
3. Review of NYSDOT Region 1 upcoming projects/block contracts lists (i.e. SDF projects on the 5 year program, signal contract locations and other “block” contracts information)
Region 1 provided draft information on potential upcoming repaving and signal contract locations.  Frank was pleased to share this information but wants to be sure it’s understood these lists represent projects NYSDOT intends to undertake but priorities will be fine tuned based on  regional asset group review.  This list gives an idea of the roads on NYSDOT’s radar and the general ranking.  As these are preliminary lists they’re reference only and not to be distributed; there is not funding to complete all projects listed.

Discussion centered on opportunities for partnering and coordinating public investment with private development mitigation activities when appropriate and possible.  It was noted that information sharing and coordination on both future roadway projects and development projects between NYSDOT and municipalities can benefit all entities.  Anne noted Region 1 Design sent letters to every municipality and community stakeholders regarding upcoming repaving projects prior to completion of design. This has been positive and in the case of Routes 9 & 20 may potentially lead to a restriping to result in a road diet in certain applicable sections.  It was also noted that in some other regions of the state such as the Rochester area the MPO and NYSDOT hold regular meetings to communicate and coordinate on upcoming projects.  It was noted that with restriping into new configurations changes to signals may be needed which adds costs/complexity to a project. 
Frank will follow up to see if municipalities will be notified via letter of the signal contracts’ jobs similar to the letters sent regarding the repaving projects.  He also noted that most signal rebuilds typically include pedestrian elements if there is pedestrian usage.  Carrie asked what “usage” means Frank said he’d follow up on that also but assumes if there’s a sidewalk or existing pedestrian elements, signal upgrades are included. 
Discussion moved to the whole concept of improved communication between NYSDOT and the region’s municipalities and the benefits that enhanced communication will bring to each group. 
Those communities with professional planning staff have more capacity to foster communication and coordinate with partners such as NYSDOT and CDTC.  CDTC staff was asked to provide a list of municipalities with professional planning staff and distribute to the group and a list of municipalities with comprehensive or other plans in place.  The capacity of county staff to engage in coordination was also raised as there are differences across the region’s counties. NYSDOT would appreciate having access to the executive summaries of completed planning studies around the region. This would help when scoping projects. Frank noted NYSDOT is required to develop Smart Growth Priority Infrastructure Act attestations at the initiation of projects and again at design approval.  Frank would like to set the coordination process for projects coming up over the next 1 to 2 years. 

4. Agenda items 4, 5 and 6 were included in this discussion (Review of municipality identified challenges/barriers for integrating CS elements in developer mitigation requirements and locally sponsored projects; Review of current development proposal traffic mitigation review and approval processes used by NYSDOT/municipalities; Review of punch list of typical requirements/elements) 

Discussion centered on a handout from NYSDOT “Design Criteria for Specific Elements on Select Urban* Facilities” table.  The table represents a good starting point. 

5. Agenda item 7 –Develop DRAFT Outline for CS Working Group meeting with NYSDOT Region 1 Traffic and Safety staff
Frank asked how that meeting would be structured to make sure it is most useful.  There are different groups within NYSDOT that have various responsibilities that are relevant to this effort; developing a targeted agenda involving these different groups may be difficult. 

John reiterated that municipalities need guidance on what treatments are allowed; it’s difficult to glean from NYSDOT manuals what communities should be requiring.  For example, the NYSDOT Highway Design Manual Chapter 18 alone is 81 pages.  Also, there are a lot of “outs” in guidance where you don’t have to provide pedestrian or bicycle treatments. Clifton Park wants to know early on in the Planning Board stage of review what they can include in a project review and what they can require.  John would like a resource based on NYSDOT requirements, to guide a municipal development review process – i.e. “these standards are applicable to X project in this context”.  He indicated that with new developments the municipality typically has one opportunity to get it right and it’s important to be proactive and out in front on these issues. 

It was noted that NYSDOT Traffic and Safety is the contact for that. Jen remarked that the community planning process lays out the vision and then engineers need to interpret that vision while being consistent with the Highway Design Manual.  
Steve relayed that his experience with projects in Schenectady County is that the informal process works well.  He calls Traffic and Safety and works with them to get issues addressed.  This has even worked better recently with respect to sidewalk logical termini. 

Brad mentioned he would like to explore the gray areas and have information on what the absolute minimum thresholds and parameters are for bicycle lanes and shared paths.
Rob remarked that issues of logical termini and sidewalks across driveways and concrete sidewalks across driveways and associated maintenance issues are of concern.  Bethlehem is more concerned with roadway projects than with development mitigation at this point.  

Items that could potentially be included in preservation projects were identified by the group as crosswalks, road diets, speed limit changes, transit accommodations, lane width changes, etc.  Discussion on these elements involves both Traffic and Safety and Design.  Frank noted that there is opportunity early in the process to do something reasonable; the group agreed that opportunities for inclusion of bicycle and pedestrian accommodations in these types of projects should be explored. Steve remarked that communication is key and gave the example of the Western Gateway Bridge project.  Frank reminded the group that there are two different capital programs – the TIP (federal funds) and NY Works – state funds. 

Rocky stated a concern regarding lack of regional bicycle/pedestrian staffing resources for  involvement in transportation improvement project scoping; designers and traffic and safety staff are represented in scoping efforts.  He asked which regional staff are advocating for bicycle and pedestrian components in projects. The incremental value of pedestrian accommodations needs to be recognized.  
Traffic and Safety meeting agenda outline ideas: 

· Thresholds for various complete streets related elements

· Incorporation of bicycle/pedestrian concerns into the project scoping process
· Identify best time and means/process for communication (from stakeholders/municipalities) 

· Understanding the process

· What analysis needs to go into a “yes” or “no” on restriping (this could apply to other types of decisions – i.e. crosswalk placement, turn radii sizing, traffic controls including Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons/midblock crossings)
· How can we road diet/traffic calm as part of pavement preservation projects?

·  Development Site Plan Review and Mitigation issues 

·  Preservation projects – for changes in striping to be considered what data and analysis are needed to allow the decision to be made on way or the other? 
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