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Wisconsin Traffic Operations Sketch Planning


SPT Meeting 3


October 4, 2006 | 10:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. | Teleconference


MINUTES

Attending:

Sharon Bremser, WisDOT

John Corbin, WisDOT

Dave Kreitzmann, WisDOT

Marie Treazise, WisDOT

Graham Heitz, WisDOT SW
Scott Nelson, WisDOT NE
Kelly Langer, WisDOT

Adam Clayton, WisDOT

Ron Becker, WisDOT

Mike Adams, WisDOT

Aileen Switzer, WisDOT
Jennifer Murray, WisDOT

Tim Hanley, WisDOT NC
Peter Rafferty, UW-Madison

Todd Szymkowski, UW-Madison

Brian Scott, SRF

Janelle Monette, SRF

Joe Kern, SRF

Chad Hammerl, E&K

Chris Hedden, Cambridge Systematics

Ginny Crowson, SEH

Jim Hanson, SEH

Paul Kutz, HNTB
Actions:
The following actions represent tasks that require follow-up as a result of this or previous meetings. They are numbered for reference only and their status will be discussed at each of the SPT meetings.

1. Consultant Team: Prepare ideas for sketch plan presentation at traffic engineering conference; discuss with WisDOT PMs for input and guidance. Chris Hedden will lead preparation of a draft outline for further discussion among the consultant team in conjunction with the October 30 meeting. 

2. Consultant Team: Identify lower level tasks to add to the project schedule for the four sketch plan efforts.

3. Ginny Crowson: Post national scan document from Chris Hedden to the project web site as material for the SPT 3 meeting.

4. Paul Kutz: Contact regional staff now involved in the SPT to validate and gather additional detail for the Wisconsin scan questions. Regional SPT members were also asked to get any outstanding comments to Paul by October 13.

5. All: Provide further comments on Project Relations Definition document to Jim Hanson by October 13.
6. All/Jim Hanson: Identify additional communication tactics for the Project Communications and Outreach Plan based on key WisDOT internal meetings; contact Jim Hanson with tactics/key meeting dates by October 13.
7. Paul Kutz: Request further detail from the regions regarding current corridor management strategies and summarize them in the Wisconsin scan.
Minutes:
1. Welcome, Introductions and Project Background 
John Corbin provided an introduction to the sketch planning process for the new members of the Sketch Planning Team (SPT) joining this meeting. New members were added to provide a broader perspective on the stakeholder input needed as the sketch planning effort moves forward. This is the third SPT meeting and the work completed to-date has been primarily related to setting ground rules and scanning/summarizing previous work to identify gaps. 
John noted that WisDOT has invested in several individual corridor, regional type plans in the past. DTIM and feedback from others has indicated that previous plans can not be readily integrated with other WisDOT planning and programming methods. The purpose of the joint sketch plans is to take traffic operation strategies and define them in a way that allows them to be mainstreamed into the WisDOT planning and programming process. Success is dependent upon how involved and supportive other areas can be in the process. 
John then reviewed the sketch plan project structure. Todd Szymkowski is WisDOT project manager for the Corridor Planning Methodology Sketch Plan, which is the capstone project. Subject to the methodology development there are three corollary projects. Marie Treazise is the WisDOT project manager for Ramp Control and Surveillance. Dave Kreitzmann is the WisDOT project manager for Travel Warning and Information Systems. The Traffic Signal Systems sketch plan does not currently have a designated WisDOT project manager. By next spring there will be illustrative sketch plans for each of these areas, so when asked where signals, ramps, etc. should be placed they can answer not only where, but why and when. The intent is to develop a pavement equivalency rationale for making decisions. Regional, statewide TOC and planning additions have been made to the SPT to ensure adequate involvement. John noted that SPT meetings have typically been scheduled monthly and the next is scheduled for October 30 as an extended, in-person meeting in Milwaukee. Sharon Bremser added her support of John’s comments and encouraged the group to look at this project as an opportunity for long-term communication and coordination. Sharon also noted that she is the coordinator for all the sketch plans and others should feel free to use her as a primary contact. She added that Ginny Crowson is coordinating meeting support.
2. Review SPT Meeting 2 Minutes and Actions
Ginny Crowson noted that all but two action items (4 and 10) from the SPT 2 meeting minutes have been completed. The remaining two actions have been added to the action list in these minutes. There were no further comments on the SPT 2 minutes. 

3. Schedule Update

Ginny Crowson reviewed the high level schedule and tasks initiated to-date, and noted that further detail will be added to the higher level tasks for each of the sketch plans after they are initiated at the October 30 meeting.
4. Progress Update

a. National Best Practices Scan – Chris Hedden distributed a preliminary handout based on real-time meetings held at WisDOT yesterday regarding planning and programming. Although preliminary, the handout will be posted on the project web site for further reference. A formal presentation of the WisDOT planning and programming and national scan findings will be made at the October 30 meeting. Chris reminded that the goal of scan was to look across the country and identify the most valuable states to contact regarding what tools they’re using to mainstream ITS planning. Nine of 13 DOTs and five of six MPOs responded from the targeted group. AASHTO SSOM, FHWA and NCHRP were also contacted in conjunction with a review of key documents. 

Two observations were consistently noted from those with successful programs. First, they maintain an active ITS group comprised of operations and planning, as well as technical and policy oriented staff. Second, they use system based data coming to show benefits and establish or support performance measures, which ultimately nurtures the relationship between planning and operations. Chris reviewed the additional highlights noted in his handout. John Corbin asked the team if there was anything in Chris’ overview that resonated with things previously discussed at WisDOT or stood out as unexpected. Graham Heitz noted the “data rich/information poor” observation was not surprising and has been previously discussed at WisDOT. John asked if there were any outstanding examples of the operations/planning committee structures that were discovered. Chris replied that the two-tiered technical/policy approach used by the Orlando MPO worked well. Sharon Bremser asked if any of the interviewees noted that it was difficult to convince others to make the investment in getting data to a point where it’s reliable and usable. Chris agreed that was also a common theme. He added that Washington DOT, for example, made their data usable because they were told to by the legislature. Other DOTs have created impressive spreadsheets of system data in the past, but they haven’t necessarily been good tools for conveying concise performance measures for a system. 
Todd Szymkowski noted that several of the states interviewed also work with universities who support data archiving and other data management functions. Todd added that the recent meeting with Mark Wolfgram at WisDOT focused on Metamanager and the prospect for using it as a foundation for the methodology. Overall, the discussion was helpful in that it was learned that Metamanager is not just a data repository. There are some analysis functions that indicate when pavement may need to be replaced based on congestion or safety related criteria. Adding traffic operations functions related to the sketch planning effort could perhaps be additional modules to Metamanager. Adam Clayton noted that entering data based on segment basis vs. independent locations introduces a generalization to data which makes intersection based decisions challenging when using Metamanager. John asked that this be carefully considered as the corridor planning methodology is developed. Chris concluded by noting that most people interviewed agreed that and were very supportive of developing an approach for identifying what projects, when, where and why would be wonderful. The full national scan memo will be finalized by October 23 for distribution with the other October 30 meeting materials. 
b. Wisconsin Environmental Scan – Paul Kutz explained that the preliminary Wisconsin scan document consists of questions submitted by each of the sketch plan teams. The intent was to initially scan previous projects and the knowledge/experience of HNTB to answer the questions. Paul also noted that this scan is more operationally focused than the planning/programming discussions that Cambridge Systematics has initiated. Sharon Bremser asked for highlights or surprises. Paul noted that for traffic signals, there is a lack of a system wide approach to signalization for corridors. John Corbin added that the summary to-date appears to be accurate if not complete. Tim Hanley asked why there was no mention of the Wausau freeway patrol/surveillance program. Ron Becker asked if the regions had been contacted for answers. Paul explained that the regions had intentionally not yet been contacted. Ron suggested contact each of the regions to get more detail. Sharon Bremser asked if it was best for Paul to contact the regions or if they could react to the preliminary document. Ron encouraged direct contact with the regions, so Paul will make those contacts by October 13. Jennifer Murray asked if emergency services have or will be contacted. John answered no because the sketch planning is focused internally for now.
c. Project Relations Definition – Ginny Crowson explained the purpose of this document for the additional SPT members. Some comments have been received; any other comments should be made by 10/13 as a final draft of the document will be presented at the 10/30 meeting.
d. Project Communications and Outreach Plan – Brian Scott/Ginny Crowson. Explained the nature of the document and the need to add further dates to the tactics section for the 10/30 meeting discussion. Shari asked that other SPT members review the tactics section for key dates/events by 10/13. John added that schedule gives an indication of when we’ll need to engage others outside the SPT and if there are other meetings that would. Ginny explained the one page overview document and turned it over to Brian to explain the corridor “illustration” to show others outside of the SPT what we’re doing. An example corridor was identified and some real and artificial data was compiled to show what an end product might look like. The process isn’t as important; rather the illustrative maps and tables are more important to focus on. The Gopher Connection Corridor has been used to illustrate what the sketch planning effort might produce for the corridor. The Densities.pdf map is a good illustration of how, for example, devices might be placed for detection or surveillance. Jennifer Murray asked if planning could be provided with a list of overarching goals and criteria to back up the outputs illustrated in the table and maps; she would like to provide input on this foundation information. Chris Hedden reminded the group that the purpose of this discussion was to review the illustration/map as a communication tool. As such, the criteria and even some of the data were fabricated to produce the illustration. A more complete set of criteria and goals will be identified in the next steps of the sketch planning process. Jennifer asked who would be the users of the illustration/map. John Corbin commented that there would be multiple users and the illustration could help them understand what, how much, where and why traffic operations project may be needed. Most users will be at the planning and programming level ultimately, but the illustration is intended to help better understand/appreciate the value of establishing solid criteria and goals. Sharon Bremser added that they could also be used for maintenance purposes. John added that the data table might be the most valuable illustration to establish the value of setting solid goals and criteria. He further added that work zone mobility and incident exposure may be further items to consider for the table. 
Adam Clayton commented that a similar exercise and ranking process has been done by the Statewide Corridor Management Group. Some of the rankings may also be too general at high-medium-low vs. giving them a more definitive 1-2-3 value to reflect the actual numbers. John asked if an operational index of some sort could help address Adam’s second comment. For example, one segment/corridor might be rated at a level for freight reasons, while another may be rated at the same or other level for incident reasons. Adam agreed that the Statewide Corridor Management Group had thought through much of this criteria and it could nicely supplement what needs to be done here. Brian Scott asked if the illustration is on the right track and John agreed. John also added that the Wisconsin scan needs to include some summary on corridor management activities for the state. Shari added that keeping the high-medium-low or red-yellow-gree coding is a nice, simplified approach for non-technical/policy level audiences to understand. Graham Heitz asked if feedback on the illustrations was desired. Brian clarified that comments on details and data are not necessary; stressing again that much of what was used was fabricated. Jennifer asked that the map and table be clearly identified as sample and that a clear disclaimer be added to avoid concern or confusion over the actual data represented. Scott Nelson noted that the statewide ATIS project done 4-5 years ago and the map that was produced there was related to a similar process, however, the process was more qualitative than quantitative. 
5. Review Backbone Corridors – John Corbin

a. 2030 Backbone Connectors. John Corbin noted that there may not necessarily be a set of corridor maps, but rather input to the corridor management effort. John added that corridor priorities along the backbone network have been discussed in BHO along the lines of a “super backbone.” Upon further understanding of the process used to identify the 2030 Backbone Connectors, it appears the initial BHO thinking is unnecessary. As such, it was agreed that the 2030 Backbone Connectors will be used as the definitive corridors for focus in the sketch planning effort.
b. Decision Points on Backbone Connector Network. John Corbin noted that key decision points for alternate routes have been discussed for years in relation to where dynamic message signs, surveillance, etc. should be placed for travelers. There will be a discussion tomorrow (10/5) to identify 80-90% of those which should also be fed into the methodology development.
6. Upcoming Tasks and Next Meeting: October 30, 1:00-4:00, Miller Park Room, Milwaukee TOC. Sharon Bremser reviewed details for the next meeting and noted that teleconference and meeting logistics have already been addressed. She encouraged people to stay on for the ITS Forum the next day. Tours of the TOC could also be provided, if desired. John added that if there are concerns from the regions, they should express them over the next few weeks before 10/30. Minutes for this meeting will be distributed within a week.
Minutes prepared by Ginny Crowson, SEH
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