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Approval of Minutes:

The minutes of the meeting of January 8, 2002 were approved on a motion by Mr. Groner; seconded my Mr. Paige.

Old Business:

UWP Process

Mr. Elliott began the discussion by summarizing the subcommittee meeting to meld the RTA suggestions into CATS' discussion draft. Mr. Pitstick said the CATS draft does not completely address RTA's concerns, and presented RTA's categories/objectives matrix. RTA is attempting to differentiate between objectives and eligible work categories. The FY 02 categories document mingled the two together. He explained that the matrix could be used to judge if a project falls in an eligible work category, then what, if any objectives the project meets. Responding to a question by Mr. Englund, Mr. Pitstick stated that projects should be able to address more than one objective. Mr. Seglin wondered who would flesh out the matrix. Mr. Pitstick replied that the committee should agree on all the objectives. Mr. Groner then questioned who should determine what box(es) projects fall in. Mr. Pitstick said either CATS staff or the committee could. Mr. Powell questioned how this approach would overcome the tendency to "nickel and dime" the project budgets during the selection process.  Mr. Pitstick said it probably wouldn't, but it could help weigh different projects. Mr. Voccia added that the matrix would help look at projects through a different framework. 

Mr. Groner agreed the new approach could help as a visual aid, stating that there have been problems in the past over where certain projects fit. He added that fuller definitions of the objectives are needed, and could be added on a separate document.

Mr. Powell asked for an explanation on how last year's categories were written up. Mr. Elliott explained that Marty Johnson and Mr. Blankenhorn drafted the text, which was then approved by the Work Program Committee for use by the UWP Committee. He added the Work Program Committee should approve anything done this year.  Mr. Pitstick said that the UWEP Committee has been charged with determining UWP objectives, and that is what this matrix helps do. Mr. Simmons wondered where the objectives come from. Mr. Groner said they are already there, in the CATS discussion draft.  Mr. Powell suggested CATS staff could extract them. 

Mr. Paige expressed hesitancy to place projects in specific boxes, since some projects will overlap. He used the example of NIPC's Common Ground project. He also said the matrix could be used as a tool for screening projects, but not developing new projects. Finally, he expressed fear that spending too much time on the matrix would take away time from staff developing his agency's work program. 

Mr. Pitstick said Mr. Blankenhorn has been calling for an improvement of the process, and sticking with last year's process wouldn't be an improvement.  

Mr. Englund expressed his desire to see themes instead of objectives on the left side of the matrix. He said the matrix is a planning tool, rather than an evaluation tool. He agreed that it would be difficult to evaluate larger projects that can't be allocated neatly into cells.  

Mr. Palzer said the matrix could be used to show if agencies collectively are meeting regional objectives instead of looking to see if each agency is individually doing so. He also expressed a desire to see management and operations as a main category, not a subcategory.  

Mr. Paige added that multiyear tasks wouldn't neatly fit. He also said the interagency agreement, which could be used to help in the project screening process, has been ignored up until this point. Mr. Powell agreed that the matrix could be a useful tool, but warned against quantifying projects too much. Mr. Pitstick replied that the matrix concept was designed to classify, not quantify, proposals.  

Mr. Powell said we need to give priority to mandated products, which are primarily the responsibility of CATS and NIPC. Agencies need to submit an honest assessment of what is mandated.

Mr. Radak said the matrix will give the process some focus, but expressed concern that after using the matrix, the process will go on as it did last year. Mr. Elliott saw no reason why every box needs to be filled. Mr. Pitstick agreed; however, blank or underfilled boxes can point out shortcomings in the work program. Mr. Powell stressed that federal requirements should be highlighted. Mr. Groner urged the committee not to give up on the matrix process, even if it isn't fully used this year.  

Mr. Paige raised a point under the Special Studies section of the CATS discussion draft. He pointed out that it spoke entirely about air quality, and he would like to see a well-rounded definition to include transportation's impacts on all environmental aspects. Mr. Groner said a project's Environmental Impact Statement would cover all environmental concerns. Mr. Powell and Ms. Bolte agreed with Mr. Paige that the category could be broadened to include more environmental concerns.

Mr. Powell reemphasized his desire to see fewer, larger proposals, especially from CATS and NIPC, and that agencies set priorities on their own proposals. Mr. Englund asked about the usefulness of CATS putting the agency submittal in terms of operating costs. He said this would decrease the number of projects competing. Mr. Powell said he would rather rely on agencies expressing their baseline need, which for CATS and NIPC are higher, and would rather not see an internal budget.  

Mr. Powell summarized that the next steps will be submitting suggestions for the matrix to CATS, broadening the definition of the environmental category, and submitting project proposals by February 22.  

Mr. Blankenhorn stressed that when FY 03 projects are submitted, he wanted to see fewer overall projects submitted than last year, stressing that there be no "throw-away" projects.  Mr. Mikyska said the FY 03 funding mark would be $13,122,000.

A deadline of noon Friday, February 1, was set for submitting suggestions on objectives and work categories to Mr. Elliott. 

New Business:

None

Adjournment:

Minutes Submitted By: Peter B. Elliott, Secretary, UWP Committee

