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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On June 14, 2003, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission kicked off an 18-month, community-wide dialogue to update the Bay Area’s long-range transportation plan with a regional summit attended by more than 450 people from throughout the region and beyond. The long-range plan, known as Transportation 2030, reflects the 25-year horizon (2005 to 2030) of the plan. Participants in the daylong conference at San Francisco’s historic Palace Hotel included a mix of government employees, business people, advocacy groups and interested individuals. Elected officials accounted for about 10 percent of attendees. 

The Transportation 2030 Plan will guide investments in the Bay Area’s streets, roads, highways, bridges, ferry systems, sidewalks, bike paths, railways and bus lines from 2005 to 2030. Much of the discussion at the summit centered on balancing the region’s growing population and diverse transportation needs with limited financial resources.

While the some $100 billion in local, state and federal transportation funds projected to flow into the Bay Area between now and 2030 represents a significant sum, it is not nearly enough to meet all the region’s transportation needs. So hard choices will have to be made. To begin building consensus for these choices, the summit focused on three key topics:

· New investments versus prior commitments

· Goals, policies and projects

· Land-use and transportation

Participants expressed overwhelming support — and a considerable sense of urgency — for change in the Bay Area’s transportation and land use patterns. But no clear vision of how or what to change emerged from the summit. Attendees did agree, however, that the region would benefit from more thorough transportation and land-use planning, with more analysis of local recommendations and less politicized decision-making. All discussions acknowledged a continuing tension between local and regional interests, urging the Bay Area to simultaneously increase regional leadership and reinforce local controls. Given the direct connection between transportation and land-use, MTC should almost certainly take center stage in this balancing act.

Summit attendees registered their views through comment cards, in breakout sessions where trained facilitators led discussion groups of 30-80 people, and via high-tech electronic keypad voting, which allowed participants to weigh in on direct questions related to the main topics. Results of the e-voting were tabulated immediately after each question and displayed on monitors flanking either side of the stage.

Questions about balancing new investments and prior commitments underscored both attendees’ yen for new direction and the inherent difficulties associated with breaking new ground. Three-quarters of e-voters support modifying the existing 90/10 split between prior commitments and new investments, and nearly 90 percent agreed the Bay Area should critically reexamine all its transportation policies, programs and projects. Yet 86 percent disagreed that the region should rethink its “fix it first” philosophy and reduce money for operations and maintenance.

This apparent dichotomy may be somewhat resolved by participants’ willingness to dig into their own pockets to finance the expansion of transportation infrastructure. Some 77 percent of attendees expressed support for raising new money via higher tolls and taxes. Since the summit did not attract a representative sample of the Bay Area population, however, support for new revenues might not be as strong at the ballot box as it was in the ballroom. 

Attendees’ views on the goals, policies and projects that should be pursued under the Transportation 2030 Plan show a similar gap between the desire for change and agreement over what shape that change should take. Fully 84 percent of e-voters recommended changing the goals identified in the existing 2001 Regional Transportation Plan and over three-quarters either strongly or somewhat agreed the new plan needs tough standards that are more specific and measurable than those now in place. But at the same time, a clear majority (54 percent) agreed that the 2001 goals are basically good and simply need to be fine-tuned. Recommendations made during breakout discussions included forging stronger links between goals and projects, and using specific goals and targets to select projects more objectively.

Breakout sessions on transportation and land-use issues attracted the largest number of participants by far, and the tension between local and regional interests was vividly illustrated during these discussions. Summit attendees wanted MTC and other agencies to address the fact that fiscal needs drive land-use decisions, and to promote education and discussion of transportation and land-use issues among the public and local officials. 

Nearly 80 percent of e-voters agreed that MTC should substantially modify its approach to land-use and transportation in the Transportation 2030 Plan. More than 90 percent agreed that MTC should use incentives and rewards to push local communities to build transit-friendly developments. Despite raising numerous questions about the actual results of the smart growth movement, breakout groups voiced clear support for proven incentive programs such as MTC’s Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) and Housing Incentive Program (HIP) initiatives.

Enthusiasm for TLC and HIP did not necessarily translate into support for regional mandates, however. More than 60 percent of e-voters thought local governments — not MTC or another regional agency — should continue to control local land use, and two-thirds agreed that government should not force people to live in smaller housing units in dense urban centers. Not surprisingly, breakout groups revealed split opinions on MTC’s proper place in the land-use arena, with some advocating for MTC to maintain its current role, others urging the Commission to take a much stronger leadership position, and a third faction pushing for MTC to join other agencies in a larger effort to establish comprehensive land-use policies for the entire Bay Area. 

Much greater unanimity could be found in attendees’ views of the proper role for MTC in Bay Area transit. Participants in panel discussions and breakout groups expressed consistent support for the Commission’s efforts to make transit more attractive, stabilize transit funding, improve connectivity between transit systems, deliver a complete lifeline transit network and develop more cost-effective transit projects. But advocacy for better transit should not be confused with hostility for roadway improvements. Indeed, many summit participants supported dedicating more funding for roadway operations, maintenance and rehabilitation; and establishing strategies to improve freight movement on Bay Area roads and highways. Among the many innovative ideas meeting with significant approval were the use of congestion pricing on toll bridges (and proposed high-occupancy toll lanes in select freeway corridors) to reduce traffic and raise revenues; and providing incentives and/or disincentives to reduce travelers’ dependence on automobiles. 

Panelists and other speakers raised a number of other topics as well, including pedestrian and bicycle travel, the environmental impact of transportation, mobility for an aging population, integrating the Bay Area transportation system with surrounding counties, possible reforms in the decision-making structures that govern transportation planning and funding, and the regional transportation system’s role in an increasingly globally-linked world.

These and other topics will undoubtedly spark considerable discussion — some of it contentious — in the months to come. But the cooperative and collegial tone among participants throughout the summit established a solid foundation for a fruitful dialogue in which all parties work together to build a brighter future for Bay Area transportation. 

I. 
INTRODUCTION

At San Francisco’s Palace Hotel on June 14, 2003, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) hosted the Transportation 2030 Summit, a regional conference that initiated an 18-month process to develop a plan to guide transportation and land use in the San Francisco Bay Area over the next 25 years. 

The Transportation 2030 Plan will guide investments in Bay Area streets, roads, highways, bridges, ferry systems, sidewalks, bike paths, railways and bus lines from 2005 to 2030. Much of the dialogue at the summit centered on balancing the region’s growing population and diverse transportation needs with limited financial resources.

On hand at the daylong event to discuss challenges and opportunities that must be considered in crafting the plan were more than 450 elected officials, agency staff members, non-profit group representatives and members of the public. Specifically, elected officials made up about 10 percent of those present. The majority of attendees hailed from Alameda, San Francisco and Contra Costa counties, although there were people from all of the nine Bay Area counties MTC represents in attendance. Forty-five percent of the participants arrived at the conference via train, 20 percent arrived via automobile, and 15 percent arrived via bus. Others preferred walking, biking and carpooling as their travel mode of choice.

Summit Purpose

MTC conducted the summit to engage a wide range of stakeholders in the planning of the Bay Area’s new long-term transportation plan, known as “Transportation 2030.” The event intended to gather regional input regarding the best planning approaches and the key issues that the new plan ought to address.

Summit Overview

MTC Chair Steve Kinsey opened the summit with an overview of the day’s program and an introductory discussion about the event’s importance in shaping transportation plans for the next 25 years. He also outlined the major phases of the planning process and summarized key topics and themes. Kinsey then explained how to use the electronic voting keypads provided for participants, and led the group in answering a set of background questions.

After his initial remarks, Commissioner Kinsey introduced a panel of local business, environmental, social justice and government leaders. The panelists discussed three key issues that are central to developing the transportation plan: New Investments and Prior Commitments; Goals, Policies and Projects; and Land Use and Transportation.

For each topic, Commissioner Kinsey presented a brief background and then posed questions to the panelists. Following the panelists’ comments and responses, participants electronically voted on related questions and issues and instantly saw the results of their voting displayed on large screens on either side of the stage.

MTC Executive Director Steve Heminger then responded to the results and posed several questions to be discussed and deliberated by participants in the small group activities to follow.

At 11 a.m., attendees separated into smaller conference rooms based on which of the three aforementioned topics they found most interesting. To facilitate and structure the discussions, each group followed the guidelines of first reviewing the voting results and responding to Mr. Heminger’s questions and then identifying the issues they believed should be addressed during the Transportation 2030 planning process.

All of the attendees reconvened in the main meeting room for lunch, during which a panel of transportation policy experts offered their perspectives on how national policies and trends could impact planning in the Bay Area. The panel also responded to questions from the audience.

To close the day, Commissioner Kinsey briefly remarked on the themes of the day, reviewed the next steps in the planning process, and encouraged ongoing participation.

II.
MORNING SESSION I:  LOCAL PANEL DISCUSSION, PARTICIPANT VOTING, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S COMMENTARY

To begin the summit, MTC Chair Steve Kinsey provided the attendees with background information that set the stage for the series of questions he asked the panelists. Chair Kinsey also served as moderator for a panel of six local business, environmental, social justice and government leaders. The panelists discussed three key issues that are central to developing the transportation plan: New Investments and Prior Commitments; Goals, Policies and Projects; and Land Use and Transportation. The panelists were:

Marci Coglianese, the mayor of Rio Vista, offered her knowledge as a board member of the Rio Vista City Council, the Solano Transportation Authority (the county congestion management agency) and the Solano County Water Agency. Ms. Coglianese is an attorney who has served as an assistant city attorney and in private practice. 

Stuart Cohen, executive director of the Transportation and Land Use Coalition (TALC), gave his perspective as an advocate for stronger links between transportation and land use, as well as programs for low-income communities and communities of color. 

Lynette Jung Lee provided a community development and environmental justice point of view; Ms. Lee is Executive Director of the non-profit East Bay Asian Local Development Corporation. 

William Norton, the executive officer of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District, added to the panel’s expert knowledge on air pollution concerns. 

Laura Stuchinsky, director of Housing and Transportation for the Silicon Valley Manufacturing Group, provided a South Bay business perspective on housing, land use and transportation challenges. 

Ethan Veneklasen provided his insights as director of transportation policy for the California Alliance for Jobs, a business and labor-backed advocacy organization for the construction industry. 


A.  Topic 1: New Investments and Prior Commitments

Background

Currently, 90 percent of available Bay Area transportation funding is committed to (a) maintenance and operation of our current road/transit system, (b) projects that have been years in preparation and are nearly ready for construction, and (c) projects that have been specifically approved by the voters and are 100 percent funded. This leaves 10 percent of available (or “uncommitted”) funding for new investments, meaning that about $90 billion is already committed for the next 25 years and about $10 billion is available for new investments, projects and programs in the Transportation 2030 Plan.


 Committed vs. Uncommitted Funds
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Breakdown of Committed Funds
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Uncommitted Funds

Where to draw the line between committed projects and new investments is a very important question because it determines how much money will be available for all the new projects and programs that will be proposed during the development of the Transportation 2030 Plan.

Panel Discussion on New Investments and Prior Commitments

Below are the questions that were posed to panelists, and their responses.

· Should this balance of existing commitments and new investments remain unchanged in the Transportation 2030 plan or would you propose it be modified? 

· Why? Explain your position.

· If you are in favor of modification, what specifically would you change and how would you propose that we do this?

Marci Coglianese

Rio Vista is in a rapidly growing county, part of the “outer ring” of the Bay Area. Counties like Solano are providing the housing for the Bay Area. To maintain current 90/10 split with just 10 percent for new projects greatly disadvantages areas like Solano that are growing rapidly. It makes it impossible for the region to adequately respond to rapidly changing circumstances. 

We should give more of the funding to local control, to the congestion management agencies so they can respond better to changing local needs. Let’s shift the mix gradually to up to 20 percent for new projects. This must be done to be able to deal with changing circumstances

Stuart Cohen

The pie chart on committed funding shows that MTC is stuck in a way. So much of the committed funds are from voter approved projects that are hard to change. These are often “beauty contests” where the projects that poll the best, not those that may work the best, are approved. Counties then come to MTC to ask for matching funds to complete projects, leaving MTC with very little power. 

The pie chart shows that if MTC is going to be a true regional planning agency, if the RTP is going to be more than just stapling together county plans, they are going to have to put conditions on that $10 billion. That’s where the power is going to come from. That will provide real regional planning. Not just criteria for selecting projects, but requirements on local communities to grow right if MTC is going to make transit investments in their areas. This is less about how money is invested and more about how MTC sets environmental and equity requirements for projects.

Laura Stuchinsky

There is certainly frustration that only 10 percent is available for new projects, given that the region is growing and will continue to grow. However, we must not abandon existing commitments. The answer is to grow the pie, to increase revenue that is available. We should look for ways to increase the pot instead of shifting funds from one important area to another. A gas tax should be on the ballot. Gas taxes are often unpopular, but from a policy perspective they make a lot of sense.

Ethan Veneklasen

I agree with the frustration that 80 percent of the funding is tied up for operation and maintenance of the existing system. We should not abandon that commitment, however. California is last nationally in quality of pavement and last in spending per capita for streets and roads maintenance. The 2001 Regional Transportation Plan had a shortfall for local streets and roads and that should be addressed this time. The commitment to streets and roads must be strengthened.

Stuart Cohen

With the massive decline in revenue projections, it is unclear if the Bay Area can build all of the voter-approved projects. For example, Santa Clara County approved 13 projects in 2000 and can now afford perhaps only two because the proposed BART extension into the county is now taking up 60 percent of available funding, instead of the original 30 percent. MTC should look at where voter-approved projects make the most sense. We should re-look at voter-approved projects to see which are best for meeting regional goals.

Lynette Lee

What percentage of committed funds are subsidizing auto systems? Can we shift some of that subsidy to transit?

Ethan Veneklasen

We should grow the pie. At the same time, we should also look at doing things more cost-effectively. For example, transit has been done the same way for 25 years. Fixed-route service is very effective in our urban core, somewhat less effective in our suburban zones, and simply not effective in our rural areas. We must see if agencies can provide transit in more effective ways. We should improve the quality of transit and decrease the amount the region provides to subsidize it.

Marci Coglianese

I agree with Ethan on that last point. Back to the outer ring of cities, the city of Rio Vista (in Solano County) has the highest median age in Solano County. We also have a fair share of welfare-to-work participants. Smaller scale transit projects that can meet these local needs is the answer. In our county, we came up with a vanpool project we are implementing. But remember, we need roads to run even these small transit vehicles. We should re-examine the huge investment in fixed-route transit. We have to think not only of the urban core, but also about the outer rings of Bay Area development, where a lot of people — with a host of social equity issues — also live.

Participant Electronic-Voting on New Investments and Prior Commitments

After hearing the experts’ ideas and concerns regarding the balance of existing commitments and new investments, participants were presented with the opportunity to weigh in and register their perspectives via an electronic voting system. Their responses to a series of related questions are tallied by percentages and listed as follows: 

Should the balance of existing commitments (90%) and new investments (10%) remain unchanged for the 2030 plan or would you propose the proportions be modified? 

A. 
Unchanged
(25%)

B. 
Modified 

(75%)

Do you agree or disagree:  Years of planning and expense have gone into “nearly-constructed” projects. We should not drop any of them now.

1 Strongly disagree 

(19%)
2 Somewhat disagree 
(24%)
3 Somewhat agree 

(32%)
4 Strongly agree 

(25%)
Do you agree or disagree:  Instead of dropping prior commitments, we should find new money for new projects and programs.

1 Strongly disagree 

(10%)
2 Somewhat disagree 
(13%)
3 Somewhat agree 

(33%)
4 Strongly agree 

(44%)
Do you agree or disagree:  We should use performance criteria to judge every transit and roadway project, not just new ones. Poor-performing projects should be dropped even if they are “committed.”

1 Strongly disagree 

 (7%)
2 Somewhat disagree 
(13%)
3 Somewhat agree 

(40%)
4 Strongly agree 

(44%)
Do you agree or disagree: Our traffic and transit problems are getting worse for all communities, and old approaches don’t seem to be working. Therefore, we must critically re-examine all of our policies, programs and projects.

1 Strongly disagree 

  (3%)
2 Somewhat disagree 
  (8%)
3 Somewhat agree 

(24%)
4 Strongly agree 

(65%)
Do you agree or disagree: We should provide more money for programs and projects by reducing our current investments for operations and maintenance of transit and roadways.

1 Strongly disagree 

(48%)
2 Somewhat disagree 
(28%)
3 Somewhat agree 

(16%)
4 Strongly agree 

  (9%)
Executive Director’s Commentary on New Investments and Prior Commitments

In the following transcript, Executive Director Steve Heminger summarizes and comments on the panelists’ responses and the results of the electronic voting. 

The first topic — the question of prior commitments and new investment — has been a real struggle for us. It is on the agenda because so many people have mentioned it. There are three broad categories that we talked about today: 
1) operations and maintenance; 2) voter approved projects, and 3) projects that 
are near construction.

Here’s how MTC has approached these in the past. 

1.
The vast majority of the money goes to operations and maintenance and our basic assumption has been we don’t want to turn roads back to gravel, and we don’t want to stop running transit. And that has been the reason we put operations and maintenance into the committed category. 

2.
The second category is voter-approved projects. You can see from this chart, 


[image: image2.wmf]Transportation Ballot Measures: 

Bay Area vs. State



voters in the Bay Area have been very generous with transportation funding. The bar chart compares the Bay Area to statewide voting patterns over the last decade or so. You’ll see the Bay Area has been about 7 to 10 points ahead of the rest of the state. Folks here think transportation is an important problem and they put their money where their mouth is. The question we need to ask ourselves — and the assumption that MTC has made — is that when the voters speak, we think we ought to honor their decisions. 


3.
Finally, the projects that are near construction. You don’t have to look at all the boxes in the diagram below to know it takes a project a long time to go from idea to reality. 

How Caltrans Builds Projects
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You’ve all seen something like this chart before. A project has to step through every one of these boxes and it takes many years, and many of the projects that are included in that little 7 percent piece of the pie have been in these boxes for quite a long time. And our operating assumption, at least through now, has been that it’s a little bit like jilting the bride at the altar after a long courtship, if you were to withdraw funding from those projects at a late stage.

Despite having said all that, saying that 90 percent of the money is off the table is frustrating to everybody — to us, the Commission and the public, and you expressed it again today to us. 

But two things I’d like you to think about in addition to the questions that you voted on this morning. There are at least a couple of other options that we might want to examine in addition to, or besides, disturbing past commitments. One of them is to look at the uncommitted funds — we haven’t really talked about those too much today. The pie chart below breaks down 

Breakdown of Uncommitted Funds
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County: 53%

those funds in the last regional transportation plan. And, as you can see, they break down roughly 50-50 between the regional programs — like our TransLink® smart card, and our 511 traveler information number and the Transportation for Livable Communities and Housing Incentive Program that you heard about — and the county selected projects. And clearly, depending upon where you are sitting, you might want to alter that balance one way or the other to devote more new money to the projects or the programs you think are most important.

So we don’t necessarily need to content ourselves with the 90 percent, we could also alter the way we spend the 10 percent.

The other idea, and God bless Laura Stuchinsky for saying it first, is that we could try to get new money. One way to avoid skirmishes over the old commitments would be to look for money in new projects and new revenue. But that means going to the voters, and right now, given the state of our economy, that might be a fairly risky proposition. Solano County found that out just a few months ago. It’s a bit, I suppose, like choosing between two evils: undoing the old commitments and risking rejection by the voters. Which reminds me of one of my favorite quotes from Mae West, who said “when faced between a choice between two evils, I always choose the one I haven’t tried before.” In the Bay Area, that might be a regional gas tax, which will be a very difficult measure to pass.

This next chart shows you a series of ideas that we have under consideration in this current planning process, ranging from gas taxes to high-speed rail bond measures to bridge tolls to new local option sales taxes. 

Projected New Revenues
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I found your e-voting on this very fascinating. Clearly, there was a strong mandate for change of the 90/10 split — a great deal of frustration with that and how you felt constrained by it. There also was strong opposition to reducing the committed investment for operations and maintenance and also, not as strong but a pretty clear consensus that we shouldn’t be interrupting projects that are near construction. 

By process of elimination, even though we didn’t ask the question directly, that leaves those voter-approved projects that several panelists talked about. And the question perhaps is: Should these voter approved projects — those that are quite a long ways from completion, just in the early development phases — should those be reconsidered? Should those be up for grabs? That, in fact, is one of the questions I’d like to pose to you. Part of my role is not only to tell you what I thought we heard, but also to give you a few questions, in addition to what you have heard this morning, to consider in your break-out groups. So one question I’d like you to consider in those break-out groups is if we are going to revisit those voter-approved projects, are we willing to accept the consequences that might result if the voters are gong to feel deceived or somewhat misled as a result.

A second question that I’d like you to consider in your break-out groups is that this general discussion of committed vs. uncommitted projects sometimes just masks unhappiness with a couple of specific projects. And so, should we just talk about those projects and air the grievances and differences about those and focus the discussion in that fashion.

And finally, united we stand, divided we fall. Question number three: Can we reach consensus in the region on a new funding strategy? And what will it take to get there?


B.  Topic 2: Goals, Policies and Projects

Background

The 2001 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) included (a) six major goals with objectives and performance measures, (b) a set of policy statements on topics such as system management, the Regional Transit Expansion Plan and the Lifeline Transportation Network, and (c) a set of projects for 16 Bay Area transportation corridors. The 2001 RTP was designed to reflect this mix of overall direction for our transportation investments as well as specific programs and projects. 

As MTC considers an update of the 2001 RTP, one question looms: Should the 2001 Regional Transportation Plan goals remain basically unchanged in the Transportation 2030 Plan, or should they be substantially modified? 

The current goals from the 2001 Regional Transportation Plan are shown here. 

	2001 Regional Transportation Plan Goals


(  Mobility

(  Environment


(  Safety

(  Economic Vitality


(  Equity

(  Community Vitality




Some have suggested that the Transportation 2030 Plan shift away from broad policy goals such as these in favor of more specific, program-focused goals that can be clearly linked with projects. 

Below are potential goals associated with selected existing programs and possible new initiatives.

	Possible Program-Focused Goals

(  System Efficiency
(  Clean Air


(  Fix It First

(  Connectivity


(  Safety Net

(  Neighborhood Renewal




Others have suggested the region needs standards or quantifiable targets for improving the transportation system. [image: image8.png]$ Billions
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Such an approach would involve specific “standards” or targets, such as transit ridership, vehicle miles traveled per capita, mode split and productivity.
	Possible Standards
●  Transit Ridership — Establish a targeted percentage for rail, bus and ferry trips in the region. 

●  Vehicle Miles Traveled Per Capita — Vehicle miles of travel (VMT) is one of the key indicators of regional mobility. The roughly 6.8 million people in the Bay Area logged nearly 128 million vehicle miles of travel on a typical weekday in 2000, for a per-capita average of about 18.7 miles. A goal for Transportation 2030 could be to hold the per-capita VMT figure at or near current levels. 

●  Mode Split — It has been suggested that transportation funds might be more fairly distributed if they were allocated in proportion to the share of all trips that each mode supports. Under strictly proportional distribution, roads would received 84 percent of all funds, with pedestrian facilities receiving 9 percent, transit receiving 
6 percent and the remaining 1 percent going to bicycle projects. 

●  Productivity — Another approach to allocating funds could link new investments to the efficiency of the agencies receiving the funding. For example, transit operators that improve their farebox recovery ratio or local jurisdictions that reduce their street repair backlogs could be rewarded with additional regional funds. 




Panel Discussion on Goals, Policies and Projects

The following are the questions that were posed to panelists and their responses.

1. Should the 2001 Regional Transportation Plan goals remain basically unchanged in the Transportation 2030 Plan or would you propose that they be substantially modified?

2. Why? Explain your position.

3. If you are in favor of modified goals, what specifically would you change and how would you propose that we do this?

4. How should the goals be linked to projects in the plan?

Laura Stuchinsky

More specific goals are needed. However, we have some concern about transit ridership standards because the region is so diverse. For example, it would be harder to meet a transit standard in certain counties. To use that kind of standard as a project selection criteria would be somewhat problematic.

Ethan Veneklasen

The goals in the 2001 plan are appropriate. However, the goals should not be on an even footing. Mobility is the most important goal — the movement of people and goods. The other goals are subservient to mobility. The region is going to grow and in-commutes are going to grow. This will be the major challenge in the next 25 years and, therefore, we must focus on mobility.

Stuart Cohen

Our primary goal should be to create more walkable, livable communities. We should be striving for needing less transportation, not more. 

The goals must move towards being more specific and more measurable. We have to set performance standards for the plan to address. 

Proposal: In 25 years, people (on average) should not be driving more. Also, we should have a 50 percent increase in transit, biking, walking, etc. 

We should create measurable goals, not standards that get anyone punished. Use the goals to help us measure progress and force us all to look at what types of projects will get us closer to the goal. The goals will become part of an iterative process. Goals can be an educational tool for MTC in working with local agencies. Setting goals is critical to pushing the region to strive to a higher level. 

Ethan Veneklasen

Getting consensus on goals may be difficult. We must have realistic goals. We are spending 80 percent of funding on transit for the next 25 years and projecting a very small increase in mode split. The increase in transit use is projected to go from the current 5.6 percent to 6.2 percent after a huge investment over the next 25 years. It is very difficult to increase transit in many of our counties. We should really look at how we invest in transit to make it more efficient. 

Lynette Lee

Make it much safer to bicycle and walk and more people will do that. We should dedicate certain streets to bike use.

Marci Coglianese

MTC and the region should move to performance standards. They must be realistic. 

We should encourage people to walk and bike, but at the same time remember that not all communities are self-contained. Hospitals, shopping, etc. are usually not within walking and bike range. Again, we should emphasize locally specific solutions. We cannot just do “one-size fits all.”

Everyone is trying to build more livable communities. We should have performance measures but work at the local level to implement them.

Stuart Cohen

Measurable and objective goals are very valuable to this plan. Last time there was no real process to see how we can achieve improved mobility. All three alternatives in the plan led to big increases in congestion. 

We need regional goals. They would not be the same for each county or sub-region. 

Laura Stuchinsky

Goals must be realistic, they must be reasonably attainable. We should be ambitious, but we must not always fail. 

Ethan Veneklasen

Goals must be measurable, absolutely. It is very important. But, we must work hard to define the goals very clearly. It has been difficult to define what we mean by mobility, community vitality, connectivity etc. We must be clear about what is meant. Don’t make them standards that open region up to more litigation.

Lynette Lee

We need more education. Make that one of the goals. Work with students early on to get them to use transit. Tell more employers and people about pro-transit programs like transit vouchers. 

We support equity and smart growth goals in the program. We need denser housing around transit stops. Cities have been slow to change zoning to aid this effort. MTC should use livable community grants to calm traffic to keep neighborhoods in good shape. 

William Norton

ABAG (the Association of Bay Area Governments), the Air District and MTC are working on the Ozone Attainment Plan. It is important to work together on this effort so we can continue to get federal funding for transportation projects. This should continue to be a key goal for the plan.

Participant Electronic-Voting on Goals, Policies and Projects

Once again, participants were given the chance to use the electronic keypad voting system to share their opinions. Their responses to questions regarding the 2001 Regional Transportation Plan goals are tallied by percentages below: 

Should the goals in the 2001 RTP remain basically unchanged or would you propose they be modified for the 2030 plan? 

1. Unchanged 


(16%)

2. Modified 


(84%)

Do you agree or disagree:  We need tough standards in the 2030 plan that are much more specific and measurable like increased transit ridership, vehicle miles traveled per capita, etc. 

1.  Strongly disagree 

  (8%)
2.  Somewhat disagree 
(12%)
3.  Somewhat agree 

(37%)
4.  Strongly agree 

(43%)
Do you agree or disagree:  Goals won’t improve my commute. The 2030 plan should focus on projects and programs.

1 Strongly disagree 

(25%)
2 Somewhat disagree 
(22%)
3 Somewhat agree 

(32%)
4 Strongly agree 

(22%)
Do you agree or disagree:  We need strong regional goals in the 2030 plan that will clearly guide the design of local and regional projects. 

1 Strongly disagree 

  (6%)
2 Somewhat disagree 
  (6%)
3 Somewhat agree 

(27%)
4 Strongly agree 

(61%)
Do you agree or disagree:  The 2001 goals are basically good. Let’s just work to fine tune them.

1 Strongly disagree 

(20%)
2 Somewhat disagree 
(26%)
3 Somewhat agree 

(36%)
4 Strongly agree 

(18%)
Executive Director’s Commentary on Goals, Policies and Projects

In the following transcript, Executive Director Steve Heminger summarizes and comments on the panelists’ responses and the results of the electronic voting. 

The second topic was goals, policies and projects. The current goals (listed here)

●  Mobility

●  Environment

●  Safety

●  Economic Vitality

●  Equity

●  Community Vitality

[image: image9.png]


are very broad and appealing, but do they drive project selection? We have been consistently asked about that and I think it is fair to say you could probably make a case that just about any project in our plan will improve mobility or will somehow aid economic vitality. That has been the disconnect that has troubled a lot of folks, including us, about those goals and how they relate to the projects that we bring forward. 

Shown here are just a couple of examples we have heard from some of you. 

	Possible Program-Focused Goals
(  System Efficiency
(  Clean Air

(  Fix It First

(  Connectivity

(  Safety Net

(  Neighborhood Renewal




Fix it first is a pretty obvious goal for us since we spend 80 percent of our money on operations and maintenance. The League of Women Voters has been after us about connectivity and so we now have a study under way on that subject. So these ideas have been around for a while. But the idea with these more specific goals is that we might be able to measure progress in a more meaningful and measurable way. Instead of talking about mobility where it gets lost in the noise, what about talking about connectivity, as an example, and mapping out a series of transit stations that we need to better connect to each other. Then you just cross them off the list as you go. So, in year one we got two of them done and in year three we got four of them done. We might be able to engage more meaningfully in a goal that can lead you to more specific measurement.

The final idea we talked about was standards. Standards that would replace goals clearly would be the most ambitious direction yet. But I think here we need to ask ourselves whether we’re up to the challenge of meeting them if we’re going to set such standards. And let me just mention one of them in particular. 

	Possible Standards
(  Transit Ridership

(  Vehicle Miles Traveled Per Capita

(  Mode Split

(  Productivity




It’s the second one on the list — vehicle miles traveled per capita. I think Stuart Cohen had a more plain English version of saying it — that we shouldn’t be driving more, per person, in 20 or 25 years, than we drive today. MTC did an analysis a few years ago, I think this was about a decade ago, that tried to determine if we really wanted to hold that vehicle miles traveled per capita constant, what should it take to do so. And in this case, it was from 1990 to 2020, you can see from the list below just what would it take:  

	Capping Increases in Vehicle Miles Traveled

(VMT) Per Capita





     Millions of miles/day

Target reduction (1990-2020)


   30.0

$2 gasoline tax


13.3

$5 bridge toll increase

  3.2

Fare-free transit


  2.6

Double transit frequency

  0.8

      Total Reductions

    19.9




In our analysis we looked at a $2 gas tax — that’s the tax at $2, not the price. At a $5 bridge toll; fare-free transit; and the doubling of transit frequencies.

And what that got us, as you see, is about 20 million miles a day of reduction, which is two-thirds of the way to what the target would be of 30 million miles a day of reduction, if we were to hold vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capita constant. So it clearly is a major challenge. I would venture to say it would be a major challenge for many of the elected officials in the room to embrace some of these concepts. But I think this is the kind of thing we need to talk about if we’re going to set a target out there. Do we set it close enough that we can reach it, or so far that we have to enter territory like this to try to get there. 

Your e-voting on this, again, another strong mandate for changing the current goals at 84 percent, but split results as I recall them, on how much to change them or whether goals are all that important at all. Another quote, this one not from Mae West but Ralph Waldo Emerson: “A foolish consistency is the hobgoblin of small minds.” And I think we exemplified that today. We were a bit divided on this question. There were, though, a couple of 80 percent votes for specific standards and for goals that guide project selection. And that, I think, is where I started about the general unhappiness with the goals that we have today.

So that leads me to three questions for the break out groups on this topic — the goals subject. The first would be: How do we reach agreement on goals with such differing views of the future of the Bay Area? If we get to the lowest common denominator do we end up back where we started with mobility and economic vitality and community vitality. I think that’s a real challenge for us —to try to reach some common ground on what those specific goals ought to be. It could be quite powerful if we’re able to do so. 

A second challenge here is that sometimes goals conflict. And in the last regional transportation plan as you see on the slide, we asked folks to rank their most important goal of the current ones.

2001 RTP Public Opinion Survey Ranking of RTP Goals
	
	Mobility
	36%

	
	Equity
	27%

	
	Environment
	14%

	
	Community
	10%

	
	Economy
	  9%


And you can see that you would probably expect mobility would come in first because it’s a transportation plan, right. Some of the other results might be surprising. And one question for you in your break-out groups — a second question — is whether we would be willing to trade off some of these goals. Or do we always want to have our cake and eat it too? Do we always have to hit five out of five to move a project? What about a project that helps one [goal] but hurts another? Should we move it ahead? One of the ways to address that would be if we could agree on some priority or ranking of the goals.

And finally, I think the bottom line question, and Ethan Veneklasen mentioned it himself when we talked about it with the panel, if we’re going to head toward standards, what happens if we don’t meet them. That’s a very important question that we also ought to be addressing as part of it.

C.  Topic 3: Transportation and Land Use

Background

Under existing trends, the Bay Area is projected to add just over 1 million employed residents and nearly 1.5 million jobs over the next 25 years. These trends mean the region is forecast to experience worsening jobs/housing imbalances in certain cities as well as a larger net in-commute from the Central Valley and other surrounding areas. 

Summary of Bay Area Regional Growth 
Under Existing Trends
	
	Year 2000
	Year 2025
	Growth

2000 - 2025

	Population
	6,824,000
	8,224,000
	1,400,000

	Households
	2,429,000
	2,978,000
	   549,000

	Employed Residents
	3,393,000
	4,625,000
	1,232,000

	Jobs
	3,460,000
	4,907,000
	1,447,000

	In-Commuting*
(Inbound to MTC region) 
	   164,000
	   322,000
	   158,000


    * Defined as jobs minus employed residents minus out-commuting.

In the 2001 Regional Transportation Plan, land use and transportation were primarily addressed together through (a) an expanded Transportation for Livable Communities/Housing Incentive Program and (b) the "Community Vitality" goal with its corresponding objectives and performance measures.

Subsequently, Bay Area land use patterns have been the focus of the Smart Growth Project—a regional visioning effort conducted by elected officials, local and regional government staff, community representatives, regional stakeholders, and business, equity and environmental coalitions—that sought to determine how the region can grow smarter and become more sustainable over the next 20 years and beyond. The Smart Growth Project produced a final policy report documenting a regional smart growth vision for the region that proposed more residential development in existing communities and around possible transit nodes.

The Smart Growth Project developed the chart below to show the number of acres of “greenfields” (i.e., currently undeveloped land) that would not get developed by the year 2020 were the region to grow under the Smart Growth Scenario.

Greenfield Development
(Acres converted in region by 2020)
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Panel Discussion on Transportation and Land Use

The following questions were posed to panelists; their responses follow.

1. Should the approach to land use and transportation used in the 2001 RTP remain basically unchanged in the Transportation 2030 Plan or would you propose that it be substantially modified?

2. Why? Explain your position.

3. If you are in favor of a modified approach, what specifically would you change and how would you propose that we do this?

4. Would you propose building on the recommendations of the Smart Growth Project? If yes, explain how.

Marci Coglianese
Land use decisions are difficult. There are many different pressures on local land use decision-makers. Perhaps most importantly, the fiscalization of land use issues.

All general plans try to create livable communities. It’s where we live. The Smart Growth exercise was missing a big component—economic development. The jobs/housing balance is not just about getting people to use transit, bikes, etc.— it is absolutely vital for the survival of cities and counties. Economic development of these areas allows us to fund services. The smart growth process divested Rio Vista of jobs, which makes little sense.

Stuart Cohen

MTC should be complimented for allocating $27 million a year for 25 years for its Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) and Housing Incentive Program (HIP) programs. It is a transportation agency understanding that land use is very important. Excellent, but not nearly enough. The question now is how MTC uses its control over funds to leverage better land use planning. The plan had land use criteria last time, but no teeth. Let’s make those into requirements. If local agencies want to pay for their own projects, they can do what they want. But if MTC and the region is going to help fund certain projects, they must meet certain criteria for walkability, development around stations, density, etc.

William Norton:

MTC should use incentives and disincentives for local governments to produce the kinds of local land use decisions that will produce the results wanted—clean air, less congestion, etc.

Laura Stuchinsky

We should retain the goals of the Housing Incentive Program (HIP) to encourage local jurisdictions to build higher density housing near regional transit facilities.

We applaud MTC’s decision to follow San Mateo County’s lead by using some of its Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) money to provide a fiscal incentive to encourage cities to approve higher-density and more affordable homes. It’s a creative approach and has very likely allowed some developments to move forward that might not have otherwise. But there are probably as many if not more developments that would have been approved anyway even if the cities had not gotten the HIP grant. It just sweetened the deal.

If MTC is really going to create incentives for communities to approve higher-density development, perhaps we need to be investing that money earlier in the process. At the very least, by offering more rounds, we could ensure that the money is granted earlier in the entitlement process, when there are still questions whether the project would be approved.

We should go further. For example, MTC could award grants to communities for adopting policies that allow or facilitate good infill projects, rather than just projects. MTC could reward communities that lower or eliminate their Level of Service standards around prime TOD (transit-oriented development) locations. Any required transportation improvements should be ones that favor transit, bikes and pedestrians over cars. (Allow auto traffic to slow down in these locations to make it a safer location for pedestrians and bicycles and more attractive location for smaller neighborhood shops.) Similarly, MTC could reward cities that reduce their maximum parking requirements in key TOD locations or adopt innovative policies or specific plans that facilitate mixed use. That encourages homes, commercial and retail to build up, rather than out.

If we are able to grow the pot of funds, we should consider providing larger grants to developers and cities that were willing to do something that pushed the envelope, something very creative but untested in the region. For example, Europe and Asia use the air space over highways to build homes. Like San Francisco over the Broadway tunnel. In the right places(near a downtown or a major facility such as a community college — this would allow you to reconnect neighborhoods, maximize limited supply of land, integrate transportation system ( highways and transit ( with community resources.

Participant Electronic-Voting on Transportation and Land Use

Participants were given another opportunity to react to the questions about transportation and land use policies and efforts by voting electronically. Their responses are tallied by percentages and listed as follows: 

Should the approach to land use and transportation remain basically unchanged in the 2030 plan or would you propose it be substantially modified? 

A. Unchanged 

(21%)
B. Modified 


(79%)

Do you agree or disagree:  Local governments should continue to control local land use, not regional agencies.

1
Strongly disagree 

(16%)

2
Somewhat disagree 
(23%)

3
Somewhat agree 

(30%)
4
Strongly agree 

(32%)
Do you agree or disagree:  MTC should use incentives and rewards to push local communities to build transit-friendly developments.

1
Strongly disagree 

 (5%)

2
Somewhat disagree 
 (2%)

3
Somewhat agree 

(21%)
4
Strongly agree 

(32%)
Do you agree or disagree:  The transportation system will never work unless we link it with land use decisions. 

1
Strongly disagree 

 (4%)

2
Somewhat disagree 
 (4%)

3
Somewhat agree 

(22%)
4
Strongly agree 

(69%)
Do you agree or disagree:  Many people don’t want to live in smaller housing units in dense urban centers, so government should not try to force them.*

1
Strongly disagree 

(12%)

2
Somewhat disagree 
(20%)

3
Somewhat agree 

(30%)
4
Strongly agree 

(37%)

* Some participants challenged the wording of this question and felt it was written in a leading way. The questions were written in a provocative fashion 
to spark discussion at the Summit.
Executive Director’s Commentary on Transportation and Land Use

In the following transcript, Executive Director Steve Heminger summarizes and comments on the panelists’ responses and the results of the e-voting. 

And finally, let me conclude as you did on transportation and land use. I think as many of you know, and this is a very knowledgeable crowd, for much of our nation’s history, transportation investments opened up land for development — first with canals, then railroads, then interstate highways. Since the completion of the interstate system, the policy debate has often focused on the reverse effect — how land use decisions overload existing highway capacity. 

And what I’d like us to do, just for a second here, is to return to the prior paradigm. How would you design a regional transportation plan to support infill, city-centered development, which is one way of expressing the notion of smart growth. The first thing you’d probably do is have a policy of fix it first. You’d want to operate and maintain the existing network in good repair and as you can see our current plan does so to the extent of 74 percent of total funds (this is both committed and uncommitted) being devoted to those activities. 

2001 Plan:  Fix It First
Operations & Maintenance
74%







Expansion







             26%
Secondly, I suppose, you’d want to have transit get priority in that plan. And as you can see, our current plan does that. 

2001 Plan:  Transit Priority


Transit



77%







        Road & Other








              23%

Ethan [Veneklasen] mentioned it, others have mentioned it. Seventy seven percent of the funds go to public transit, providing an alternative to highway capacity and highway construction, especially in dense urban areas. 
And a third thing I suppose you’d want to do, you’d want your plan to emphasize investment in the urban core. Now how do you define urban core. I asked our staff to do it. It’s not a physical line. Don’t get too nervous anyone. What I asked my staff to do is identify urban areas at a certain density level. And those are all the dots you see on the map below.

Bay Area Urban Areas


And you can see some are spread out throughout the region. But they tend to be concentrated in the ring around the Bay, as you’d expect. And then I asked my staff to examine our current plan. And where’s the transportation investment? Lo and behold, it’s 77 percent urban. Now that’s perhaps not so surprising given the fact that we do have this heavy maintenance emphasis. We have this heavy transit emphasis. And most of that stuff is going in those communities. 

2001 Plan:  Urban Core
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Non-Urban








            23%

But what it tells you, I think, is that we are starting from a very strong platform. And although the existing plan exemplifies these policies, I think a question for us and a challenge for us in this new plan is how can we go further. How can we do better? And I think equally important — how can we find a compatible infill-housing plan to go along with it. I think that’s been the missing element. The transportation plan, I think, is headed, in many respects, in the right direction. Any housing plan for the region needs incentives and, perhaps, disincentives, as I think Bill Norton suggested, to influence those decisions that are made by others. So let me conclude here with three questions for your break out groups, on the transportation and land use question. 

The first is acknowledging your answer that, for most people, we should not disturb local land use decision-making. How do we better integrate transportation planning on the one hand, and land use decisions, on the other, when one is the province of a regional agency and the other is the province of local agencies. Pretty tough institutional match to make work.

Secondly, how do we overcome community opposition to infill development when higher densities can increase crowding on roads, schools and other public spaces in those communities? You know, we are used to thinking about smart growth as some regional phenomenon. But if it’s going to happen, it’s going to happen in communities and in those communities those folks are going to have more people in them, which means more cars and more kids going to school and the rest. So how do we deal with that challenge? 

And third, given the fact that we can’t fit all the future growth — and even the smart growth scenario that Steve Kinsey showed you doesn’t fit all future growth within existing cities — is there a way to grow smarter in the greenfield areas, too? It’s something I’ve been calling smart sprawl. Can we figure out a way, even if it’s not the typical Rockridge stand-ups next to the BART station, can we figure out a way to grow better in some of the more eastern areas of the region?

That’s my job today, to try to tell you a little bit about where we’ve come from, to listen to you, and to challenge you with questions in the break out sessions. I know for many of the people in this room, two hours has been torture without talking. And I know many of you are probably bursting at the seams to engage in these questions. And as soon as Carolyn gives us our instructions, you’ll be able to do so. So thanks very much.

III.
MORNING SESSION II:  BREAK OUT GROUP SUMMARIES


A.  Breakout Groups on Topic 1: New Investments and Prior Commitments

Group 1 on Topic 1

It is OK to stop projects before actual construction starts even if they have been planned for years.

Since MTC and the region are giving local projects $$, it is fine to have regional performance measures that local projects must adhere to.

BART to San Jose vote was heavily influenced by the Governor's money (TCRP). It looked like a good deal. But the voters weren't fully informed about how much they would have to contribute locally.

Santa Clara voters not told all the costs of BART to SJ and how it was going to probably impact the operation of local transit services.

Priorities change and the RTP should be flexible as well. Sunol grade traffic worsened very quickly and that corridor became a much higher priority for funding.

Voter approved projects: Agencies should stick with what the voters approved or go back to voters and ask them to reconsider.

Let's not get sidetracked by what to do with voter-approved projects. The real issue is that we need thorough analysis and honest discussion about projects before they are taken to voters.

A problem with voter-approved projects is that they often don't have 100 percent of their funding. Much easier for voters to approve something they don't have to pay 100 percent. Solution is that MTC should put in X percent before the vote so voters know exactly what they will have to contribute.

We need a $1.50 per gallon gas tax increase to reduce oil consumption, improve air quality, reduce SOVs, improve transit, etc.

Let's start using congestion pricing by raising bridge tolls during peak commute hours.

We need a lot of education if the public is going to approve increased taxes. For example, we must explain and show how real dollars spent for transportation have gone down over the years.

It is tough now for ballot measures, given the economy. We should focus on votes that require simple majority and things that don't need votes at all.

We should look at toll lanes with fees as a new way to raise $$. Look at Orange County and San Diego county experiences.

Charge a toll to go between counties just like you pay to go from Marin to East Bay or to SF. That would pay for regional improvements.

Let's consider congestion pricing like London's city center.

Dump toll booths. Old technology that blocks people from going where they need to go.

Consider bridge toll impacts on economies of local cities. GG Bridge tolls may be hurting businesses on both sides of the bridge.

We need an administrative $$ cap on any gas tax.

Local officials and voters should decide on local projects, not regional agencies.

The region should give regional $$ to local projects if the region gets a voice in the project design. Locals can always fund their own projects.

The State is making the priority list with its funding program, not MTC. Not a good system.

Too many cooks in the kitchen. As many as 900 elected officials in Bay Area have a say on land use and transportation. Reduce the number involved and have MTC provide more leadership.

There are many different elected officials involved in these issues because there are many different funding streams and programs. Funding requires control and oversight.

2 questions asked to Bay Area delegations when they lobby for transportation $$ in D.C. Are you unified (within Bay Area)? Are you bringing dollars to the table?

Very difficult for elected officials to say "the people have spoken...are they are wrong." (Difficult to overturn voter-approved projects)

Group 2 on Topic 1: New Investments and Prior Commitments
The approaches used in the past haven’t been real successful. So, to make a change, to reduce VMT for example, we must do things differently.

I support changing some of the commitments because we have less money coming in now.

Very concerned about transit like light rail with low return on investment. Every sales tax and every other tax raises costs for businesses. Eventually this means businesses leave like high tech jobs now going to other countries.

Vast majority should go to maintaining existing system. Have gone too far in starving road repair $$ in our effort to fully fund transit. Transit uses the roads too. Re-think this split.

Support 90/10 split. Reapportion some to operating costs of high tech systems that feds pay capital costs but not operating.

Make the pie bigger. 

No point in doing RTP every 3 years if we don’t review all projects. Things have changed. There may be better proposals now.

Operating budgets for transit agencies must be stabilized, not subjected so much to economic downturns. We would not close the Bay Bridge for a few hours when the economy sours. But this is what we are doing with transit by cutting bus service. For transit dependents, cutting bus service is the same as closing a street or bridge for drivers.

Policy makers see projects as big federal $$ they delivered to area. People think they shouldn’t turn down federal money when actually if they did say no, they could be saving local matching $$ that could then be spent on operating transit or fixing roads.

If a county votes for many projects and another county doesn’t approve as many projects does this give the former more overall $$?

Long range plan should be adjusted as demographics, economy, etc. change. We should always be ready to change with the environment. 

Economy is so bad now, we should re-look at everything.

Very difficult to decide when to back off from projects that have been in planning for years. 

Very large projects, especially those whose costs have escalated, should be judged by tough performance standards.

If we are going to spend $4 billion on BART to SJ, we should spend $50 million to plan what the best project is. Instead, we had a quick, well-funded election campaign to approve a huge project that won’t help with basic transit service that most people use in Santa Clara. Spend more $$ up-front on planning and then bring all facts to voters for decision.

Internet bubble bursting should lead us to re-examine prior commitments, given such a large drop in tax revenue.

Put a $100 charge on vehicle registration and then use $$ to make transit fare-free. 

Lack of transit funding destroys creativity for new ideas and projects that will help improve service like real-time bus info.

We have a great case to make for a new gas tax in the Bay Area with our regional interest in cutting oil use.

BART to San Jose had no performance criteria. We must review existing projects with performance criteria.

Voters were not told the whole story in 2000 for BART to SJ, so OK to go back and tell them the whole story now and re-examine the project.

Use discretionary money as incentives for smart growth.

One size does not fit all. We must fund different types of projects in different parts of the Bay Area based on local conditions. OK to use different performance measures in different areas.

Small, alternative, personal vehicles to get people to transit. Use new tech like fuel cells. Use available federal $$ for this.

Raise more money.

High speed rail systems should be funded.

Spend more $$ on inter-modal services like you see in Europe.

Combine zoning changes, tech and intelligent economic pricing to make public transit the main system in the region.

Do cost-effectiveness analysis of both capital and operating. Will help everyone from large project backers to low-income individuals.

We can’t do planning by ballot box. Bad planning.

We spend so much time on supply and not enough on demand side. Enormous subsidies for cars and then trying very hard to meet auto demand. Look to Southern California for examples of how to deal with this.

Ineffective transit is a problem.

Cars do pay for themselves. 

Transit is a social service.

Working poor and seniors depend on transit as their transportation system. 

People who drive more and want to drive faster should be charged more. This could also fund transit.

There are good and bad examples of both transit and roads. We must use standards that are fair to judge both.

Add parking surcharges for infrastructure improvement funding. All users (all modes) should help pay for their services.

Empty buses and lightly-used light rail are bad. Instead of just saying they are bad though, we should work harder to combine land use and appropriate transportation services.

B.
Breakout Groups on Topic 2: Goals, Policies and Projects 

Group 1 on Topic 2

Use reduce VMT and it will produce many of the effects that we want.

What are implications for low-income transit users if we have tough standards. We need a regional pass and lower transit costs. Affordability must be considered with any changes in goals.

Feds required one pass 30 years ago but they did not follow through. 

There are lots of choices other than a car. Motorcycles, etc.

VMT goal would penalize projects that produce more sprawl.

Proposed goals: Increase transit options. 

Goal: Extend BART into Marin. Significant number of low-income people from East Bay working in Marin. Give them better fast transit.

Existing goals and proposed are static. Use more dynamic goals that speak to where we are going.

Need quality control standards for transit to get more people to use it. Make transit more comfortable.

Many people use cars because they have to. So, change land use patterns and help people who want to do something other than drive.

Economy turndown should not cause transit to be reduced.

Current plan doesn’t show a regional vision. Then, goals can be selected. What is the vision seen by MTC? 

Have broad goals, but have measurable outcomes—what will result, and measurable outputs—what will we do. Need both types.

Cost-effectiveness must be a high priority. Overall goal should be to reduce congestion. 

Levels of service on highways should be standard.

80 percent of funding on 5 percent who ride transit is too much. Should be a more balanced plan.

We should have standards or goals for increasing biking and walking, not just transit ridership. 

Need a goal for standards of service for low-income communities. Must have standards for this. 

Affordability of transportation must be considered.

Getting consensus on goals is a not possible. MTC uses this lack of consensus to not have goals. MTC must assume leadership, set standards. Never get consensus on goals in the region.

Base funding in future on the targets and what we need to reach them.

Car access is 24/7 while transit has much less. We need to link modes together. Link bike/walk with transit. Make sure roads are good for bikes as well as cars.

Our transit system is a failure. Outside of SF we have no more than 2 percent on transit. MTC keeps using 19th century transit for 21st century conditions.

Must start with community dialogue at the grass roots, keep going back to check with community.

Why did we not make our last goals?

We must decide what the problem is first. Goals will write themselves if get agreement on the problems. Lack of resources in communities forces people to drive all over for jobs, recreation, etc. 

Who is in charge? Each CMA wants their share and that’s the kind of planning we get. Everyone gets something so they are happy. No regional planning. 

Why don’t we raise tolls to $5 now that MTC is in charge. Use dollars for transit.

MTC should be 7 person board that does a plan and begins implementation. It won’t work with MTC being run by reps by all the 9 counties.

Assigning funding by current mode splits just will perpetuate current problems.

Focus more on other trips. MTC focuses too much on the 25 percent of trips that are commute trips.

Change the structure. 9 CMAs and then MTC. We need leadership.

Funding is already equivalent to mode share. We do spend about 90 percent

State policy gives power to the county CMAs. Federal policy gives power to MTC. Now we have state power be added in the form of the governor’s transportation program and the new Perata bill. MTC and ABAG reps all represent local constituencies. We need more reps who have a regional vision and regional accountability.

Group 2 on Topic 2

It looks like we are being told “don’t even try to make things better” or “don’t try to keep things from getting worse.” We need to model real alternatives.

If we want to do things differently, we need goals that will point us in new directions.

Goals can’t be so general, like current goals, that don’t provide any direction.

Need to see differences between established areas and non-established areas. If you have $2 gas tax in our area in southern Santa Clara county we don’t have the services so people would be stuck driving.

Appropriate goals are critical. Where are we going. Can’t just start splitting up the money. 

Clearly defined goals can really help. 

Better coordination. Use MTC $$ to reduce congestion by helping TransLink®, employer-based programs, etc. 

No accountability for transit agencies. Too often decisions are made based on politics. Transit boards must be elected directly.

If you have standards that is a contract with voters. Shouldn’t not do standards because you are afraid of being sued. You should be sued if you don’t fulfill that contract.

MTC should spend more money on PR. and advertising on campaign to reduce VMT. Campaign needed to educate public on true costs of driving.

Choices are not free. The choice to drive, for example, took choices away from walkers and bikers who are restricted by car emphasis. 

Help to achieve standards by using more cost-effectiveness analysis of projects. 

Too much politics involved in transportation decisions. Not enough good planning and thought about project options.

Need overall goals to guide project and program decisions. If you set a goal, then the projects are judged as to how they can help meet that goal.

Major corporations should be part of the funding mix. They are providing the jobs that are forcing people to drive.

Consider all forms of public transit, including things like taxis and other small-scale approaches.

If 95 percent of people are choosing to not use transit, we are doing something wrong. Do research to find out what it would take to get people to leave care at home.

Have standards and set projects, then if you don’t meet standards you go back to project list and pick X projects. Make the agreement that you have to implement a certain number of projects for every X percent below standard.

Connectivity. We need to see this not just as replacing cars with transit, but replacing cars with transit linked to bikes to walking, etc. Link all modes.

Fix-it first is best. Make sure existing infrastructure stays in good shape. If it breaks, then we will have to pay more to put it back together.

How do we balance different categories that all need funding when $$ are limited. Do we pick just a few categories to focus on? Since we can’t afford everything, how do we choose? Or, do we just spread it out evenly and end not accomplishing much with any of them?

Need to keep fare increases reasonable if we want to improve transit.

Need more funding. Need long-term planning and balanced funding for all forms of transportation.

Must have equity between communities. Also, don’t do good environmental things that end up hurting low-income individuals.

Make a standard fare for transit to make it easier for people to use it. 

Need to change the American dream to live 20 miles out of town.

C.
Breakout Groups on Topic 3:  Transportation and Land Use

Group 1 on Topic 3

Contra Costa Shaping Our Future land use project going on right now.

Regional vs. local control

Destinations are important like hospitals, schools, etc. . We shouldn’t focus just on commute transportation.

Politically we won’t have regional land use decisions. Use the power of the transportation $$ to affect good local decision making. 

Build a strong regional coalition of local officials who support smart growth so they can be stronger.

Suburbs are highly subsidized. If you want to live in Walnut Creek and drive and SUV don’t send us the bill.

In outlying areas, will we have transit at the service level to really allow people to get out of their cars.

Local communities need to retain local control, but within each county there are countywide agencies that must exercise land use control. This might get more thoughtful land use.

SJ has had smart growth for 25 years and housing prices have gone up nine times. Only 25 percent can afford a house now, was 60 percent. 

There are no studies that transit oriented development takes cares of the road.

Older Americans study completed by MTC and will be included in 2030 plan.

Incentives are the way to go to tie land use and transportation. TLC and HIP both good, but not enough. MTC should look at all projects and all funding as incentives for land use. This is the best way to make the transportation investments pay off. MTC should only pay for transportation that meets certain standards for land use.

Local control on land use is best because local low-income communities like North Richmond are often negatively impacted (health, congestion, etc.) by decisions made outside the community.

MTC should act a resource for local governments.

Local cities like Berkeley can best decide where in their city housing makes the most sense. At the same time, we should use financial incentives to get all cities to build their fair share of housing.

Accessibility is a better approach because it means you can get to a key destination (by any mode) as opposed to mobility which usually means car access.

Local control best. Getting more funding for transportation is really the important issue. Smart growth doesn’t provide transportation funding.

ABAG has worked for 40 years with cooperation, not coercion. Incentives are also helpful. 

What part is the Smart Growth plan going to have in the 2030 plan?

Are we paying attention to the economy and where jobs are going? Biotech for example is going up I-80 corridor and into Solano. What kinds of transportation improvements are we planning for that growth?

Ferry system is very underused. Water transport has much potential here. Look at Europe and Japan for good examples.

Local governments need revenue, but housing costs money and usually does not pay for itself. So, locals want to develop businesses that will produce revenue.

Collaboration required. Must align goals regionally, counties, cities. Set standards and then use them to analyze projects.

Should focus on time it takes to travel not just how. 

Land use incentives needed for cities and counties. 

Can’t tell people what to do, but you can get provide incentives and rewards to influence them.

Much fear of the unknown for transit. Not sure how long it will take, will it be easy, will it be reliable. Keeps people from trying it. 

Last mile is biggest problem. That planning must be local. 

Locals should control, but what if locals adopted the regional goals as their own. For example, Marin County would use regional MTC goals to evaluate how to spend local sales tax money. 

MTC has a great opportunity to do education on the regional goals. Funding is very powerful.

Fiscalization of land use. Pressures are great towards commercial uses. MTC should try to even the balance and make housing more attractive.

Local buy-in vital because any regional planning that is not supported locally will be rejected. There will be a backlash.

There are good examples on working together to address density issues. MTC should mount a high value campaign to educate and inform about housing issue that would change public opinion.

If we are going to ask people to get out of their cars, transit must be first-rate. Build better systems and then we will be ready to serve people when they make the switch.

Importance of MTC developing focused program goals both for targets and performance standards. Will help provide incentives for funding and support local agencies that do put forth tax initiatives and the like that help meet regional goals.

Concern over BART stations where there are lost opportunities for good land use. We must do more to get better advanced planning before BART stations are put in.

Can’t preserve everything within local communities if we are going to grow smartly. Local agencies must be able to give up some things for the greater good.

Importance of siting and design of office development. For example, lots of I-880 corridor development going on now that is very difficult to serve with transit.

Group 2 on Topic 3

Changing land use is going to be tough. 2 sections in today’s Chronicle devoted to cars and one to real estate (all in outlying areas).

Transportation projects should be funded that promote good development around transit and turn down projects that promote sprawl. 

Build affordable housing around transit centers. Integrate affordable housing  into all TOD.  MTC must make sure that this occurs. 

Stop redlining areas around transit stations so that only the rich can get loans for developments around transit centers. 16th and 24st Mission both examples of red-lining.

Build more attractive housing units near BART and “they will come.” “Force” question very badly worded.

Bringing more people downtown for new development and they also bring their 2-3 cars with them. 

MTC must help find developers who will build affordable housing. Hard to find because they can’t make as much money. TOD must include open space and parks too. People won’t want to be crammed together.

Trucking traffic is getting more intense and hazardous. Must look at better plans for trucks using off hours. In next 25 years, roadways could be completely taken over by trucks. Trucks are very needed, but we must figure something out to solve this. 

Should have mixed-income housing, not just lower income or higher income. Provide stores, etc. to make it a real community.

Bring prices down in transit rich areas like SF by building more housing. Increase the supply.

Discourage auto-based housing policies (like requiring parking) and encourage housing policies that promote transit, biking, etc.

We need to establish and try car-free sections of cities. Many people will choose this.

Dot-com boom brought a lot of people with their cars to SF. SF pretty well set-up for transit, but many of these people wanted to drive anyway.

Re-zoning transit hub areas, under local control, could do more to assist transit.

Increase “granny flats” along transit corridors. Increase housing density housing along designated transit corridors like San Pablo, Telegraph, etc. That is how to guarantee the best return on transportation investments. Tie the two decisions together.

Make transportation investments like Marin-Sonoma rail to attract appropriate housing development. These “outlying” counties are very important because that is where a lot of the growth is occurring.

Transit village disconnect with reality. Generation Y loves cars more than Generation X did. These centers will get higher levels of congestion because people will bring their cars. Single family residences are still the American dream. Need jobs in these smart growth areas too, not just housing.

Pleasant Hill BART has sort of transit village, 25 percent affordable. Only 15 percent use BART. Nearly all have cars.

MTC can’t deal with cultural issues with cars. However, MTC must take a stronger and bolder stance to require certain types of development.

Must be thoughtful about high density development. You must have amenities. If it is just high density you will get a lot of car trips, congestion, etc. 

Car-free zones idea wonderful, but many welfare clients are car-free now and it doesn’t work for them. Can’t get to jobs. Can’t get to child care. Must be smart community development. 

Not enough to just put development around transit. Must create livable communities.

Group 3 on Topic 3

Need regional review or local land use plans like BCDC does with local development planned along the bay. Local and regional is not an either/or issue. Both.

MTC should educate local land use officials to better understand the positive attributes of smart growth. Many local officials and residents fear higher density development because they think link that with crime and other negatives. Lower density areas need some education and opportunity for discussion about smart growth. Show what research has shown. Show examples of where it has worked well.

Cities must provide more moderate priced housing. If they don’t then people will move out of places like SF and then  have to commute in.

We don’t want to dictate to either locals or regional. We need to provide incentives to encourage things like higher density development along transit corridors.

What kinds of controls does MTC have for land use? Eminent domain? Funding distribution? Restricting funding? A: No authority to allocate funds based on upon local land use decisions. Can develop an incentive program.

Take people who are getting pollution credits (businesses) and get them to distribute small vehicles that can get people to transit lines. Moving maximum people with least amount of cost. Instead of a full-sized car, get people to use alternative fuel small vehicles. This way you don’t have to build all housing right at transit, you can get people a short distance to transit.

San Diego legislation to give regional agency ability to zone use around transit stations. Defeated but a good idea.

Fiscalization of land use decisions is most important topic. Why cities make choices.

Merging MTC and ABAG would be good but MTC is resisting this. A: ABAG doesn’t have land use power either. MTC and ABAG are discussing how to work together on linking land use and transportation. 

Smart growth (at least on the Peninsula) is not coming from the grass roots. It is a form of urbanizing non-urban areas. This brings negative as well as positive effects. It may help people around transit stations, but it does very little to help existing population who live some distance from transit. “Smart” approaches should help with feeder service and other assistance that will help this.

Keep local land use with cities and counties and provide incentives from CMA or MTC that will support land use and transportation links. 

Need to change some local policies that make it hard to do “smart growth.”

C-CAG acting as a local coordinating council for San Mateo cities. Very effective. Good model that should be followed in other counties. MTC should give more funding power to locals since each county is different.

Schools districts and other services are a big part of local development. People move to cities often because of the schools. School districts are not under local government control and can support or hold back local development initiatives through their decisions to expand or not.

Sticks are useful and can make incentives more effective. MTC provides huge chunks of funding and should then but requirements on locals if they are going to use regional, state and federal funding.

Fiscal factors drive land use decisions. MTC should work with other groups to get state to address these issues so locals can both generate revenues and develop in a smart way. State laws drive a lot of local decisions on development.

Lafayette is trying to develop senior housing right at BART but locals are not in favor. Want single family housing only. A big challenge for moving ahead locally. NIMBYism.

Deal with NIMBYism with mixed use development. Give everybody something they will like.

Talk about flexibility of housing not just affordability. Housing that can help seniors and young people for example.

Cost of land a huge factor in where affordable housing can be built. Housing will be built where land is cheapest on the edges of the region.

Look at housing choices that people are making and then design your housing program to work with those choices, not against them.

Urban and suburban contexts very different for infill development. Smart growth very hard to discuss because it is not defined. If we are serious about getting people out of cars, we must really be serious about our approaches.

Must work with neighborhoods to plan development. More you can do longer range plans the better your chances to succeed. Neighbors have a long-range interest and we must work with that. (Just published a manual on how to do this.)

Reconsider density of infill housing. Are we just building future urban slums in what were nice neighborhoods.

Bay Meadows battle right now to replace track with mixed use development. Many believe that it is going to further increase traffic and congestion in the area. Could it actually be an automobile-free development that would be attractive and not increase congestion. MTC should get involved in really smart growth (eliminate cars).

Rural areas are also very different for land use development. Flexibility is key. Provide different types of development.

Big new commercial developments have major impact on not just local communities but further out. Consequences hit many areas. 

We need to make urban growth patterns more prevalent.

Local governments often like higher densities, but people often choose lower density. MTC must keep working to educate people about the benefits of having transit-oriented communities.

How do we do smart sprawl? Provide services that people need. 

Napa and Sonoma-Marin have each completed rail studies. Densities around those services will not be like urban (Oakland and SF) densities but they will be much higher than current ones. Flexibility is key.

Focus more on non-work trips. Maybe work trips will still happen by car but really provide more services and development that will allow people to do other trips through walking, transit, biking, etc. 

Plan for new cities since the state is going to probably double again in the next 40 years. Spread out the growth. Buy land now and plan and save considerable money over what it will cost later.

This is just the beginning. Stay involved.

Tension: Do we fit transportation to how people want to grow or do we fit development to what the transportation system can support?

D.
Other Issues Proposed by Participants in Breakout Sessions
We must provide better alternatives to cars.

Air quality very important.

We must have accessibility for transportation for all individuals.

Environmental issues huge. Pollution issues from urban runoff, much of it from cars, is a major pollutant.

Cost-effectiveness for new ridership should be the performance standard.

Need more leadership from academics. They know the issues.

New developments should pay mitigation fees.

Don’t give money to communities that provide free parking. Give funding to those who 

Personal safety is very, very important.

Population is aging. We must be aware of this for both revenue-raising and transportation needs.

Private sector should be more involved in planning and funding transportation funding.

Make streets safer and cleaner to get people to walk. Pedestrian friendly includes crime prevention.

Affordability must be #1.

We must have a fixed rate regional transit pass. TransLink® is a bad idea. It is an ATM.

Connections. We must make it more possible for people to transfer from one mode to another.

We should shift from making modes compete against each other and get transportation providers to work together.

Must analyze how much pollution we are getting from diesel truck and buses.

Wean ourselves away from modal evangelism. Stop beating on cars. Most people look for a good place to live, where they can get a job, then much later how they are going to get to work. 

Public transit costs more than a gallon of gas. So, I am going to buy a car.

Division of transit operators should be invisible to the user, like it is for road users. 

Spend more on land use integration and we will have to spend less on transportation. Goal is better communities not more transportation.

We need a real systemwide analysis of all projects by MTC

Needs more education for MTC decision makers to understand issues better

Stick with 3 main topics. Everything else is under those 3 topics.

Need more emphasis on alternative fuel vehicles. Provide much more support (cost, HOV lanes, tax breaks, etc.) for individuals using these vehicles to reduce oil use.

Not good to use transportation $$ on non-transportation items. For example, state gas tax funds being used to tear down Central Freeway and then property is given to the city. State transportation funds were also used to do seismic strengthening for this freeway.

Shuttles 

We try to focus on building complete communities, not all separated.

BART should be 24/7 to serve all.

Rural transportation strategies and resources

Definition of transit oriented development--workshop. Also, obstacles to producing transit oriented development.

Need for accountability of local land use decisions.

Education of children and adults. “I can’t wait until my child is 16 and can drive the younger children around.”

What would incentives be for locals that would make a difference.

ABAG and MTC workshop on how to work better together.

Smart Growth. What is it? What is it accomplishing? Pollution, congestion, high housing costs?

Waterways and ports. Many problems for ports and freight. Real impediment for growth in Northern California.

Better coordination between transit services.

Access and mobility for seniors, disabled, veterans. 

Uprooting of our historical areas and buildings is a problem.

Transportation to hospitals is very important. Transit is essential for getting to medical facilities for seniors and disabled and that is only way they can travel.

Connectivity. MTC should promote systems working together to attract more people to try transit.

Define Smart Growth. Lots of different definitions so the conversation doesn’t very far. 

Work with neighborhood residents to build support for smart growth projects. Show people where it has worked so far.  Use impact fees to help local communities with their needs. Make it worth it for them.

MTC must look much more at seniors issues with mobility. Paratransit better now but needs even more improvement.

Disabled population needs more attention. 

All costs of cars must be included. Asthma health costs, air pollution impacts, 40,000 deaths per year, etc.

Support for merger of ABAG and MTC to further work to coordinate land use and transportation.

Don’t get stuck in engineering approach to transit. Focus on people-oriented improvements that will generate more riders by making the systems more transparent and user-friendly.

2030 is going to be drastically different from 2003. We must look at how 2030 is going to be different and plan transportation for that.

Get more realistic numbers on transit use by looking closer at corridors where there is good transit. What are the mode splits there?

Mixed use is the key to transit oriented development. Must be able to walk to groceries, restaurants, etc. 

Shuttles like Caltrain are very good for encouraging transit use.

IV.
AFTERNOON SESSION:  NATIONAL PANEL DISCUSSION

A panel of four transportation officials boasting different expertise and experiences in the transportation field participated in the summit’s afternoon session. The panelists, whose collective work history spanned across the nation, shared their ideas about transportation systems, policies and programs based on each of their uniquely individual understandings and perspectives as professors, industry writers, policymakers, public transit advocates and advisors. Together, they intended to paint a picture of the national transportation system and use it as a point of comparison, guide to lessons learned and/or source of inspiration for the Bay Area’s transportation plan. The seasoned speakers allowed for an open exchange of ideas that will be beneficial in crafting the Transportation 2030 Plan. 

A.  Martin Wachs, University of California Institute of Transportation Studies

Wachs is director of the Institute of Transportation Studies at the University of California at Berkeley, where he is also a professor of civil and environmental engineering as well as city and regional planning. He has authored numerous articles and books about transportation needs for the elderly and the relationships between transportation, land use and air quality. His research addresses equity in transit policies and systems in relation to equity, finance, crime and natural disasters. Professor Wachs has previously served as the chairman of the Transportation Research Board and the chairman of the Department of Urban Planning at UCLA.

Wachs reminded the audience that the conference was aimed at discussing solutions for 2030, but most of the time, people have a tendency to look at current problems and try to solve them by the time 2030 finally arrives. Yet this traditional method of problem solving is not necessarily the best approach since we must recognize that the world will be a very different place in 2030 than it is now. 

In relation to this notion of recognizing the world we live in, Wachs brought up the notion of globalization. He said that the Bay Area is part of a world economy in that we are connected to and interact with people and economies from all over the world. He pointed out that many of the comments expressed community-based concerns, and that increasingly, our local neighborhoods are expanding to encompass the entire world. Therefore, regional cooperation and planning are both enormously important to the Bay Area as it grows and prospers in the global economy, for we cannot expect our region to compete on the global scale if we are not making progressive decisions for the Bay Area.

Wachs also noted that by the year 2030, many more visitors such as tourists and businesspeople will be coming to the Bay Area from outside of the United States. Therefore, we must plan not only for our commute trips to and from work and school, but also build a transportation system that supports the higher level of international activity that is expected in the region.

Along the same lines of globalization, Wachs also called for changes in ports and airports to be part of the new regional transportation plan. Since most airports in major metropolitan areas of the world are directly served by surface transit, the recently opened link connecting SFO to BART and Caltrain is a step in the right direction, but continued development of connectivity to ports and airports is necessary to remain a competitive and efficient transit system.

TransLink® served as a model of a progressive effort towards connectivity and globalization, and one that is being met with much success since it is helpful to visitors from outside the region as well as to residents and workers. However, Wachs stated that the nearly 15-year process was a complicated and tiring one due to quibbles over revenues and other related issues. With this recent example of the painstaking work behind getting the program off the ground, Wachs wondered aloud how we can expect the region to move forward with the major challenges of linking airports, ports and other transit modes if officials couldn’t even agree on this relatively small project.

He suggested recognizing that new projects designed to operate and maintain the existing system are complementary and should not be pitted against each other. For instance, automatic toll collection can actually save operations and maintenance costs and simultaneously reduce congestion and air pollution. ITS strategies, such as smart signal timing, likewise help save money, make the system operate more efficiently, and help MTC meet its transportation goals.

Yet Wachs also heeded a warning that MTC ought to be careful about how it raises new funding for transportation. He said shifting from user fees to borrowing, as it has been doing in the past, builds debt – both principal and interest – that could hamper MTC in the long run by diminishing our resources later on. He also said that local sales taxes are politically effective, but they have drawbacks. They are completely independent of the transportation system and its users. On the other hand, user fees can help regulate and manage use of the system while improvements are made. Sales taxes have no such benefit.

Finally, Wachs expressed that cooperation and open lines of communication are essential if agencies are going to move forward in this complex transportation environment.

B.  Anne P. Canby, Surface Transportation Policy Project

Canby is president of the Surface Transportation Policy Project in Washington, D.C. She also has extensive experience in boosting transportation services and promoting collaborative transportation decisions with a number of transit agencies in Delaware, New Jersey and Massachusetts. She has often received recognition for her leadership in the field and served on the boards of many organizations, including the Transportation Research Board, the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials and the Northeastern Association of State Transportation Officials.

Canby began by reviewing ISTEA (1991), which she declared a landmark change since it was the first transportation law that recognized the end of the interstate construction era. She mentioned its most notable characteristics, including its “fix-it first” policy, the flexibility it gives the travelers in different states to choose from a mix of transit and highway options, the New Starts program it created, its ability to preserve assets, the strengthened connection between clean air and transportation, the increased emphasis on environmental protection (CMAQ), and its overall support of strong, healthy communities.

She also discussed the current admin proposal and how it differed. While the current proposal continues to emphasize a “fix-it first” policy, it does not guarantee all transit funds. In fact, it threatens to reduce the federal share of New Starts to 50 percent, while continuing in flexibility. On the issue of clean air, the current admin proposal challenges some portions of the previous proposal, and she deemed it insufficient in keeping up with tougher air quality standards. Canby also mentioned that the current proposal challenges the environmental review process in the name of “streamlining.” She also touched on the concepts of building communities, job access programs, transportation enhancements and housing incentive programs.

In Canby’s view, the admin proposal possesses both some adequately continuing and some reductions in funding. Overall, it recognizes some of the greatest transit challenges, but the general message that is now emerging is that safer roads and congestion relief can be achieved through new road expansion and the processes involved ought to be streamlined. However, the question of where that leaves transit, pedestrians, environment, land use and other issues must still be addressed. 

In her closing statement, Canby quoted the relevant words of Reverend Shumaker, saying “If we keep on doing what we have always done, we will keep on getting what we’ve always gotten.”

C. 
Robert Poole, Jr., Reason Foundation

Poole, who earned both his B.S. and M.S. in mechanical engineering at MIT, is currently the director of Transportation Studies at the Reason Foundation in Los Angeles. Professional credits include his work as a transportation expert with the Federal Highway Administration, the American Road and Transportation Builders Association’s Public-Private Ventures division, and the White House Office of Policy Development and the California and Florida departments of transportation. His paper proposing supplemental privately financed, congestion-relieving toll lanes in 1988 inspired California’s landmark private tollway law (AB 680), which later served as the prototype for more than 15 similar laws in other states. Currently, Poole also writes a monthly column on transit issues for Public Works Financing.

To start, Poole commented on how struck he was by the genuine interest in fresh approaches expressed by those in attendance at the summit.

He named the huge money shortfall and the persistence of horrible traffic congestion as the two giant, most common transportation-related problems here in the Bay Area as well as elsewhere. In fact, the Bay Area is second in the nation in congestion despite all the investments made by MTC.

He then directed the audience’s attention to two ideas that are not used much in the Bay Area at present. Firstly, he brought up the benefits of HOT lanes that allow HOVs at no charge and single occupant vehicles at a fee. This plan would manage traffic with variable pricing and make HOV lanes valuable for the long-term. Second, he pointed out the value of bus rapid transit with express buses running on separated rights-of-way because this is working well in a number of cities outside the United States and getting increasing attention and support in other places such as here in the Bay Area, Miami, Pittsburgh and a number of other cities.

Poole directed the audience’s attention to a handout in the packet and said that his organization is proposing to marry the two strategies into one called HOT networks that will create a seamless network of limited access lanes, not charge buses and vanpools a fee, and have all others be able to pay variable tolls electronically.

For the Bay Area, he suggested an uncongested guideway network for express buses. Saying that links can afford to be closed because tolls will be collected, he estimated that 90 percent of capital costs will come from toll revenue bonds and just 10 percent will come from HOV lane expansion funds. He strongly advocated building it sooner and better because of toll revenue.

Poole also proposed that every driver in the Bay Area could have congestion insurance that he or she could use only when really necessary. He said that a brand new region-wide transit service will partially address congestion reduction, and with it, existing riders would get a better system and drivers interested in the new travel option would use it and cause the transit mode share to go up. He also said that the federal government would be very supportive of this and that federal money could help move this forward.

Finally, he commended the public for continuing to think and be creative in finding transportation solutions, and he also asking them to please not confine oneself to what has already been tried.

D.
Jeffrey F. Squires, U.S. Senate Committee on Environment & Public Works

Squires is the senior policy advisor for transportation for the U.S. Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works. He presided as a vice president for the transportation consulting firm DMJM-HARRIS and was a project manager of a heavy-rail project in Puerto Rico. In addition, a long history with the Vermont Transportation Agency has made him the state’s integral liaison to its congressional delegation on transportation matters and an active participant in the development and implementation of federal transportation legislation. 

Pleased with the summit’s impressive turnout and the high-quality discussion it initiated, Squires said it was refreshing and beneficial that decision makers were facilitating and listening to others’ opinions and that new partners and members of the public were being asked to offer their perspectives and democratize the process of drafting the long-range transportation plan.

He went on to say that the senate is approaching the transportation program in a much more bipartisan manner of late and that the staff is working to develop a reauthorization package. In addition, he noted that the ISTEA/TEA 21 national transportation policy was judged to have good program structure and policy framework. Thus, he expected that if a bill is completed this year, it will refine the existing plan and there will be no dramatic structural changes.

Squires also outlined the four key pillars to reauthorization and commented on each point. The first pillar, asset management of ISTEA, TEA 21 and continued investments in the existing network of infrastructures, has been going smoother and stronger than 10 years ago. He said that in terms of continued progress on safety fronts, the second pillar, good work has kept the number of fatalities about fixed. Yet, since the goal is to decrease the number of fatalities, there is much more to be done. Also, the matter of congestion needs to be readdressed in the reauthorization since studies show it is increasing in metropolitan areas. Finally, on the issue of freight, Squires said the expansion of freight systems is not quite keeping up with the rising growth and value of freight, especially since it is expected to continue increasing at rapid speeds. These four concerns were identified as the areas of needed emphasis.

Attention was then directed to the issue of funding. Squires said that the policy of reauthorization basically boils down to the need for more funding and a look at how it will be allocated among programs and the 50 states.

According to Squires, ISTEA and TEA 21 were passed so easily because increased funding was found, allowing the politics of reauthorization to be addressed. He said that TEA 21 expires this fall at the end of the fiscal year, but it is unclear whether or not resources will be available to provide an extension. Presently, the focus is on finding the means to increase funding levels for the program, but his committee is working on the assumption that they will somehow pass a bill for $311.5 billion for highways and transit (a $255 billion highway bill and a $56.5 billion transit bill) that represents a 40 percent increase over TEA 21.

Squires postulates that while the House of Representatives wants to partially obtain that money by increasing the gas tax, the responsible way to evolve and to carry forward the legacy of TEA 21 is to address the next generation’s needs. The reauthorization must consider not only the politics, but also the outcomes and the kind of system that will be going forward through 2030 and beyond.

In his final statement, Squires mentioned that California Senator Barbara Boxer was a member of his committee and a key player in the reauthorization process. He assured those at the summit that the rest of the committee would indeed be turning to her to ensure the best decisions are being made for the state of California.

V.
TRANSPORTATION 2030 SUMMIT COMMENT FORM: PARTICIPANT RESPONSES

Summit attendees registered their views in several ways. One traditional method that was utilized had participants complete a Summit Comment Form, which included three questions. The Comment Form was included in the packet of materials that participants received at the registration table. The first question on the form asked participants to indicate, among issues already identified, which issues were most important to address in the Transportation 2030 Plan. The other two questions were open-ended questions. Those responses were typed and categorized in 12 areas for ease in analysis. Responses to all three questions are listed below.

A.  Question No. 1: Of the issues already identified, what issues are most important to address in the Transportation 2030 Plan? 


Number of 

Issues Identified by MTC
responses_____________________________________________________
[96]
Transportation for Livable Communities/ Housing Incentives

[88]
Making Connections and Operating the System

[69]
Performance Measures

[64]
Maintenance and Rehabilitation Needs

[59]
Lifeline Transportation to Low-Income Neighborhoods

[51]
Mobility for Seniors

[47]
Crossing Borders:  Interregional Partnerships

[36]
Air Quality Plan Update

[34]
Safety and Security

[33]
Bicycle Plan/Revenues

[30]
Getting Goods to Market (Freight)

B.  Question No. 2: What other issues must be addressed?
	Issue/Code
	Question #2:  What other issues must be addressed?

	Air Quality Plan Update
	Tie air quality plan into land use/transportation as well.

	Air Quality Plan Update
	Air and water quality performance measures

	Air Quality Plan Update
	Smog II requirements on cities and counties. The disparity of regulations enacted by the legislature.

	Air quality plan update
	Congestion/air quality: How MTC can effectively reduce Bay Area congestion through its distribution of funds.

	Air quality plan update
	Work better with state environmental agencies to speed up process; develop standards to hold them accountable

	Bicycle Plan/Revenues
	Bicycle and pedestrian safety and access.

	Bicycle Plan/Revenues
	Walkability (everybody has to walk!)



	Bicycle Plan/Revenues
	Federal standards like the FHWA pedestrian users guide should be incenticized and not just recommended.

	Bicycle Plan/Revenues
	Bike across the Bay Bridge (it would be nice, popular and comparatively cheap).

	Bicycle Plan/Revenues
	Set aside walking/biking areas that are safe

	Bicycle Plan/Revenues
	Making commutes more walkable.

	Bicycle Plan/Revenues
	Bicycle plan implementation and funding

	Bicycle Plan/Revenues
	Pedestrian safety on heavily traveled streets

	Bicycle Plan/Revenues
	Require walking practice and pedestrian education as part of getting drivers license.

	Bicycle Plan/Revenues
	MTC/Trans didn't even mention motorcycles, scooters, Segways -- Every motorcycle on the road (instead of a car) liberates: 3/4 of a parking space; 1/2 a lane of highway; 3/4 of hwy upkeep; 1/2 of gasoline otherwise consumed. No motorcycle contributes to a traffic jam (by its bulk). Twenty percent of households in SF bay area already own a motorcycle. How to convert their owners to riders? 1) Negative registration fee; 2) Free bridge toll; 3) access to shoulders/median strip; and 4) sharing local "bike" lanes. Are you going to answer the questions that weren't answered in the meeting?

	Congestion/mobility
	Congestion relief and mobility

	Congestion/mobility
	Capacity and system efficiency improvements.

	Congestion/mobility
	Traffic congestion relief.

	Congestion/mobility
	Caltrans and local public works systems; why the profound delay in retrofitting urban bridges in Oakland

	Congestion/mobility
	Fast and efficient transportation from point to point for majority of the public.

	Congestion/mobility
	The urban core freeways can't get larger or add more capacity. Adding suburban freeways just pours more cars into the urban core freeways, making their congestion worse. 

	Congestion/mobility
	Regarding Getting Goods to Market:  Without impacts on citizen mobility (rail, off hours). 

	Congestion/mobility
	Sharing roads with commerce -- truck use at off-hours 

	Congestion/mobility
	Remove the tolls booths

	Congestion/mobility
	Congestion pricing

	Congestion/mobility
	Increasing modal options for commuters by addressing existing bottlenecks

	Congestion/mobility
	Focus on projects that increase movement of people faster. More highways for example

	Congestion/mobility
	Inter-regional highways like SR 84, SR130 and SR152. Work in safety and reducing VMT issues.

	Congestion/mobility
	Public transit ridership is down. Farebox revenue is down. Some transit routes are in the process of reduction and/or elimination. Some transit headways are increasing. Outside of BART the farebox portion of a transit district operating budget is small - in some cases is only 20%. Certain commute corridors are very congested. A dramatic and substantial increase in transit ridership will make an important and visable positive impact on the above facts. Question: Would MTC fund Bay Area transit farebox revenues for 2 years starting next fiscal year to see if public transit can indeed make a difference to our congenital congestion?

	Crossing Borders
	Communication is an important issue at all levels (local, regional & state). ABAG is working to get local jurisdictions to begin talking (i.e. IRP). However, from a regional level we need a more collaborative effort to connect regional agencies, their programs and funding. Together the agencies can formulate goals to serve their region and lobby for new legislation to help fund a cooperative effort to link land use and transportation

	Crossing Borders
	Too many cooks in the kitchen, as one man said. Reduce number of agencies involved, or consolidate functions.

	Crossing Borders
	How can local federal officials work more closely to do more than just finding funding?

	Crossing Borders
	All these issues are important, but all communities need to work together.

	Crossing Borders
	Need to merge transportation agencies to create a more fluid regional system to improve ease and cost of transferring between modes.

	Crossing Borders
	Whatever process takes place -- flexibility between local jurisdictions and regional bodies is imperative. Local agencies need to be given the tools and flexibility to tie land use and transportation together. A 'one-size fits all' approach will not work in a region as diverse as the Bay Area.

	Crossing Borders
	Transportation agencies must be reduced from 20 to minimum of 3, preferably to one.

	Crossing Borders
	More accountability at every level of the transportation ladder

	Crossing Borders
	Forcing cities to do what MTC wants through incentives and disincentives should be discouraged

	Crossing Borders
	Regarding Making Connections and Operating the System: Unify the transit systems; increase service; TransBay Terminal.

	Crossing Borders
	A simplified way of using various public transits that cross county lines and or varied types of transportation within one area.

	Crossing Borders
	Regionwide transit coordination (e.g. regional transit pass). 

	Crossing Borders
	Eliminate competition between agencies over funding sources. Foster a coordinated effort of all transit, including Caltrans.

	Crossing Borders
	Program did not address how regionality has changed and now MTC must change accordingly. Our region now covers commuters from at least 16 counties. They need representation in regional planning.

	Crossing Borders
	John Hirten made an excellent point in my breakout session -- the need for structural change at the regional level -- hold the regional transportation decision-makers directly accountable -- perhaps a thought that should be explored. In the meantime, it's time for MTC to show regional transportation leadership by placing the regional gas tax on the ballot. 

	Funding Strategies
	Toll system revenue - topic for review of financing in small areas/San Juan. Rural counties subsidized? There are vast areas (Humboldt, Del Norte counties) off Hwy 5.

	Funding Strategies
	Reviewing ways to update/modify voter initiatives making it easier to go back to voters

	Funding Strategies
	Funding distribution -- transit vs highways imbalance

	Funding Strategies
	Grow the pot:  $1.50/gallon gas tax increase. Decrease single occupant cars, increase carpools, max. transit. Decrease dependency on oil, reduce air pollution. Improve mass transit funding. Increase use of non-conventional fuels/vehicles.

	Funding Strategies
	Look at the gas price difference between national average and Bay Area average. Try to reduce this average and capture the savings for transportation. Try to get additional gas tax or other revenue without a pre-determined list of projects to give max. flexibility in utilizing these funds.

	Funding Strategies
	Regional funding for regional transit connections; sustainable funding base for local transit funding.

	Funding Strategies
	Finding additional funding.

	Funding Strategies
	In seeking to identify additional revenues, look at excessive spending in current public entities. Cities are already being "raped." Each is unable to properly satisfy current responsibilities, yet revenue for cities (belonging to cities is being taken by states and other agents.

	Funding Strategies
	Increasing the pie to increase funding.

	Funding Strategies
	How do we get the "free-riders" who live outside the nine Bay Area counties who use our valuable and expensive transportation systems actually pay for those systems, i.e. toll roads. 

	Funding Strategies
	Finding new revenue sources: Provide individuals and corporations/businesses with the opportunity to donate money to an MTC Non-Profit Alternative Transportation Fund. Coordinate and reward/provide more incentives for employers to subsidize alternative transportation.

	Funding Strategies
	Financing of projects.

	Funding Strategies
	Someone has to start finding a way to pay for all our transportation needs. It's not ok to allow a growing deficit each year with no end in sight. Smart growth does not yield funding for transportation.

	Funding Strategies
	Obtain additional funding for sustainable continuous meeting of the unfunded absolutely needed improvements

	Funding Strategies
	Go for regional gas tax instead of county sales funds which are used to rewrite regional priorities and use up regional resources.

	Funding Strategies
	Require vehicle owners to pay for the infrastructure that they use (I.e., higher or more taxes on vehicle ownership).

	Funding Strategies
	Raising gas taxes; incentives for non-conventional vehicles -- electric and hybrid vehicles

	Funding Strategies
	We need to address congestion pricing. There isn't enough money to meet all needs. Congestion pricing will help to close the gap.

	Funding Strategies
	Cars are too cheap and infrastructure for them is subsidized too much. People will always chose what is cheapest and fastest. Even the playing field between transit and cars.

	Funding Strategies
	Market measures (HOT lanes, congestion pricing).

	Funding Strategies
	Protecting levels of transit service from economic fluctuations

	Funding Strategies
	In environment where transit agencies are forced to make huge cutbacks in service, MUST establish stable, predictable source of operational funding for transit.

	Funding Strategies
	Need for funding for transit operations; this is a serious issue. Public/private partnerships -- especially incentives to get people on transit.

	Funding Strategies
	First priority: Make existing transit operations stronger and more affordable by providing more stable revenue sources and subsidizing fares

	Funding Strategies
	Allocate $$ for intra-county transit because transit like BART, Caltrain are sucking MUNI, AC, VTA dry.

	Funding Strategies
	Value pricing limited access lanes HOV, charge to vehicles not at capacity.

	Funding Strategies
	Please utilize ITS to reduce congestion and incidents. There should be specific funding source for this activity.

	Funding Strategies
	Voter-approved projects are fine, but many are only partially funded and rely on a disproportionate share of state and federal funds. MTC should adopt some criteria on the level of local $ that should accompany voter-approved projects, before MTC commits to providing state and federal funds.

	Funding Strategies
	MTC takes a lot of responsibility for funding maintenance and operation of transit services, but expansion of such services are largely driven by funds MTC does not control. Consequently, transit is expanded without much thought of sustainability of these transit systems. MTC needs to highlight this issue to the local agencies. We make more intelligent decisions on how to expand transit. To improve more balanced decisions on transportation the RTP should help educate public on all the public expenditures/ exemptions/ subsidies that support our transportation system, not just the revenue controlled by MTC.

	Lifeline Transportation
	All the issues mentioned are about equity and therefore important. What rate of importance varies from participants' views. Lifeline Transportation and Making Connections are important to me.

	Maintenance and Rehab
	Mode split equity, so that rehab of existing roads, sidewalks and signals does not get so far behind we can't catch up

	Maintenance and Rehab
	Strongly prioritize maintaining and strengthening existing resource over funding new projects

	Maintenance and Rehab
	Projects/programs to streamline and reduce operations and maintenance costs and better utilize existing infrastructure.

	Maintenance and Rehab
	Bid out all maintenance -- competition brings a sense of urgency to typically ponderous organizations.  

	Making connections
	Better integration of public transit and private/public commuter shuttles

	Making connections
	Connecting systems -- rail to rail, rail to air, rail to ferry, rail to bus, bus to bus, bus to ferry, bus to air. 

	Making connections
	Better transit connections between modes; better schedule coordination between modes for easier transfers.

	Making connections
	Coordinating transit services and connections.

	Making connections
	High speed transit.

	Making connections
	Supporting rail transit in the north bay (SMART).

	Making connections
	Transit system improvements -- connectivity especially. Express bus corridor service (Contra Costa County along I-80 and I-680).

	Making connections
	Regarding Making Connections and Operating the System: Transparency to the user!!

	Making connections
	Fixed rate, affordable regional transit monthly pass. Allowing access to jobs and affordable housing!

	Making connections
	Affordable transportation options for low-income working poor families working toward being self-sufficient.

	Making connections
	Connecting transit companies together. Standard fares between companies with one fast pass.

	Making connections
	More feeder lines to transportation centers

	Making connections
	Regional information system by MTC that answers questions not just asks what agency do you want to speak to.

	Making connections
	Kill high speed rail now. No more $$

	Making connections
	Make transit high speed so it is competitive to the car

	Making connections
	Would like to see public transit improved greatly in Marin, including extending BART to Marin.

	Making connections
	Program prominently omitted consideration of linking transportation more closely to airports. Direct transfer between planes and surface transportation is essential. It must include Bus Rapid Transit and Intercity trains. Other cities and areas are doing so. We haven't even begun. BART-SFO was poorly planned in that respect. Its interface with airport people-mover is very awkward.

	Mobility for seniors
	Housing incentives for seniors to encourage them to move close to core transit routes. Create a package that provide real estate advice, counseling on the pain of moving from a long-term dwelling and moving assistance

	Mobility for Seniors
	Increased paratransit due to our aging population.

	Mobility for Seniors
	Provide paratransit for all seniors--disabled and non-disabled. Minivans to outlying areas.

	Mobility for Seniors
	Developing transportation services that provide solutions for individual needs for transportation, especially for senior citizens, the disabled and others who do not have a personal automobile.

	Mobility for Seniors
	Do not forget the disabled, minorities, seniors, the disenfranchised -- the ones who take public transit (by default) and have the least clout.

	Mobility for Seniors
	Transportation must be provided for seniors and disabled. 

	Operating the system
	Incentives in the outlying areas to use public transportation -- make it easy and affordable. 

	Operating the system
	Strong incentives for commuters to use transit, walking and bicycling

	Operating the system
	How to increase transit's market share through cost effective programs, projects and strategies. 

	Operating the system
	MTC encouraging transit routes that are jointly shared by adjoining transit systems. Think of airlines "code-sharing" use of one plane by two airlines for two linked/connecting flights.

	Operating the system
	A successful and significant transit system is essential in the Bay Area. At 2-3% share (outside SF), the present system is a failure, and projected projects will not change that. Therefore, all of the above issues are more or less irrelevant. We are using transit technology that is a century old, and doesn't work.

	Operating the system
	Improving transit service in low density/low demand communities by utilizing taxis in a flex-route/fixed schedule format

	Operating the system
	Achievable transit ridership.

	Operating the system
	No mention has been made of "convenience." Make public transit convenient and the riders will come.

	Operating the system
	Cost to use public transportation. Moving up too fast.

	Operating the system
	Affordable and convenient public transportation.

	Operating the system
	The amount of money spent on public transportation which, has a low percentage of overall commutes. 

	Operating the system
	Lack of accessible public transit for the needy.

	Operating the system
	In some European countries, transit (all forms) are free. It is only those that drive or use a taxi that are charged. Can't we look into how that practice became a reality?

	Operating the system
	Late night services.

	Operating the system
	To AC Transit:  In Emeryville, maintain TransBay Bus Y, at least in commute times in the afternoon/evening. Ridership is low in the mornings because of the casual carpool, but these riders need transit to get back home after work.

	Operating the system
	System Transparency, e.g., AC Transit is opaque. Perhaps focus some performance measures on system transparency. For example, improving signage and visibility of route maps (and times) for AC Transit could generate increased ridership at relatively low cost. MTC could place greater emphasis on transparency, accessibility, user-friendliness of bus systems.

	Operating the system
	Faster transit service since in many communities out of the urban core it is slow. For example, Samtrans on El Camino Real, introduce limited/express service as an alternate to 101.

	Operating the system
	Time taken to get from A to B. More express buses/trains, perhaps at higher cost to user, to supplement existing lines.

	Operating the system
	There should be less cars on the street, especially where I live. There should also be more buses running and also lower fares all year round. Will there be more bike routes from City Hall to Golden Gate Park in the near future?

	Operating the system
	Fund new ferries like in Vallejo. 

	Operating the system
	Look at increasing transit use in areas where transit use is already strong (urban core) vs. working very hard to effect new ridership in suburban areas. Incentive and rewards for communities already living smart growth principles.

	Operating the system
	The wheelchair lifts and ramps on the new buses in different counties that have come into use in the last 3 years are harder to get on and off when on-street or sidewalk access from an electric wheelchair is required. The new green and white AC Transit buses cause me to do wheelies if I go up the ramp front forward. Instead I must go up backwards. 

	Operating the system
	Seamless transportation for all

	Operating the system
	More emphasis on timeliness, e.g. timely connections, pickups, drop-offs

	Operating the system
	More service frequency, not less

	Operating the system
	Phase out ineffective transit like light rail in Santa Clara. Replace with bus rapid transit. 

	Operating the system
	I agree with the one speaker at the end of the 1-2pm session that toll booths should be eliminated. All trips should be electronic and thereby saving a lot of time, congestion, etc.

	Other
	Use some transportation $$ to improve public education in urban core so it is a more attractive place to live. Make the urban core safe and schools better.

	Other
	Propaganda. Positive promotion of public transit to offset the proliferation of automotive pornography in car advertising.

	Other
	Promoting non-traditional transportation/alternatives to car and conventional transit

	Other
	HOV vs Toll Lanes

	Other
	Rethink moving goods via truck; use small airports as landing strips to fly goods to larger airports, from which goods are disbursed. (Improve timeliness and reduce emissions.)

	Other
	Accessibility to work, health care, school and other life supporting facilities.

	Other
	Use of technology -- hard to believe that Bay Area/Silicon Valley does not use technology long available and in use in Asia and Europe.

	Other
	Encourage less maintenance/wear and tear on roadways/infrastructure by using/encouraging motorcycles, bicycles, etc. Reduce/remove all tolls for motorcycles. Cheaper/free parking for motorcycles. Credit/include motorcycles in carpool/vanpool counts. Lack of motorcycles mentioned in this program.

	Other
	Education so people of all backgrounds, income, etc. can have a vision for the importance (and advantage to them) of more livable communities transportation oriented communities. My pipe dream would be to see a create public ad campaign on the scale of some other effective campaigns such as First Five California, anti-smoking, anti-drug, Got Milk, etc. 

	Other
	Assess the costs of people's "free" choice to drive and sprawl. That choice has been clearly prioritized for 50 years. Many people make those choices and others are hurts (walkers, bicyclists, open space, wetlands)

	Other
	Number of traffic accident related deaths needs to be included in the transportation plan. 

	Other
	All mode info 24/7

	Other
	Education of children early on to make them transit-captive before they become auto dependent adults.

	Other
	Equity: Ownership of an automobile should not be a condition for participation in society. 

	Other
	2030 will be drastically different world. Auto dependence not sustainable.

	Other
	Reflect the costs of cars in budgeting. More leadership (bravery) to discuss and address the costs of our car-based society and reflect those costs in planning decisions. (Costs include pollution, ineligibility for funding due to poor air/water quality caused by cars, the incalculable costs of 40,000 dead each year from car accidents in the U.S., etc. We all know that cars are our past, not our future because we can't afford them. Plan for the future. It will save us $$! 

	Other
	Need policies on fiscal responsibility for CMAs

	Other
	Accountability while offering inherently inefficient social services (e.g., transit).

	Performance measures
	Specific goals, standards, comparisions for efficiency and performance

	Performance measures
	Value for money invested: cost effectiveness of projects.

	Performance measures
	A good idea receiving poor performance ratings should not be abandoned (e.g. HOV lanes).

	Performance measures
	Whatever performance measures are considered, it is imperative that they not be so administratively difficult to track and monitor that it takes away from actually performing the project tasks.

	Performance measures
	Eliminate meaningless criteria.

	Performance measures
	Look at cost-effectiveness of proposed projects. Proposal to replace the TransBay Terminal is twice as expensive as it needs to be. Supporters refused to look at equally efficient but much less expensive alternatives. No regional authority resisted and forced review of alternatives and one alternative that was suggested.

	Performance measures
	Cheapest means should be prioritized.

	Performance measures
	Because of current fiscal situation, we need to ensure that new investment goes to most cost-effective projects. These measures need to have projects within categories compete against each other and consider issues such as connectivity and long-term operating costs.

	Performance measures
	Develop goals for the RTP based on the specific reasons the current transportation system is not working

	Performance measures
	Thoroughly re-evaluate MTC's past commitment of billions of dollars to projects that may no longer make sense. This would nearly triple the funds potentially available for new more effective solutions.

	Performance measures
	Cost effective projects, not ferries. Funds are limited.

	Performance measures
	Performance measures. 

	Performance measures
	Set realistic objectives, just a few, under each goal.

	Performance measures
	We should agree on the problems first. Goals will write themselves once we all agree on the problems. Why do people travel? To get what they need. Less travel will end up as one of the goals, but how? Provide what is needed where it is needed. Brings jobs to the people.

	Performance measures
	I agree with Marty Wachs that the focus should have been on 2030. MTC should monitor key indicators and predict future outcomes at 2030. Then the discussion should be about these outcomes acceptibility. If so, how do we ensure their acceptibility? If not, what do we change them to and how do we do it?

	Performance measures
	It looks like MTC is ready to take on the challenge of rethinking our transportation policies, funding mechanisms, and programs. Keep leveraging -- and increase used leveraging -- the funds distributed by MTC with local land use and development decisions. MTC can assist local governments make decisions that benefit the region as a whole.

	Planning process
	RTP needs to balance bottom-up with top-down process.

	Planning process
	There needs to be measurable objectives for each of the goals. They need to be measured and reported-on on an ongoing basis. And if not being achieved decide what to do--redirect emphasis ($$) into the area to make it succeed? Or admit it's not working (achievable) and go to other objectives with $$. But key is to track and report and modify, if needed.

	Planning process
	Comprehensive System Approach and Analysis of Investment that encompasses most all of the issues already listed on the comment form

	Planning process
	Public participation in developing a vision for the region, especially from those who are transit-dependent

	Planning process
	Partners with community based programs

	Planning process
	Revise process for voter approved projects. Obligate funds for a study first, develop options (costs vs benefits) then propose to voters for funding. Avoid "BART to San Jose" political transit projects. More cost effective options available.

	Planning process
	The framework for MTC's criteria cannot avoid economic considerations. However, MTC must view itself as an interactive, market-influencing entity, whose impact dynamically affects both demand and supply, and whose scope is beyond its own budget. MTC needs wholistic economic modeling in order to understand (let alone formulate) useful and feasible criteria.

	Planning process
	What is our vision for 2030 -- how does our world look, sound and feel? Once we're clear on that vision we can better address what's most important to get there.

	Planning process
	Providing flexibility to address changes in conditions during the life of the plan.

	Planning process
	When evaluating projects need to consider all cost impacts of each alternative, including loss of future federal funds by not meeting air quality standards, and loss of jobs (and taxes) due to more restrictions on peoples' choices.

	Planning process
	Develop process of locally generated goals, filtered to top 20 by stakeholders. Let the CMAs and communities then prioritize locally. All goals are smart, let the people decide implementation that is right for them.

	Planning process
	Most important issues to address are the 3 key issues presented today. We appreciate the willingness of MTC to put these controversial issues before an audience. Everything in the RTP depends on getting these right.

	Planning process
	Choose transportation investments strategically, guided by cost-effectiveness

	Planning process
	The 2003 projections are flawed due to unadjusted I/O coefficients, assumptions about source of funds for Smart Growth incentives, an exogenous increase in aggregate demand and excessive allocation of growth to the greenbelt, the opposite of the Smart Growth planning process. 

	Planning process
	A naïve and simplistic approach to travel demand, reflecting popular culture, based on ignoring pricing issues and an economic accounting system (GDP) that excludes non-market costs and benefits. 

	Planning process
	Never again incorporate projects that have no real transportation efficiency, but appease a particular political figure or constituency. Worst extending Muni Metro a few blocks into Chinatown. Second is subsidized ferry network proposal. 

	Planning process
	Need to advertise MTC to more communities as the Bay Area's transit planning and financing organization

	Planning process
	I think MTC has a lot of power and needs to be responsible and accountable for how the $$ are spent. MTC needs to work for the benefit of the region.

	Planning process
	80% of committed funds makes little difference because it is going to inefficient or bad projects.

	Planning process
	MTC should continue its education programs and coordinate with local agencies to do a very thorough survey of transportation needs and desires of local residents. Perhaps next census could help.

	Planning Process
	The 2005 RTP MUST include the roadway pricing hot network proposed by the Reason Institute in the Robert Poole article.

	Safety
	The safety of pedestrians and cyclists is an important issue. More people would leave their cars at home if they felt safe while using other options. Drivers need to be better educated, this must be done at the state level but can be as simple as some educational posters placed at DMV offices.

	Safety
	Regarding Safety and Security: Include seismic safety here.

	Smart Growth
	Directing transportation dollars to existing high-density housing locations and those areas where more high-density housing is committed (>40 housing per acre). Imposing a price per new home that is not built within 1/4 mile of a transit node.



	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Sprawl, reduction of level of service on freeways. Somehow provide incentives for employers to hire from within the community rather than hiring from distant areas -- provide incentives for employees to live locally.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Funding for incentives to promote fewer auto-related trips -- mixed use planning (shared parking for differing purposes).

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Every disincentive within the urban cores to using cars -- make auto use difficult; restrict parking to hubs; remove parking from some public transit routes. 

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Strong disincentives for development that can only be accessed by car

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Disincentives are needed to limit autos in urban core.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Smart growth, mixed use development "requirements" as a condition of funding; perhaps even a consideration of smart growth as "mitigation" for vehicle capacity building projects

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	How to achieve housing and jobs AND transportation (individual trips) balance. Need local land use to conform to RTP.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	How to ensure new transit oriented development does not become non-affordable or become exclusive to middle/high income people.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Educate public and local elected officials on the value and benefits of smart growth land-use decisions.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Land use and development integration both on local and regional basis. Education of decision makers.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Regional standards for planning projects to promote non-auto uses. Have [parking] lots in back of buildings or push front up to sidewalks.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Transportation impacts on urban form.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Planning law -- why does a parking place have to be built with every housing development?

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Regarding TLC/HIP: Housing with no parking next to transportation. Use City Car Share. 

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Continued efforts to connect transportation and land use.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	In-law units and board and care buildings need to get into areas with seniors, who are rising in the millions.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Transportation/land use connections. MTC should tie funding to commitments to dense, walkable environments.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Land use that supports livable communities.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Fiscalization of land use must be addressed. Even when local land use decision makers want to do "the right thing" they are often swayed to do the wrong thing because they have to go for the revenue.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Conditioning transportation funding on local governments adapting and implementing supportive land use patterns.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Land use should lead/dictate transit decisions. MTC is starting in the right direction with TLC/HIP and other programs and goals. Be dramatic, move into the 21st century as a leader toward a more sustainable, equitable, interconnected system by making smart growth principles the guide to all funding and maintaining systems.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Areas/jurisdictions like Silicon Valley and Marin have to stop hogging the jobs while they ignore housing needs. We must cap job growth so it does not dampen housing capacity.158,000 more inbound commuters is outrageous.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	If affordable housing is built, then how about some of it built for hard working, single, childless people, who now have to leap frog to Tracy. All I've heard about is Section 8 for mothers that may or may not be working. People who work in the community, such as teachers, fire fighters, etc., should not be forced into 50-mile commutes even if they don't have children.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Transit oriented development must be mixed use development so people can walk to shopping, services, entertainment, etc.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	The "system" nature of human existence must be recognized -- ability to accommodate all facets of life - jobs, housing, food, entertainment, recreation, education, social activities -- ALL must be accommodated by the transportation system. Land use planning should provide for these facets of life with tolerable transportation everywhere people live.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Land use and transportation: Provide funding for planning and EIR/EIS and outreach process and development for in-fill development sites that local transit agencies and/or developers can $$

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Development on transit routes and corridors

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Land use planning coordinated with transportation planning. Water availability, cost of infrastructure needed and whether cost can be generated by taxes (for fire, police, libraries, paramedics, etc.) inclusion of services, walking and biking, mixed use buildings, employment opportunities, shuttles to hospitals, medical facilities.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Areas that currently are densely populated, yet are still likely candidates for further increases in density, e.g., Richmond District in San Francisco, should in parallel with increased housing development be given transportation infrastructure improvements, like a metro extension.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Define smart growth.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Overcome barriers to infill development around transit stations (such as BART board policies towards replacement parking and not selling surplus property).

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Availability of water -- first! With no water -- or recycled water use in parks  -- no TOD/high density building unless each city/town has sufficient water -- even in case of a drought.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Assess whether projects promote greater land use density at transit nodes and along transit corridors. Link funding of these projects to whether local jurisdictions promote zoning that supports higher density. Care must be taken in selecting performance measures. Some measures produce counter intuitive results, e.g., reducing traffic congestion which would support new roadway investments. These investments would actually produce more congestion by encouraging urban sprawl.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Shift the pattern and location of future growth. Strong incentives for Smart Growth (i.e. higher density development near good transit) which generates much less traffic.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Don't accept the argument for SC County in big group that people are stuck in sprawling county. They mostly chose to live there and it doesn't excuse them form paying more for transit or gas. 



	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	MTC needs to oversee the transportation program and put some insight into Smart Growth commission and staff. Needs to be more at-large members on this commission.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Growth policy and the impact of growth on transportation, pollution and schools

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Coalition between developers and city council and planning commissions to approve unplanned multi-storied developments with token affordable housing

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Alternative housing projects both for renters and homeowners around transit centers. Mixed use included in all communities and daily conveniences.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Build transit such as rail in Marin-Sonoma. Should be built before high density in anticipation of growth. Strictly control growth in the station vicinity to promote mixed income housing and small retail.

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Require TOD to get station investment projects. 

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Regional review of fixed rail station area specific plans

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Incentives for transit oriented development. Programs should encourage and reward jurisdictions that make it easier and less expensive to develop (improved planning process, lower taxes, fewer regulatory barriers)

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Reduce government imposed costs on housing in TOD to increase affordability

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Car-free zones and communities

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Encouragement of mixed-use development by restructuring zoning laws

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Walkable communities

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Mixed income housing

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	Land use and transportation. Bike spending only 1% because small fraction of trips are by bike. Illogical thinking. How we will encourage trips by bike and getting people out of their cars if we steer funding towards what are currently the majority of trips. 

	Smart Growth, TLC, HIP
	MTC's RTP should look at incentives that encourage land use decisions that make our transportation system work better. Encourage use of urban limit lines, TLC is great because it funds community-based planning and helps implementation. Do more to encourage this. HIP is great because it encourages production of housing at locations that make sense and provides transportation $ that can be used to benefit the neighborhood that receives the housing. Do more to encourage these types of land use decisions. 


C.  Question No. 3:  What would you say is the single most important issue?

	Topic/Issue
	Question #3: What would you say is the single most important issue?

	Air Quality Plan
	SOV reduction and air quality

	Air Quality Plan
	Environment: Air quality, water, watershed, etc.

	Air Quality Plan
	Reduce environmental impacts of our transportation system

	Bikes and peds
	Regional level bikeway connections across and between communities, safe and separated from major roads and connected to transit centers and major destinations



	Bikes and peds
	Creating walkable transit-oriented communities by using regional $$

	Bikes and Peds
	Reclaiming the right of people to walk safely happily and freely

	Congestion/mobility
	Congestion relief

	Congestion/mobility
	Auto congestion that converts many city streets into freeways

	Congestion/mobility
	Congestion

	Congestion/mobility
	Congestion in urban areas

	Congestion/mobility
	Mobility 

	Congestion/mobility
	Address vehicle congestion and delays

	Congestion/mobility
	Congestion relief by increasing highway capacity

	Congestion/mobility
	Build new highways and expand as planned for 45 years, especially inter-regional highways

	Congestion/mobility
	Mobility for seniors, especially service in East Bay

	Crossing Borders/Partnerships
	Doing something about fragmentation of transit. Too many agencies

	Crossing Borders/Partnerships
	Having partnerships between government agencies so we can have regional goals

	Crossing Borders/Partnerships
	Leadership that is proactive rather than reactive. Regional coordination.

	Crossing Borders/Partnerships
	Coordination by MTC, counties and cities of all projects so that we gain the most through services

	Crossing Borders/Partnerships
	Political will

	Crossing Borders/Partnerships
	More regional authority not just a clearing house

	Crossing Borders/Partnerships
	Get out of crisis management. If you just fix it around the edges, nothing will improve

	Crossing Borders/Partnerships
	Equitable, coordinated regional systems

	Crossing Borders/Partnerships
	Honestly, I think that MTC is doing a great job! Keep on keepin' on

	Crossing Borders/Partnerships
	Coordinated, comprehensive regional plan with incentives 

	Crossing Borders/Partnerships
	Need for accountability for transit/land issues at local level

	Funding Strategies
	Funding. Need to have more regional funding plans. Gas tax and toll charges.

	Funding Strategies
	Identifying new revenues

	Funding Strategies
	Increase revenues but watch out for allowing poor performing projects

	Funding Strategies
	Established and adequate funding

	Funding Strategies
	Funding

	Funding Strategies
	More funding for alternative modes

	Lifeline Transportation
	Expanding the low income flexible transportation program funding

	Maintenance and Rehab
	Disintegration of existing infrastructure

	Maintenance and Rehab
	Road maintenance

	Maintenance and Rehab
	Improve efficiency of O and M funds

	Maintenance and Rehab
	Local streets and roads maintenance. Without it wasting our investments.

	Maintenance and Rehab
	Maintaining the current system and funding with congestion pricing. Tax vehicles.

	Maintenance and Rehab
	Maintaining existing system

	Maintenance and Rehab
	Maintenance and rehab of existing facilities

	Maintenance and Rehab
	Maintaining current transportation system

	Maintenance and Rehab
	Maintenance and rehab of existing system

	Maintenance and Rehab
	Maintenance of local streets and roads including bike and ped facilities

	Maintenance and Rehab
	Equitable and fair and adequate funding of maintenance of local streets and roads

	Making connections
	BART to San Jose and around the Bay Area

	Making connections
	Connectivity

	Making connections
	Connectivity of modes, not just of transit. 

	Making connections
	Shuttles could make a difference in helping to serve feeder role

	Making connections
	Making connections

	Making connections
	Completing a connected mass transit system for the region

	Making connections
	Local shuttles, free electric

	Mobility for seniors
	Mobility for seniors in urban and rural areas

	Mobility for seniors
	Mobility for seniors

	Operating the system
	Providing excellent transit service in urban centers

	Operating the system
	Providing viable competitive alternatives to autos

	Operating the system
	Reasonable realistic cost to use public transportation

	Operating the system
	Getting people out of their cars and onto mass transit. To do so must be more choices.

	Operating the system
	Maintaining existing levels of transit service

	Operating the system
	More efficient transit providing high level of service, not cutting service

	Operating the system
	Improved bus service on weekends and evenings for low-income and seniors

	Operating the system
	Fast and efficient system

	Operating the system
	Public transit to reduce auto travel

	Operating the system
	More Bus rapid transit

	Operating the system
	Affordability. Don't increase cost if you want to reduce auto use.

	Operating the system
	Improve existing public transit systems with more accountability

	Operating the system
	Providing an affordable integrated public transit system

	Operating the system
	Safe, convenient public transit.

	Other
	Motivating people to not use their car for single person trips

	Other
	Phasing into new technologies like personal rapid transit which will fit with 21st century demographics

	Other
	Projects that benefit many instead most of our mega projects that help only the affluent

	Other
	Not doing business as usual

	Other
	Solutions must work 7 days 24 hours. Not just the commute!

	Other
	Accessibility

	Other
	Delivering voter approved projects

	Other
	Making sure projects are on-time and within budget

	Other
	The congestion caused by trucking. Investigate options.

	Other
	Cost-effective use of funding

	Other
	Plans should match funding sources

	Other
	It is not MTC's job to tell the public what is best for them

	Other
	Removing toll booths

	Other
	Accountability. Establish credibility with voters.

	Other
	Equity between suburban and urban communities, especially to ensure that lowest economic groups are not injured by new policies like new gas tax.

	Other
	Education and monetary incentive programs

	Other
	How to get the public to want to use public transportation instead of their own comfortable private autos

	Performance measures
	Regionally: reduce traffic congestion and environmental impacts from cars

	Performance measures
	Reducing the number of average miles per day per person

	Performance measures
	Reducing auto dependency

	Performance measures
	Reducing VMT or at least holding it at current level

	Performance measures
	Less cars and more transit

	Performance measures
	Reducing VMT

	Performance measures
	Reducing auto  orientation and dependence

	Performance measures
	Getting people out of their cars and into transit.

	Performance measures
	Reducing reliance on fossil fuels and on single occupant vehicles

	Planning process
	Using performance measures to determine which projects get MTC funding

	Planning process
	Using the planning process to pick the most efficient transportation methods rather than simply trying to address symptoms of inefficiency (road congestion)

	Planning process
	Reaching agreement on regional goals (look for good examples in other metro areas)

	Planning process
	Reaching consensus on issues through dialogue education

	Planning process
	Regional leadership

	Planning process
	Build regional plan and see how local plans can be adapted.

	Planning process
	Education for key players

	Planning process
	Performance measures

	Planning process
	Performance measures

	Planning process
	Identify key objectives. Do not increase revenues. Unwise

	Planning process
	Education so people understand what their choices could be

	Planning process
	Performance measures

	Planning process
	Regional decision making process to reach conclusions on regional issues

	Planning process
	Educate voters on choices they have and how to make difficult trade-off decisions

	Planning process
	Broader participation in drafting goals, policies and projects

	Planning process
	Setting realistic objectives

	Safety
	Safety, including air quality and traffic deaths

	Smart Growth
	Restoring the sense of community that has been destroyed by auto dependent sprawl

	Smart Growth
	Jobs-Housing disconnect

	Smart Growth
	Leveraging MTC discretionary dollars to ensure better transit access through transportation/land use programs

	Smart Growth
	Transportation for livable communities and HIP program. Carrot and stick.

	Smart Growth
	Transportation and land use link

	Smart Growth
	Saving open space and reducing the pressure on creating sprawl in the Central Valley

	Smart Growth
	Limiting sprawl. In the absence of planning and regulation, we are at the mercy of private developers

	Smart Growth
	Livability

	Smart Growth
	Bringing sustainability and green design to smart growth

	Smart Growth
	Making TOD in urban infill areas financially feasible

	Smart Growth
	Connecting transportation investments with local land use decisions

	Smart Growth
	ABAG cannot demand the quantity of housing units in each city

	Smart Growth
	Changing the form and location or future growth

	Smart Growth
	Optimal land use transportation policy

	Smart Growth
	Stop sprawl

	Smart Growth
	Making the urban core an attractive place for infill development by improving quality of education in public schools and public safety

	Smart Growth
	Growing jobs and housing closer together in urban core to minimize auto travel and reduce travel distances

	Smart Growth
	Land use has a far bigger impact on transportation than vice versa

	Smart Growth
	Housing incentive program and other efforts to improve transportation and housing crisis simultaneously

	Smart Growth
	Need a fundamental change in our land use decisions so that new development will go in the right direction.


VI.
TRANSPORTATION 2030 SUMMIT EVALUATION 


A.  Evaluation Summary

An evaluation survey distributed in the afternoon asked Summit participants to indicate their level of agreement with 10 statements. The statements were measured using an agreement scale of strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree, or no opinion. 

The following findings list the mean score for each of the evaluation statements. Scores are based on a four-point scale, with strongly agree rating four points, agree rating three points, disagree rating two points and strongly disagree rating one point. Those respondents indicating no opinion were not included in the calculation of mean score. 

When the means are calculated, the statements that had the greatest agreement scored above 3.20. Statements with medium-level agreement scored from 3.00 to 3.20. Statements with the lowest level of support scored below 3.00.

Some 215 people responded to the evaluation survey. One survey was placed on each chair in the main meeting room while participants were at the small group sessions. The evaluation forms were collected at the conclusion of the event. Overall, participants expressed satisfaction with the Summit. Six of the 10 statements scored above 3.20, indicating strong agreement. This grouping included the statement “Overall, the Summit was a good kick-off to the Transportation 2030 planning process,” with a 3.41 mean score. The statement scoring the lowest (2.87) was “A quality discussion took place during the small groups.” 

The evaluation statements are repeated below, listed in the order of their mean score.

               Evaluation Survey Results




       Mean Score

	
	Adequate notice was provided.
	3.45

	
	
	

	
	The meeting and related materials were accessible.
	3.42

	
	
	

	
	Overall, the Summit was a good kick-off to the Transportation 2030 planning process.
	3.41

	
	
	

	
	After today’s event, I feel more motivated and interested in participating in the Transportation 2030 planning process.
	3.31

	
	
	

	
	The handouts and displays were educational.
	3.25

	
	
	

	
	The panel discussions were educational and thought-provoking.
	3.23

	
	
	

	
	I gained a better understanding of other people’s perspectives and priorities.
	3.18

	
	
	

	
	The information presented was clear with an appropriate level of detail for this phase.
	3.17

	
	
	

	
	I felt like my comments were heard.
	3.08

	
	
	

	
	A quality discussion took place during the small groups.
	2.87

	
	
	


B.  Evaluation Comments

The evaluation form asked participants to write any comments about the Summit on the back of the form. Those responses were typed and categorized in 12 areas for ease in analysis. They are listed below.

	Category
	Comments

	Accessibility
	Regarding accessibility of meeting and materials: Too many chairs everywhere, in the way of wheelchairs

	Accessibility
	Overhead slides: Presenters needed to read the slides. A person who is visually impaired/low vision couldn't read slides to vote. Also if material is available in an accessible format prior to the meeting, send it out. (A person could indicate on their RSVP form that they would need slides in an accessible format.)

	Accessibility
	Have staff available to escort visually impaired participants to workshops. Hotel staff could be asked to move chairs out of the way for those who use wheelchairs.

	Accessibility
	Breakout rooms: Too many chairs again. Xxxx aisles. Rooms weren't accessible. Once again, in a couple of rows set up fewer number of chairs so a person using a wheelchair could sit at the end of a row.

	Accessibility
	Room setup: Too many chairs at the tables. Need to think about those who use wheelchairs. Note: you can not assign seating at meetings for those who use wheelchairs, but you can have people around to move chairs out of the way when someone wants to sit at the table.

	Accessibility
	Regarding handouts and displays: But not accessible

	Attendance
	Appear that a lack of diversity in participants that were invited.

	Attendance
	We talk about equity, then we should ensure all socio-economic groups are in attendance.

	Attendance
	I really appreciated seeing the diversity of the invitees; i.e., ethnic, income, disability, regional, public vs private, etc. Keep it up!

	Attendance
	These meetings should include people from the real estate and private lending sections.

	Attendance
	This method of getting input is fundamentally flawed. This summit is not close to being representative of the community. It was mostly attended by professionals and individuals with specific agendas, but almost no average citizens. Well-designed focus groups would be a better tool to find out what our communities really expect and may be willing to pay for. Without this your plan will be flawed and will make things worse in the long run through its lack of credibility and connection with the average citizen.

	Bicycles
	Please provide bicycle parking for all events such as this where existing bicycle racks are scarce.

	Bicycles
	Please organize a guarded bike parking area like the one provided at Pac Bell Stadium/Giants games.

	Bicycles
	No bicycle parking; unbelievable for a transit summit.

	Bicycles
	The conference should have given more time and attention to the needs of bicycle riders and walkers. Bicycle storage should have been provided for the participants of this event.

	Bicycles
	No secure bike parking

	Bicycles
	I think you should arrange for bicycle parking. SF Bicycle Coalition contracts for parking service. I had to pay $5 to park my bike in the hotel garage. I'd like to see MTC support bike transportation a little better.

	E-voting
	Initial questions for electronic voting need more attention to avoid ambiguous wording

	E-voting
	Questions for electronic voting - many led to desired results due to design of wording. Some actually addressed two issues, which might be answered differently if separated. 

	E-voting
	Automatic voting on screen was very effective.

	E-voting
	Regarding information presented: The questions posed to the audience were sometimes ambiguous.

	E-voting
	Regarding information presented: PowerPoint questions poorly drawn, needed to be more challenging and less general with obvious answers

	E-voting
	Some of the questions appeared to be worded in slightly biased ways. Might want to have people/committees review them (but just a minor issue).

	E-voting
	Regarding information presented: Some of the electronic response questions were not clear.

	E-voting
	Voting process was too contrived.

	E-voting
	Regarding information presented: Many of the questions voted on by electronic machines were worded inappropriately. They were often too severe in their phrasing. The answers were mostly predicable. There could also have been an abstain vote, which would have provided interesting information (i.e., force people to live in dense housing).

	E-voting
	Many of the questions for the voting were worded poorly. Maybe have a choice of five. Poor questions, please rewrite.

	E-voting
	The questions for e-voting seemed to be leading and some questions could have been reworded.

	E-voting
	Great job on presenting questions and working out the details of the touch-pad voting. The automatic display of the response in bar chart form was innovative and very effective, except that the font used for the percentages was too small.

	E-voting
	The questions that MTC cooked up to ask us seemed very contrived to illicit certain responses and not designed to find out the audience's opinion on real transportation issues. The question regarding "forcing people to live in high-density developments" was particularly... well, dense. Many of us believe that people do want to live in walkable, mixed-use, mixed-income, and vibrant communities; however, very few of us would advocate "forcing" anyone to live there.

	E-voting
	The big-group multiple choice questions -- many of the questions were hard to interpret, or were to "either-or" or vague. This is why I think there was so much discrepancy in the answers. Wording is important and I hope you don't place too much stock in the multiple choice questions/answers.

	E-voting
	The one question that really bothered me was the question that used the word "force". ("should the government force people into high-density…") I think people were reacting to the word "force". We live in a free country! Nobody wants to think of themselves as forcing someone to make choices; also, its true that one size doesn't fit all. But I do think, and I think many others do too, that encouraging, incentivity, etc. increased density/transit-oriented communities will be of great benefit to many many people.

	E-voting
	Regarding information presented: Electronic voting had some leading questions and some that forced yes/no type answers for questions that are far too complicated. For instance, asking if people should be forced to live in dense urban housing was not a fair or educational thought-provoking question. The issue has to do with providing choices of different housing types and recognizing that TOD can offer a car-free or less-car-dependent lifestyle and improve the efficiency of the transportation system, particularly transit. Its appropriate for some people in some places, but clearly not everywhere. The region should focus its discretionary $ on TOD and regional (eg cross country) issues that tend to get overlooked at the local level.

	General
	There are so many needs to be met, I don't know if there would ever be a consensus as to transportation and parallel needs (housing, type of transportation, etc). Frankly, I get depressed after attending one of these transportation "get-togethers" (SMART, GG Bridge District, BPAC, SCTA, etc). It seems that these various agencies are always trying to reinvent the wheel; public hearings are held, but to what effect? I certainly don't have an answer. To me, it seems the issues just keep going around and around. In Santa Rosa, developers keep building but no one does anything about the transportation situation except sit around and discuss it to death. Yes, we have a new HOV lane from South Santa Rosa to Rohnert Park, but nothing further north. The traffic just keeps getting worse, and the building continues -- more apartments, condos, houses and shopping centers. I am so frustrated!! What IS the answer???

	General
	Regarding handouts and displays: No pro-highway or pro-roads; one-sided

	General
	Need to set time limits to stop speeches

	General
	Please have and generate more balance, more pro highway supporters. Outreach. There is a whole side largely unrepresented. Consider financial analysis in concepts.

	General
	Ask the wrong questions, get the wrong answers

	General
	Very well produced, excellent process for flawed content

	General
	Regarding appropriate level of detail of information presented: Transparent, but the wrong issues

	General
	Regarding handouts and displays: It helps to understand MTC's mindset

	General
	I'm too far ahead of popular culture

	General
	Question regarding motivation after attending summit: Already motivated; not an event problem

	General
	Meeting not as crisp as I would like to see it

	General
	Cool start, but I work from it with some specific goals/objectives

	General
	Not clear on what the real take-away was supposed to be

	General
	Closing, good effort

	General
	A very stimulating summit. I'm very glad I attended. Good work!

	General
	This was very well done! The methodology, feedback, Steve's summary of the morning's speakers was great and very helpful.

	General
	In a time when transit agencies are slashing service and increasing transit fares, the extravagance of this event is dismaying. Public outreach is important, but this isn't the way to do it. Devote more resources to educating and involving under-represented communities and less to providing glossy handouts and free food to a relatively affluent audience.

	General
	Very well planned; the lunch was perfect.

	General
	I'm not a transportation/planning professional, so I would have appreciated some pre-conference info (e.g., 2001 plan, demographics, etc)

	General
	Would have preferred to have some of the hand-out materials in advance of the summit.

	General
	Varying the speaker format kept people's attention.

	General
	Add more participant activities as in a real "workshop".

	General
	Consider giving bus passes and BART passes to welfare-to-work participants.

	General
	Comments: I didn't have a chance to make any

	General
	Question regarding motivation after summit: As the oldest commissioner, I agree, but my activity is confined to Sonoma County.

	General
	Overall excellent

	General
	Please make a directory of participants available to all attendees (excellent way to foster future interactions)

	General
	My comments were not well-recorded. Have two scribes working in each group, plus the facilitator, so everything gets written down.

	General
	How much was spent on this event?

	General
	The issues discussed here were very general; comparing some of the goals looked at from the 2001 RTP and votes/responses deemed pretty obvious to what was expected. Now are these comments really going to be incorporated into the 2030 Plan? How many ideas will be used?

	General
	How much did the summit cost MTC? It seems to be very expensive. Things could have been done much cheaper to the same effect. Or did the MTC get most of this donated by corporations? If not, why not?

	General
	More events like these!

	General
	Regarding handouts and displays: I would prefer more concise handouts; too much paper proliferation.

	General
	Too little opportunity for comments

	General
	Very expensive program. Should have been a fee to defray costs.

	General
	Very organized and well-planned.

	General
	How much did the event today cost MTC?

	General
	I'm from Sacramento but will keep an eye on your process.

	General
	Overall, very good job. Excellent program. High quality speeches. Great use of high tech/AV.

	General
	Thanks for not using disposable cups, plates, creamers, etc. Maybe next time print on recycled-content paper. (100% post-consumer if possible)

	General
	Input/options from audience important - hope to see this in the future.

	General
	Question regarding motivation after summit: I was already highly motivated.

	General
	Dazzling display of technology, and it worked! Kudos!

	General
	Regarding appropriate level of detail of information presented: But so broad in scope it’s a little hard to get a grasp on the whole

	General
	I hope that the Palace Hotel gave a significant discount for meeting space and meals; otherwise, I believe the cost of the event might be "too much" and perhaps our transportation dollars not used to the best extent possible. Overall, the site (including food, service, meeting space) was excellent. 

	General
	This conference scratched the surface. It was a good, through-provoking event.

	General
	Steve Heminger was excellent. Its good to know we have a bright executive (who listens) at the head of the MTC.

	General
	No room for comments. You should have an option of somewhat agree or fair. Need more options to be able to communicate to you my real feelings.

	General
	I think it is important also to provide feedback on the comments/questions of the attendees. This conference can be used to educate the public. I heard a lot of misconceptions/misinformation from attendees as well as solid points and constructive criticism.

	General
	What a great way to market a public meeting: make it a desirable process to be involved in.

	General
	Good kick-off, will need to be followed with substance. 

	General
	Next time, set aside more time for audience questions.

	General
	The lunch should be charged for at least.

	General
	In Marin County, a survey was released by Steve Kinsey's office that asked, "Would you vote for a sales tax for a rail from Cloverdale to central San Rafael?" The problem with this is that this is not what the rail would do, but based on the results of this bad survey, Marin supervisers decided not to support a tax measure for rail. The questions we were asked to vote on today were badly worded and hard to understand, and quite leading. They were of the "are you still beating your wife?" nature. Mr. Kinsey seems to have found the power of asking the wrong questions in surveys and then using those responses to guide public policy. So: 1) Have professional market researchers write ANY survey questions for MTC; 2) Collecting opinions is fine, but policy should be based on clear vision of the greatest good for the greatest number; 3) Don’t take the results of these votes too seriously. 

	General
	P.S. LOVE the technology!

	General
	My greatest fear, and frankly, I think its largely true, is that this summit is largely meaningless. Decisions made by the MTC are the result of discussions and decisions made at the local level. So, no matter how well-intentioned the MTC may be, we here at the Palace Hotel will have little if any bearing on future transportation decisions in the Bay Area.

	General
	This meeting (summit) was fabulous!

	Jargon
	Many participants (panel) spoke in Transportationese. Break down the language!

	Jargon
	Regarding appropriate level of detail of information presented: A bit too much jargon, i.e. "project performance" -- huh?

	Jargon
	Add ISTEA in Gobbledygook as separate item.

	Jargon
	What the hell is Ice Tea?

	Jargon
	For future conferences, Gobbledygook aside, please try to speak in English to those of us who came but don't work for government/planning agencies. Speaking and writing in acronyms is a major roadblock to effective communication and understanding. Some of us are well-intended lay people.

	Music
	Keep any more music to a lower level.

	Music
	The music was much too loud and discouraged table conversation (before program started and during lunch). 

	Music
	Good tunes! Be sure to tell the appropriate people/person; love them transport-tunes.

	Next steps
	Would be good to hear some results/reports back from the break-out groups.

	Next steps
	More outreach to the different communities who use the different modes of transportation

	Next steps
	I think this conference needed to be longer. I heard many people with good ideas which did not have opportunity for full discussion. I think there needs to be further follow-up discussion with groups of  participants from across the region.

	Next steps
	I felt we just touched the surface of the issues, so I'd like an opportunity to continue the discussion, to go deeper with some of those who spoke today. A continuing roundtable with fellow policy "wonks" among elected officials.

	Next steps
	If there are multiple workshops in the future, it would be helpful to go to them in multiple blocks so weren't not limited to one topic.

	Next steps
	Federal panel informative. Would like MTC update on how TEA's reach is affecting the Bay Area.

	Next steps
	I would like to see more events like this, as well as more public involvement. Once every two months will generate and create more information and "real" input and feelings from the real public at large and their needs and concerns.

	Next steps
	Example of a very good system: country of Denmark. We should invite them to come here and speak to us, give us written and verbal input to help us with our needs at present and in the future.

	Next steps
	More events to follow upon this first event. Suggestion: every two months to general more feedback and creativeness in transportation needs. Motivation from general public needs in regional transportation.

	Next steps
	Please have some future meetings in the Silicon Valley where some of the transportation/land use issues are different from those of San Francisco, Oakland and Berkeley (which dominated this workshop). Thanks!

	Next steps
	There is need for focused community outreach to the African immigrant community as well as the African American communities. I work with a number of community-based organizations that could benefit from outreach and participation. Put me on your mailing list and I could help with the outreach and participation efforts.

	Next steps
	What wasn't explored was the relationship between CMAs and MTC. This omission is serious and should be rectified at future workshops. However, I must state that MTC missed an important opportunity to educate attendees about how important the decisions made at the local level are to the process.

	Panels
	Anne Canby was political, irrelevant to MTC programs. Mr Squires was the most informative.

	Panels
	Regarding panel discussions: Too far behind the times; use of useless concepts in most questions

	Panels
	Regarding panel discussions: Poole, Wachs, etal on pricing were excellent; real solutions

	Panels
	Norton did not contribute anything substantial to the discussion.

	Panels
	I particularly enjoyed Martin Wachs opening statement and assessment and comments. Please continue his participation.

	Panels
	Speakers are noted leaders in the field.

	Panels
	Martin Wachs too wordy and cut time for other panelists. If he was to be the moderator, too much opinion before rather than after the others had a chance to speak.

	Panels
	Regarding panel discussions: Morning, yes.

	Panels
	Shorter personal speeches, maybe 5 minutes instead of 7 minutes.

	Panels
	Not enough interaction among panelists in the morning session. In the afternoon panel, Poole and Squires were excellent.

	Panels
	Martin Wachs and the last panel discussion should have preceded the SF regional panel. It is important to look forward in planning for 2030 -- not backwards to the last RTP. We should be willing to open our minds to successful projects in other countries. Truly our neighbors are international.

	Panels
	Regarding panel discussions: Especially the pm session

	Panels
	The lunch was good but the panel was terrible. You really missed. Why put Robert Poole on the program? What a waste of opportunity!

	Panels
	Regarding panel discussions: The panel after lunch was awful!

	Panels
	Anne Canby needs to give definition of what Ice Tea stands for, what it "means".

	Panels
	The afternoon panel was less relevant for me.

	Panels
	Marty Wachs and his panel MADE the conference! Great ideas, great insights.

	Panels
	I like speaker Martin Wachs - he was forthright, spoke in plain terms and was both funny and to-the-point, unlike most of the speakers.

	Panels
	Regarding panel discussions: Gold star here

	Panels
	More insight by speakers was great

	Re: location
	The setting was top notch, the food excellent, I liked the e-voting.

	Re: location
	Excellent, well-served lunch.

	Re: location
	Excellent venue, impressive service.

	Re: location
	Good luncheon.

	Re: location
	Food was good and service was adequate.

	Re: location
	Excellent setting, excellent service, good food. Thank you!

	Re: location
	Venue is beautiful and transit accessible.

	Registration/ Event notice
	Regarding notice about summit: Us transportation wonks were well notified; our friends were not.

	Registration/ Event notice
	Just ran across the announcement inadvertently even though I am on several mailing lists.

	Registration/ Event notice
	I and many others had a problem with registration. A number of us registered early and were not on the roster, having to wait outside.

	Registration/ Event notice
	Didn't receive second notice with info to register.

	Registration/ Event notice
	Regarding notice about summit: Not sure; not sure who didn't know about it.

	Registration/ Event notice
	Only problem: I got notice (plenty, actually, 2 or 3 mailers) before you were set up to provide information and accept registrations. I had to call and leave a message and get a call back a week later (no live contact or online registration available).

	Registration/ Event notice
	Regarding notice about summit: Not sure, I was told because of being in a planning department. What about the general public?

	Small groups
	Good break-out groups, at least mine was: prior commitments/changing  priorities.

	Small groups
	Regarding small group discussions: Considering the general ignorance on the economics, many comments were good

	Small groups
	Small groups needed tighter control. 

	Small groups
	Regarding small group discussions: Groups too large

	Small groups
	Our small group was largely unfocused; mostly just an open-mike session.

	Small groups
	Regarding small group discussions: Each person had their own comments, no discussion

	Small groups
	Regarding small group discussions: 50 people in a room, each with a point to make, did not make for a good discussion opportunity

	Small groups
	The moderator in the Telegraph Hill room didn't keep us on schedule -- too much time on question 1, which, as an institutional issue, is less interesting to citizens.

	Small groups
	Regarding small group discussions: No discussion - only statements

	Small groups
	Regarding small group discussions: Good "comments" but not a "discussion".

	Small groups
	The group discussions could have been better facilitated to develop and clarify the public's comments.

	Small groups
	Regarding small group discussions: Impossible to have a quality discussion in one hour with 70-80 people in a room. But the concept worked. Think you got good input. 

	Small groups
	Marina room was not productive. Participants could not relate to large goal setting.

	Small groups
	Regarding small group discussions: Goal discussion in Marina Room was not very helpful.

	Small groups
	Regarding small group discussions: We were fortunate enough to be in a smaller group.

	Small groups
	I was in the Twin Peaks N. room and found it to be lacking in appropriate control. I felt the administration of the room could be improved. It is probably more difficult than it appears, but a time limit may have helped during the comments.

	Small groups
	Regarding small group discussions: Very good.

	Small groups
	I hope the written comments will be given good attention given the number of people who didn't get a chance to speak in our breakout group.

	Small groups
	Regarding small group discussions: Excellent, lots of thought-provoking ideas and comments.

	Small groups
	Small group sessions (Marina Room, policy) was disappointing. Too little time for facilitator to clarify comments, let alone digest them. This session should have been 1.5 hours with a well-informed facilitator questioning commenters on their "same-old same-old" comments.

	Small groups
	I especially liked the group discussion and wish there had been more time for this. I learned more from my peers -  hearing what they feel is important than hearing form some of the "experts".

	Small groups
	Our small group discussion was really worthless. No real direction, so each person just made his/her own speech.

	Small groups
	Regarding small group discussions: Two gold stars here

	Small groups
	Regarding small group discussions: It wasn't a discussion. Just people making comments.

	Small groups
	The facilitator was not that good. The questions should have been written on charts to keep audience's comments on-point.


VII.  APPENDICES

A.  Transportation 2030: Getting From Here to There

      Summit Agenda

8 am – 9 am
Registration and Continental Breakfast

9 am
Summit Opening ~ Grand Ballroom
Steve Kinsey, Chair, Metropolitan Transportation Commission

9:15 am
Finding the Right Balance

A panel of prominent local business, environmental, social justice and government leaders will set the stage for a thought-provoking discussion. 

· Moderator:   Steve Kinsey, MTC Chair
· Marci Coglianese, Mayor, City of Rio Vista

· Stuart Cohen, Executive Director, 
Transportation and Land Use Coalition
· Lynette Lee, Executive Director, 
East Bay Asian Local Development Corporation

· William Norton, CEO/Air Pollution Control Officer, 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District

· Laura Stuchinsky, Housing and Transportation Director, Silicon Valley Manufacturing Group

· Ethan Venaklasen, Transportation Policy Director, 
California Alliance for Jobs

10:30 am
Getting From Here to There: An Overview


Steve Heminger, Executive Director, 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission

11 am
Meeting the Challenges: Group Discussions 

· Summit participants will break into groups to continue the dialogue on issues raised in the morning sessions.

· Participants also will have the opportunity to identify other issues to be addressed in the Transportation 2030 Plan.

12 noon  
Lunch (Grand Ballroom)

12:30 pm 
Considering the National Perspective 

A select group of transportation policy experts will offer their perspectives on how events at the national level present challenges and opportunities for the Bay Area in developing a long-term transportation plan.

· Moderator: Martin Wachs, Director, 
UC Berkeley’s Institute of Transportation Studies

· Anne P. Canby, President, 
Surface Transportation Policy Project (STPP)

· Robert Poole, Jr., Director, Transportation Studies and Founder, Reason Foundation

· Jeffrey F. Squires, Senior Policy Advisor, 
U.S. Senate Environment and Public Works Committee

1:50 pm
Where Do We Go From Here? ~ Wrap-up and Next Steps 



Steve Kinsey, MTC Chair

2 pm

Adjourn

B.  Participant Electronic Voting Results

Participants had the opportunity to weigh in and register their perspectives via an electronic keypad voting system. Their responses to a series of related questions are tallied by percentages and listed below: 

Voting Results on Demographic Questions

1. What county do you live in?

a) Alameda County

(29%)
b) Contra Costa County
(13%)
c) Marin County

(  7%)
d) Napa County

(  2%)
e) San Francisco County
(21%)
f) 
San Mateo County

(  8%)
g) Santa Clara County

(  8%)
h) Solano County

(  3%)
i) 
Sonoma County

(  5%)
j) 
Other


(  5%)
2. Who are you (today)?

a) Businessperson



(  9%)
b) Concerned individual


(29%)
c) Elected official



(10%)
d) Environmental group member or staff
(  5%)
e) Community group member or staff

(14%)
f) 
Government agency staff


(27%)
g) Other




(  6%)
3. How did you get here today?

a) Bus

(15%)
b) Train

(45%)
c) Walk

(  5%)
d) Bike

(  3%)
e) Car

(20%)
f) 
Carpool
(  9%)
g) Ferry

(  0%)
h) Other
(  3%)
Voting Results on New Investments and Prior Commitments

4. Should the balance of existing commitments (90%) and new investments (10%) remain unchanged for the 2030 plan or would you propose the proportions be modified? 

a)
Unchanged

(25%)

b) 
Modified 

(75%)

5. Do you agree or disagree:  Years of planning and expense have gone into “nearly-constructed” projects. We should not drop any of them now.

a)
Strongly disagree 

(19%)
b)
Somewhat disagree 

(24%)
c)
Somewhat agree 

(32%)
d)
Strongly agree 

(25%)
6. Do you agree or disagree:  Instead of dropping prior commitments, we should find new money for new projects and programs.


a)
Strongly disagree 

(10%)
b)
Somewhat disagree 

(13%)
c)
Somewhat agree 

(33%)
d)
Strongly agree 

(44%)
7.
Do you agree or disagree:  We should use performance criteria to judge every transit and roadway project, not just new ones. Poor-performing projects should be dropped even if they are “committed.”


a)
Strongly disagree 

 (7%)
b)
Somewhat disagree 

(13%)
c)
Somewhat agree 

(40%)
d)
Strongly agree 

(44%)
8.
Do you agree or disagree: Our traffic and transit problems are getting worse for all communities, and old approaches don’t seem to be working. Therefore, we must critically re-examine all of our policies, programs and projects.

a)
Strongly disagree 

  (3%)
b)
Somewhat disagree 

  (8%)
c)
Somewhat agree 

(24%)
d)
Strongly agree 

(65%)
9. Do you agree or disagree: We should provide more money for programs and projects by reducing our current investments for operations and maintenance of transit and roadways.


a)
Strongly disagree 

(48%)
b)
Somewhat disagree 

(28%)
c)
Somewhat agree 

(16%)
d) 
Strongly agree 

  (9%)
Participant Electronic-Voting on Goals, Policies and Projects

10.
Should the goals in the 2001 RTP remain basically unchanged or would you propose they be modified for the 2030 plan? 


a) 
Unchanged 


(16%)

b)
 Modified 


(84%)

11.
Do you agree or disagree:  We need tough standards in the 2030 plan that are much more specific and measurable like increased transit ridership, vehicle miles traveled per capita, etc. 


a)
Strongly disagree 

  (8%)
b)
Somewhat disagree 

(12%)
c)
Somewhat agree 

(37%)
d)
Strongly agree 

(43%)
12.
Do you agree or disagree:  Goals won’t improve my commute. The 2030 plan should focus on projects and programs.


a) Strongly disagree 

(25%)
b) Somewhat disagree 

(22%)
c) Somewhat agree 

(32%)
d) Strongly agree 

(22%)
13.
Do you agree or disagree:  We need strong regional goals in the 2030 plan that will clearly guide the design of local and regional projects. 


a) Strongly disagree 

  (6%)
b) Somewhat disagree 

  (6%)
c) Somewhat agree 

(27%)
d) Strongly agree 

(61%)
14.
Do you agree or disagree:  The 2001 goals are basically good. Let’s just work to fine-tune them.

a) Strongly disagree 

(20%)
b) Somewhat disagree 

(26%)
c) Somewhat agree 

(36%)
d) Strongly agree 

(18%)
Participant Electronic-Voting on Transportation and Land Use

15.
Should the approach to land use and transportation remain basically unchanged in the 2030 plan or would you propose it be substantially modified? 


a)
Unchanged 

(21%)
b)
Modified 

(79%)

16.
Do you agree or disagree:  Local governments should continue to control local land use, not regional agencies.


a)
Strongly disagree 

(16%)

b)
Somewhat disagree 

(23%)

c)
Somewhat agree 

(30%)
d)
Strongly agree 

(32%)
17.
Do you agree or disagree:  MTC should use incentives and rewards to push local communities to build transit-friendly developments.


a)
Strongly disagree 

 (5%)

b)
Somewhat disagree 
 
(2%)

c)
Somewhat agree 

(21%)
d)
Strongly agree 

(32%)
18.
Do you agree or disagree:  The transportation system will never work unless we link it with land use decisions. 


a)
Strongly disagree 

 (4%)

b)
Somewhat disagree 
 
(4%)

c)
Somewhat agree 

(22%)
d)
Strongly agree 

(69%)
19.
Do you agree or disagree:  Many people don’t want to live in smaller housing units in dense urban centers, so government should not try to force them.

a)
Strongly disagree 

(12%) 

b)
Somewhat disagree 

(20%)

c)
Somewhat agree 

(30%)
d)
Strongly agree 

(37%)
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