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TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING BOARD

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE MINUTES
for

Meeting of March 7, 2003

1. Welcome and Approval of Minutes from February 7, 2003 TPB Technical Committee Meeting

Minutes were approved as written.

2.  Report on the Financial Analysis for 2003 Update of the Constrained Long-Range Plan (CLRP)

Mr. Reno, Cambridge Systematics, Inc., distributed a progress report on the financial analysis based upon the March 3 meeting of the financial analysis working group.   He reviewed the report which described the anticipated schedule and products, and the key federal funding assumptions for the analysis.  He said that while good progress has been made in developing the projections,  the summaries would not be completed in time for presentation to the TPB on March 19.  He said that the next meeting of the working group is March 31, and it is planned that summary information will be presented to the Technical Committee and TPB in April.   Chair Byala commented that she would report on the status of the analysis in her report the TPB on March 19. 

Mr. Kirby asked about showing the expected timing of expenditures in relation to the expected flow of revenues.  Mr. Reno replied that the working group agreed to present only 30 year totals in constant dollars as was done in previous analyses.  WMATA has presented year-by-year projections for its revenues and expenditures, and these needs are being addressed in other forums.  

Mr. Reno said that the working group had agreed that the federal funding assumption for the transit discretionary funds for the region would be $120 million per year, which was about 20 percent more than in the current financial plan.  Mr. Kirby commented that some projects in the current CLRP could be delayed or removed based upon the financial analysis.   Mr. Miller noted that under item 7, the implementing agencies will be reporting on the status of their project submissions. Mr. Reno said that the working group will meet on March 31 to develop draft final projections of revenues and expenditures.  These draft numbers will be presented to the Technical Committee on April 4 and to the TPB on April 16.

3.  Update on Mobile 6 Model Results

Mr. Clifford began the item by highlighting the mailout material, which consisted of summary tables of VOC and NOx emissions for various conditions through time and a 2/13/3 memo from Ms. Posey to the Technical Committee on wintertime carbon monoxide (CO) emissions. In discussing the VOC and NOx summary tables he pointed out the emissions results for ‘rate of progress’ (ROP) calculations and for attainment planning. In referring to the memo on CO 

emissions, he noted that the material was the same as that presented at the February meeting - the only difference being that auto access emissions were now calculated and included in the 

analysis. The summary results still indicated that, while CO emissions increased by over 300 tons per day, emissions were still below the budget by over 500 tons per day.

Mr. Clifford then distributed material from the 3/5/03 meeting of the Mobile6 Task Force. The material included the meeting agenda and a 3/4/03 memo from EPA which endorsed the VMT mix methodology which had been developed and applied in estimating mobile source emissions with the Mobile6 model. He reported that, with the successful conclusion of developing inputs to and executing the Mobile6 model and preparing the resulting mobile source emissions inventories, the Task Force had concluded its work and term of performance. Staff would work with the co-chairs to prepare a summary final report for the TPB and MWAQC committees.

The Committee then discussed the topics, including the following questions / comments: what were the ROP vs. the attainment inventories? (ROP calculations involved all columns in the summary tables except for uncontrolled 2005 conditions; the attainment plan ultimately would represent the difference between 2005 controlled vs. uncontrolled conditions); was there a mobile budget? (not yet; the first steps would involve total point, area, nonroad and mobile sources in comparison to attainment and to ROP targets, then the budget would be developed by MWAQC); were there mobile targets yet? (no, not until the total emissions picture was determined); why were 2002 controlled strategy NOx numbers greater than 2002 adjusted numbers? (it is just a coincidence, since each inventory represents a different scenario: the adjusted numbers represented a 1990 base, i.e., vehicle trips (VT) and VMT, with 2002 emissions factors reflecting the impacts of removing pre-1990 federal motor vehicle control program (FMVCP) and reid vapor pressure (RVP) programs, whereas the 2002 controlled case referred to 2002 VT and VMT assuming all emissions controls are in place; in this instance the 12 years of growth in travel and emissions in conjunction with the reduction impacts of the 

FMVCP and RVP programs created the circumstance, and indicates that fleet turnover accounts for a significant component of the emissions reductions through time); what conclusions can we draw from these numbers? (none at present as the mobile numbers need to be added to the other emissions sources before ROP and attainment analyses can proceed - which is the next agenda item).

4. Briefing on Air Quality Rate of Progress and Attainment Results

Ms. Rohlfs spoke to the general elements involved with ROP and attainment planning indicating that it was too early to tell yet whether the ROP tests would be met. It appeared that the 2005 emissions levels were within the targets, but there might be a year 2002 VOC problem. She reported that DEP staff were analyzing control measures in the likelihood emissions reduction measures would be required, and draft materials were available for review on the COG web site. Questions from the group included: if the 2005 requirements were met, why bother with 2002? (if we failed to meet the 2002 requirements, the law requires contingency measures to be implemented as soon as possible towards meeting the reductions); given the complexities of the issue, the Committee felt that written materials were needed for presentation to the TPB at its March meeting (after discussion, Ms. Rohlfs indicated that in her presentation she would utilize a draft writeup on the topic which was being prepared for a layman target audience); other discussion focused on TERM analysis, which is also in progress, with a draft updated analysis using Mobile6 anticipated later in March.

5. Update on TERMS for the 2003 CLRP and FY2004-2009 

Mr.  Sivasailam spoke to the handout distributed at the meeting.  Interpolated emissions rate for 2015 and 2025 were available for use in analyzing the TERMs.  The revisions to the emissions estimation of implemented TERMs and potential TERMs were discussed.  Ms. Posey discussed the survey of heavy-duty vehicles undertaken at the request of the TPB of state and local government fleets and the expected completion date of the survey.  Mr. Sivasailam pointed out some examples of TERMs which could reduce VOC since the region might have to reduce VOC as opposed to NOx as indicated by the draft results from the Rate of Progress (ROP) calculation.  The Chair asked members to submit potential TERMs not already on the list to staff so they could be analyzed. 

6.   Update on Mobile Source Emissions Requirements for the State Implementation Plan

      (SIP), CLRP and TIP Process

Mr. Kirby discussed the mailout material, a February 13, 2003 memo from him to the TPB on SIP requirements. The memo covered Round 6.2 versus 6.3 Cooperative Forecasts, Transportation Control Measures from earlier SIPs, and Transportation Emissions Reduction Measures. Questions from the Committee included: how to deal with the increased emissions associated with Round 6.3 and would the work schedule for the SIP be affected? (a parallel process to assess the impacts was proposed, which would identify any emissions increases and would not affect the schedule); were there any TCMs in the SIP which have been overlooked? (not likely, but it is hard to find out what is in the SIP since revisions change through time, but staff is researching).

7. Report on Status of Project Submissions for the 2003 CLRP and FY 2004-2009 TIP

Chair Byala indicated that she would ask a Committee member from each implementing agency to report on the status of their project submissions.  She then distributed a handout on the WMATA project inputs to the 2003 CLRP, and referred to page 14 which listed the projects.  She said that there were no new projects being submitted and noted that the states or local governments would be submitting some of them.   Ms. Hasan said that MDOT was refining the cost estimates for several projects and comparing them with expected revenues.   She said that the Purple Line was under discussion.  She indicated that the project inputs would be submitted on schedule.  
Mr. Srikanth reported that VDOT was working with the local jurisdictions on the project information and is updating some project cost data.  He noted that the project information will be consistent with the current 2003 program, but may change based upon the hearings on the 2004 program.   Mr. Bah said that DDOT was working on the project information.

Ms. Posey reminded Committee members that DTP staff needed the updated bus route and station information for the network coding of the Dulles Rail project as soon as possible.
8.   Review of FY2004 Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) 

Mr. Miller said that there were no changes to the draft FY 2004 UPWP which was in mailed to the Committee in February and released for public comment at the February 19 TPB meeting.   

He distributed copies of the revised technical assistance programs for Virginia and WMATA which include the specific work activities.  He said that these and the revised District of 

Columbia and Maryland programs would be incorporated into the final version to be presented to the TPB for adoption on March 19.  Chair Byala explained that there were two projects in the WMATA program: “Fare Structure and Fare Policy Study and Regional Transportation Financing Plan.”  She said that these projects had been reviewed at WMATA.

Ms. Lynott asked several questions about details of the HOV facilities monitoring project in the Virginia Technical Assistance Program.  She received replies.  Mr. Verzosa asked for clarification about the time period for the “off-peak” counts.  Mr. Hogan clarified that it was the minor flow direction counts during the peak period, not off period counts. 

Mr. Miller said that a final version of the document will be presented for TPB approval at the March 19 meeting.
9. Review of Draft FY2004 Commuter Connections Work Program (CCWP)

Mr. Ramfos told the Committee that the draft FY04 Commuter Connections Work Program (CCWP) was released for public comment by the TPB at their February 19th meeting.  He also stated that the Commuter Connections Subcommittee endorsed the FY04 CCWP at their February meeting.

He also added that staff was able to make a detailed presentation to the TPB regarding the FY04 draft CCWP and in particular the Guaranteed Ride Home (GRH) program. Mr. Ramfos distributed two handouts, one was a Fact Sheet on the GRH program that staff had distributed to the TPB and the other was a recent Washington Post news article on the Guaranteed Ride Home program.  Mr. Ramfos also stated that several testimonials and news articles praising the GRH program were distributed to the TPB members at the February 19th meeting.

Mr. Ramfos stated that a TPB member voiced concerns regarding long GRH trips being given to commuters outside of the MSA and outside of the three states.  After careful analysis, staff has determined that the extent of those trips given were on a small scale during FY02, which was the most recent year the data was available.  The trips taken from commuters living outside of the District of Columbia, Virginia, and Maryland accounted for less than one percent of the total GRH trips given in FY02 (15 total trips) at a total cost of about $1,100 or $73 per trip.  He also stated that approximately 21% of the total GRH trips (558 total) given in FY02 were to registrants living outside of the MSA.  The total cost of these trips was $40,773 or $73 per trip.

Mr. Kirby said that many of the GRH program users who live outside of the MSA or even in out-state areas oftentimes are taken to their origin point such as a park and ride lot or commuter lot rather than to their home, thus saving COG additional program dollars.  One way to contain costs may be to cap the dollar amount of the rides.

Mr. Smith said that capping the cost would not be effective and could discourage use of alternative modes from the fringes of the MSA.  Mr. Kirby responded that perhaps a dollar cap could be placed on the program regionwide.  Mr. Ramfos stated that this region was the first in the country to offer such a large GRH program in terms of geographic boundaries and that other parts of the country where GRH programs exist do have either mileage or dollar caps, however, those GRH programs are serving much smaller geographical areas.

Mr. Srikanth suggested that  Committee members should approach their TPB Board member to learn of any additional concerns with the GRH program in order that staff can address those 

concerns.  The region is counting on this program to eliminate at least .25 tons of daily emissions for air quality conformity purposes.  Mr. Kirby said that we should not lose sight of the fact that GRH is similar to an insurance policy and the cost of the trips is very minimal.

Mr. Ramfos stated that Board members were also interested in other matters concerning the FY04 CCWP.  Board members asked for a copy of the GRH Applicant Survey Report as well as a breakdown for each TERMs effectiveness in transportation and emission impacts.  Mr. Ramfos stated that this information would be made available to the TPB in March.

The Committee approved the draft FY04 CCWP for final presentation to the TPB on March 19th.

10. Update on Regional Mobility and Accessibility Study

Mr. Kirby discussed the mailout material, a February 13, 2003 memo from him to the TPB on

SIP requirements. The memo covered: Round 6.2 versus 6.3 Cooperative Forecasts;

Transportation Control Measures from earlier SIPs; and Transportation Emissions Reduction 

Measures. Questions from the committee included: how to deal with the increases emissions 

associated with Round 6.3 and would the work schedule for the SIP be affected? (a parallel 

process to assess the impacts was proposed, which would identify any emissions increases 

would not affect the schedule); were there any TCMs in the SIP which have been overlooked? 

(not likely, but it is hard to find out what is in the SIP since revisions change through time, but 

staff is researching).

11. Review of the Revised 2002 COG/TPB Vanpool Driver Survey TPB Presentation 
Deferred to the April Meeting

12. Briefing on Census Journey to Work Data

Mr. Griffiths distributed a handout that summarized some initial findings from 2000 Census Journey to Work data that had recently been released. He noted that the greatest growth in new workers between 1990 and 2000 was seen at job sites located in the inner and outer suburbs. He added that the core jurisdictions of DC, Arlington and Alexandria had collectively lost more than 60,000 workers in this same time period. He stated that this decrease in the number of workers at employment sites in the core area jurisdictions appeared to be related to the downsizing of the federal government in the 1990s. He also stated that this shift in regional employment between 

1990 and 2000 explained much of the earlier reported changes in regional SOV, carpool and transit commuting.

13. Other Business

Mr. Miller announced to the Committee that the new COG web page was on-line and explained that starting in April all the Technical Committee mail out items would be available to download from the Transportation portion of the site.  He also said that members could be notified by e-mail when the items are posted and asked for any suggestions.

14. Adjourn
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