Unified Work Program Committee
Minutes for the August 29, 2001 meeting
The following persons were in attendance:

Members/Alternates: Joe Moriarty, RTA; Ernestine Flient, CTA; Jack Groner, Metra; Dave Seglin, Chicago DOT; John Paige, NIPC; Mike Einhorn, Council of Mayors; Carl Mikyska, IDOT; Dusty Powell, Counties; Richard Brazda, Pace; Peter Elliott, secretary, CATS

Staff/Observers: Mike Erickson, Metra; Beth McCluskey, North Central Council of Mayors; Mark Pitstick, Joe Voccia, RTA; Chuck Kadlee, IDOT-DPT; Dean Englund, Linda Bolte, Tom Palzer, Joy Schaad, Don Kopec, Mark Thomas, Mike Walczak, CATS

Minutes
The minutes of the meeting of August 29, 2001 were approved on a motion by Mr. Seglin, seconded by Mr. Groner.

Budget Revisions
CATS budget revisions were approved on a motion by Mr. Paige, seconded by Mr. Moriarty. CTA's budget revisions were approved on a motion by Mr. Groner, seconded by Mr. Seglin.

UWP Process
Mr. Pitstick presented RTA's proposed list of revised UWP categories, which he explained as themes, not goal-oriented categories. He stated the targets set last year made the work harder, not easier. He said that the themes are not really that much different from the past, but place an emphasis, for example, on planning for operations, as opposed to operations, per se. Mr. Seglin inquired where public involvement would fit in. Would it be expected to be part of each project? Mr. Paige asked where the socio-economic forecasting work would be found; it was suggested that theme five would address that work. Mr. Groner questioned where TIP development projects fell. Mr. Pitstick said they were not included, adding that every agency does this sort of work, but not all use UWP funds. Mr. Powell said that CATS' TIP work would have to be funded. Mr. Groner said that the implementing agencies would not have to do all this work if it were not required by federal regulations. Mr. Seglin and Ms. Flient agreed. Since all regional work is required by the regional planning regulations, Mr. Groner asked, where should the line be drawn between what work is funded and what isn't? He stated that implementors shouldn't automatically be excluded from being funded. Mr. Powell proposed providing CATS and NIPC the money they need to do required federal work, then permit all agencies to compete for the rest of the funds. He objects to implementors getting planning funds for work they would do anyway.

Mr. Paige suggested that the CATS discussion draft could be reworded to more clearly express goals. He said the goals were included in the descriptions, but not all were clearly stated. Mr. Pitstick said that the objective of his draft was to address criticism that we have not had goals and objectives in the UWP process.

Mr. Englund asked how could the RTA's themes be used to lead to project selection, but Mr. Pitstick conceded that he hadn't considered that aspect yet. Ms. Bolte urged an emphasis on data sharing between agencies. The RTA's fifth theme could support transit data collection if it would be shared with other agencies. She suggested a new category for Mr. Pitstick's document to include overarching tasks, such as Public Involvement, Council of Mayors support, and UWP development.

Mr. Groner said he does not know the other agencies well enough to determine how much funding they need. Mr. Powell agreed, and questioned whether each agency could assign priorities to its own projects. Mayor Einhorn said that if an agency can't set priorities for its own projects, how can the committee?

Mr. Pitstick said that $1.5 million is currently devoted to TIP development. Last year's funding marks implied that this amount was guaranteed. This should not be the case; agencies should compete for this money. Mr. Seglin and Mr. Groner stated that the money was not guaranteed.

Mr. Powell stated that the UWP Committee must ensure that projects selected address regional needs. Even if a project is high priority for an agency, it isn't necessarily regionally important. Ms. Bolte proposed agencies include more work in each project proposal. For example, one RTP proposal from CATS could be used instead of the numerous ones that now exist.

Ms. Flient questioned whether allocations per agency could be done at the beginning of the process, with agencies then competing for the remaining funds. Most agreed that this approach was practical, but certain pitfalls were pointed out. Mr. Elliott said that allocation was practiced in the past, but fell out of favor, especially with the federal funding agencies. Mr. Paige and others warned that the public would not like seeing money divided up before projects were presented. Mr. Powell noted that the Policy Committee has instructed us to be goal oriented. Mr. Pitstick stated that dividing up the funds before seeing project proposals is wrong, and that the process needs to focus on meeting regional planning goals.

Next meeting
An informal meeting to work on melding the old and the proposed UWP categories was set for January 10 at 2 p.m.

The next UWP Committee meeting was set for January 29 at 8:30 a.m. Topics to be discussed include the recommendations from the January 10 meeting and how to set priorities among proposed projects.

There being no further business, the committee adjourned.

Respectfully submitted,

Peter B. Elliott
Secretary, UWP Committee

