
                                                                                                              
CHITTENDEN COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 1 

TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE - MINUTES 2 
 3 
DATE:  Tuesday, December 3, 2013  4 
TIME:  9:00 a.m. 5 
PLACE: CCRPC Offices, 110 West Canal Street, Suite 202, Winooski, VT  6 
 7 
 8 
 9 
 10 
 11 
 12 
 13 
 14 
 15 
 16 
 17 
 18 
 19 
 20 
1. Consent Agenda  21 
No items this month.  Peter asked for a round of member introductions for guests and new members. 22 
 23 
2. Approval of Minutes  24 
A MOTION WAS MADE TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 5TH BY AMY BELL AND 25 
SECONDED BY ROGER HUNT. THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 26 
 27 
3.  Public Comments  28 
No members of the public were present. 29 
 30 
4. Chittenden County Bicycle Design Guidelines 31 
Jason Van Driesche and Katelin Brewer-Colie of Local Motion referred members to the memo in the meeting 32 
packet and using a PowerPoint presentation, went over its elements in more detail. Jason began by going over 33 
their main topics: 34 

 The purpose of bike design toolkit 35 
 Why our region needs this 36 
 Current design resources 37 
 Why something new makes sense 38 
 A case study from Washington County Oregon 39 
 Getting TAC member feedback 40 

Katelin then began providing more detail, beginning by noting that current resources were dated.  For 41 
example, the State’s Pedestrian and Bicycle Facility Planning and Design Manual is over ten years old. Older 42 
guidelines, she noted, are missing several facility and treatment types. She then went into more detail on the 43 
Washington County OR design toolkit giving examples of its comprehensive details, clearly spelled out 44 
procedures and special considerations.  She described toolkit elements addressing dimensions, signage, cost, 45 
and maintenance and went over the facility selection process. The different types of facilities were also 46 
described, from shared lane markings to bicycle boulevards.  Katelin also gave details on treatment types from 47 
colored bike lanes to bike boxes and noted wayfinding and lighting elements as well. The complete toolkit is 48 
available here: http://www.co.washington.or.us/LUT/Divisions/CPM/bike-facility-design-toolkit.cfm 49 
Jason noted that Local Motion that these guidelines could be adapted to Chittenden County circumstances and 50 
that Local Motion is ready to undertake this effort. Comments from TAC members included: 51 

 Design guidelines are different from standards and the guidelines should refer to standards. 52 
 If guidelines differ from standards, implementers will always go to the standards first. 53 
 Be careful how the MUTCD is considered in guidelines. 54 
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 Concern that guidelines become regulations. 1 
 With highly seasonal use for bike facility types, it’s difficult to justify spending scarce resources on 2 

them. 3 
 How can these facility types be put on the state highway system? 4 

Jason concluded noting that Local Motion is currently working on other bicycle related tasks including a 5 
regional bike network and on-road bike classification system. 6 
 7 
5. ECOS Annual Indicators report  8 
Peter briefed the TAC on the recently concluded regional planning process called ECOS noting that this 9 
project included a task to track progress toward the ECOS Plan’s goals.  ECOS identified dozens of indicators 10 
that, annually tracked, would let us know how successful, or not, we are in striving for sustainability.  Peter 11 
used the transportation indicator pages of the indicator report to illustrate how the report is designed and 12 
indicator information conveyed.  The transportation indicators included the following: 13 

 Transportation safety as measured by crashes per million miles of Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). 14 
 Daily VMT per capita 15 
 Single occupant vehicle travel mode to work 16 
 Number of social service transportation rides 17 
 Walking and biking infrastructure miles 18 
 Sustainable transportation funding ,measured by TIP annual obligations to system maintenance 19 

Peter also showed the final section of the indicator report that uses red, green, and yellow symbols to convey if 20 
the indicator is heading in a positive, negative or neutral direction.  He also mentioned the recent survey to 21 
TAC members asking them to update their sidewalk and shared use path data.  Members suggested a couple of 22 
revisions to some of the indicator text.  23 
 24 
6. CIRC Alternatives Update 25 
Michele distributed a handout identifying the dozens of projects that came out of this recently concluded 26 
planning process.  The handout included project information by phase, its description, expected benefits, 27 
estimated cost and the web link to each project’s web page.  She also noted the overall cost of $99 million and 28 
contrasted this with the CIRC’s expected cost of $150 million.  She also reported on the Governor’s press 29 
conference highlighting the results of the process, its likely legislative support, and thanked local, VTrans and 30 
RPC staff that worked to get this complex and ambitious project completed.  Roger Hunt asked about the I-89 31 
Exit 17 project and Michele responded that this project was now outside of the CIRC Alternatives process but 32 
was proceeding nonetheless. 33 
 34 
7. Status of Projects and Subcommittee Reports  35 
Peter noted the project list on the back of the agenda page and asked if members had any questions of staff.  36 
Jason Charest noted that there is new guidance related to radar feedback signs and that staff will get TAC 37 
members a reminder on these. 38 
 39 
8. CCRPC November Board Meeting Report 40 
Peter noted that the Board’s November and December meetings were combined and will take place tomorrow, 41 
December 4

th
. 42 

 43 
9. Chairman’s/Members’ Items 44 
Peter reported that there would be no TAC meeting in January.  Bryan Davis gave an update on the upcoming 45 
FY15 UPWP development process, mentioning the new form on which to submit planning task requests.  He 46 
also noted the new bridge/road standards and will be following up with towns on these. 47 
 48 
The meeting adjourned at 10:40 a.m.  49 
 50 
Respectfully submitted, Peter Keating 51 


