2010 SIS Strategic Plan Update Community and Environment

Breakout Group Meeting Summary

M eeting Date:

5/6/09 Meeting Time: 8:30-10:30 AM | Type of Meeting: Teleconference

Participants:

Leadership Committee membedsinet Bowman (The Nature Conservancy), Charligh@zu
(Florida Department of Community Affairs), Pat St€€lorida Regional Councils Associatio
Matthew Ubben (Florida Trucking Association, degigrior Mary Lou Rajchel), Bridget Merr
(Enterprise Florida, Inc., designee for John Adams)

ObserversDrew Draper (Reynolds, Hills, and Smith)

Support StaffPeter McGilvray (FDOT Environmental Managementi€af Lead Technical
Advisor), Kathy Neill (FDOT Office of Policy Plaimg), George Ballo (FDOT Environmentg
Management Office), Mariano Berrios (FDOT Enviromta Management Office), Rusty
Ennemoser (FDOT Environmental Management Offic&dkiSharpe (FDOT Environmental
Management Office), Yvonne Arens (FDOT Office ofi®pPlanning), Brian Watts (FDOT
Office of Policy Planning), Maria Cahill (FDOT O of Policy Planning), Dennis Scott
(FDOT Safety Office), John Zielinski (FDOT Distrig), Teresa Jacobs (FDOT District 5),
Brian Pessaro (FDOT District 7 ), Joe Feaster (FI@sErict 7), Barbara Davis (Florida
Turnpike Enterprise), Ruth Roaza (URS, EMO Constl8upport), Hal Beardall (FCRC-
Consensus Center), Rafael Montalvo (FCRC-Consdbsnter), Ken Leonard (Cambridge
Systematics), John Kalinski (Cambridge Systematisajah Adams, (Cambridge Systematic
Tara Crawford (Cambridge Systematics)
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Agenda

8:30 Welcome and introductions Rafael Montalvo
Review Agenda and Teleconference Protocols andkBre
Group Charge

8:35 Review Draft Summary of First Teleconference Rafael Montalvo
8:40 Background Presentations

- Statusof Regional Visions Kathy Neil

- Climate Change Kathy Neil

- Air Quality Yvonne Arens

Brief Q&A for each presentation
9:15 Review and RefineInitial Draft Policy Statements Rafael Montalvo

9:45 Review and Discuss Emerging SIS Designation Criteria  John Kalinski
o Overview of current Community and Environment
Designation Criteria
o Identify potential policy changes to the designatio
criteria for the full Leadership Committee to calesias
part of the 2010 SIS Strategic Plan update

10:15 Initial Review and Discussion of SIS Goals & Objectives John Kalinski
o Overview of current SIS Goals and Objectives

10:25 Next Stepsand Schedule Rafael Montalvo
10:30 Adjourn Rafael Montalvo
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K ey Discussion Comments:

The meeting began with issue questions not disdudiseng the first Breakout Group meeting. Presgons
were given concerning the background on thesesssBelicy recommendations based on discussionstfe
first meeting were introduced to the group anduwlised.

Question 3: How can the SIS planning and investment decisionsincorporate regional and community
visions?

* Issues comingout of regional visions relevant to SIS are relatedthe environmental componeg
especially at the systems level. It is importantlimk regional visions and knowledge of thecal
environmental systems in relation to the effectgarisportation on those systems.

» There needs to be more detail when honoring fusi®eand Emerging SIS commitmeriEsnerging Sl
could be more important in the long-term when cdesng effects on the environmentt is alsg
important to make the link between regional visiansl Emerging SIS facilities for that reasonhis
has possible implications for identification ofdtg SIS facilities.

* What legal status should/do regional visions havéfzy have no real legal status unless treyme a
part of a legal plan such as a Strategic RegioatyPlan. How cam SIS plan coordinate with a fr
form visioning exercise? The visions need to bénwita legal framework, possibly incorporatiedo
part of the SIS planning process.

» Regional visions that don’t have legal weight dréttbe use.

» Regional visions are not all created equalljow do you take the good thinking in some visiond
apply it to the SIS? Which ones should have s&ind of standing? Also, how do you deal w
regions that cross multiple regional planning caluboundaries, or the need to coordinate am
regional visions for an interregional corridor? ‘Wheould understand that regionvédions are importal
and integral to the SIS and the local communitye $kiould focus on how to incorporate them.

* The FTP Steering Committee did not rgatlandate or legally require regional visions, thaught they
were a good thing to do. There were discussioasRBDOT shoud not predefine the regions, but all
the visioning process to be a cooperative effoidrgthe interested parties.

* An implementation strategy could be to take theaormg vision and coordinate it with other plg
including the MPO planning process, ttiey and county comprehensive planning processed,othe
long range plans This could help develop the SIS and coordinateray key stakeholders to achig
regional vision integration.

» It is more likely that a regional vision would has&nding whenhey are adopted into a local or M
plan and even more so into state plans like the SI§s wouldshow that it is being incorporated il
local or state planning processes.

» There is concern that the regional visions thaigepted into the SIS may represent stakeholdeirby
*  What happens if there is a vision that does nadyre good results€ould we have some guidelines

what gives a vision some standing, such as adoptyoRPCs, MPOs, etc? It needs to bensthing
more than just a group of people who came togetA&o weshould encourage regional visions to ¢
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some consideration to how they protect the SIS. BiNefly discussed this in thETP process, b




Question 2: Should we give greater attention to air quality, climate change, and energy issuesin SIS
planning and investment decisions? If so, how do we do this?

perhaps now we can consider some thresholds aedari

Instead of incorporatig the regional visions into the SIS process, Weuld try to incorporate tf
regional visions into their respective regionaatgic plans.

Regional plans will eventually be a part of a $igat Regional Policy Plan and other statewide p
but we’re not there yet.

There should be an effort to intertwine a certaével of environmental data, includingater
management districts and nature conservancy infimanto theSIS as a measure to protect th
resources. We should be taking advantdgd® wealth of environmental information to be artpof
these regional visions in the future and incorpothé data into the SIS process.

Agree with general direction of dialogue, like thencept that visions should eventually get
comprehensive plans. However, this process canaalumber of years.

As we move to bio-fuel and other alternative fuglbat are the impacts on air quality? If we reg
carbon content of fuel, does that help air quality?

- Fuel does not really impact changes in mattersirofjaality. The alternative fuels will impg
carbon emissions but not pollutants. If we warddoomplishboth goals we probably need to fo
on reducing VMT.

What factors in the environmental screening cateldes FDOT envision in making this link®hat dg
you have in mind on environmental screening catarirelation to SIS projects to VMT, etc?

- It could include factors like the type of trans@didn facility, for example in terms of a new fégi
the environmental screening criteria could be usduelp determine if the facility is relevant te
regional vision, or ithe SIS project is consistent with the regionafesor local plan dealing wi
greenhouse reduction strategies.

How many regional visions contain the element @eghouse gas emissions (GHG)?

- Some have included at a high level such as Celoailda. The Central Florida visioning effort
more developed in that they looked at air qualitgg  MT. They dealt with that on proxy measu
Air quality is very important because they are @yned with the non-attainment designation.

Does non-conformity mean that there is a potenkerease in funding in those non attainment &
across the state?

- Not a decrease in funding, but a limitation on g/péfunding. Theoretically, federal funding co
be cut off for the non-attainment areas.

There would be an increase in planning requiremeutao additional dollars to ensure that these ¢
are in compliance with the National Ambient Air QitaStandards (NAAQS). In those nattainmen
areas, the type of money that the state receivisctvange br those jurisdictions. For examp

areas

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) fundijrcould be used in thosemattainment areas f




Question 1: How can existing processes for community and environmental screening, ETDM, and others be
integrated and enhanced to ensure that SIS supports environmental stewardship and community livability
goals?

Draft Recommendations

transit or bicycle/pedestrian projects that cowdtplimprove air quality.

This would be a great vehicle when local governsiene considering greenhouse gas (GH@hH
This could be one avenue to move forward on tisigas

Other operational improvements should be considerdeen trying to improve air quality and red
GHG emissions.

This indicates a need for stronger emphasis towteasit investment as an alternatito automobil
travel; this would help give greater attention itogaality.

The big picture would be a shift to transit. Thaimssestment would be a suitable response.

It's important to consider mass transit investmeRBOT has right-of-way on several corridors reed
for transit investment in the future for rapid eg\for example the I-4 corridor.

How much does political reality come into play dms? For example the SunRail issue? efEhwas
spirited discussion in the legislature on SaiRnot a lot of discussion on air quality, butlcd of
discussion on stakeholders that were heavily ireeest

Many people were supportive of the concept of cotemrail in Central Florida. The comm was abol
the nature of the acquisition and how it would b&naged rather than how it could possibly hav
impact on air quality.

A.

B. Continue to apply the SIS community and environmesitreening process to all facilities proposedsis
or Emerging SIS designation, regardless of modeorership.

C. Apply the ETDM process to all SIS projects, regasdlof mode or ownership.

Continue efforts to integrate the SIS community amdironmental screeningrocess and the Efficie
Transportation-Decision Making (ETDMjrocess to ensure early and ongoing partner caatidim ang
sequential consideration of community and enviramialeissues at all stages of SIS designations, g
identification, projects prioritization and selectj and project development.

Additional considerations froni'breakout group meeting: are these all capturgblgrabove statement?

Ensure that there is no duplication of effort bedw&1S community and environmental screening,
ETDM, PD&E, and the permitting processes, but nathat these processes leverage the informatio|
collected and decisions made in prior processes.

Ensure that all necessary supporting data are @aaéintegrated into the process.

Ensure that participating agencies have adequaffaasources for data collection, analysis, and
coordination.

Consider using SIS designation as a trigger foagoéd partner coordination regarding SIS facilities

/ssues for discussion
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- How do we extend ETDM in cases in which fundinépizal and the responsible agency is not
DOT/non Federal- e.g., transportation authoritygots. Should this be a requirements, or an option
with incentives?

- How do we extend ETDM to all modes (e.g., freigdil rairport, seaport)?

» Issue of transportation noise and vibration shdidcconsidered in the screenipgpcess especially f
facilities with heavy truck traffic. This issue ot currently in the recommendation§his is importan
because overall the SIS facilities carry a lot w@dffic, and we are talking about adding a tra
component to those facilities, so this issue shbeldonsidered. We should encouragestage to adoy
a land noise compatibility component. We shoulguiee local governments to adamise compatibl
design strategies to protect communities.

» FHWA has been encouraging states to adopt ‘mospatbie land uses,” and this is a gamaportunity
to address this issue.

» Concern that the first bullet does not emphasizentbed for pieces of information thae agathere
separately to be used to leverage the processvasla. We need a stronger statement.

» The difference between the statements is reall{lesudeed more clarification.

» Statement A is meant to address leveraging of hell gieces of information into a single progess
Statement B recommends continuing the C&E screefandgacilities proposed for SIS designatida
include all facilities including Emerging SIS naoisf SIS facilities; an&tatement C encourages the g
in policy for applying ETDM to all SIS projects, hjust the ones that use federal andesthllars
Statement C seemed significant enough to sepamatethe other two.

» There is concern about the recommendations thgtrttasy need clarification. Statement A seantye
of an integration of processes while Statement B sontinuation of what is being done nowor|F
Statement C how would we bring all SIS projectsarr@dTDM? Agree with these statements but th
they could be difficult to operationalize. For exae) | support Statement &hd think this use of ETD
could be more effective when developing the systbuat, | understand the practical difficulties
implementing this.

* When the state doesn’t own/operate all desigrateitities, how do we bring all projects under ETD
This is a practical concern that should be adddesse

* Would like to see all the projects go through ETDOMt understand the operational issues behind this.
» Statement C seems like a legislative requirementitsomething FDOT could implement.

» There are benefits to the ETDM process. | couldnsagng to be go through ETDM &ging a criterio
for designation on the SIS.

» Potential refinements to the recommendations; B¢ A could clarify language to include mg
integration into one process and Statement C aoakk ETDM part of the SIS as a criterion.

Questions & Comments on Emerging SIS Designation Criteria

» Part of the update process could involve makinghgha to the criteria themselves.




* Would like to look over the criteria more closelydadiscuss at the next meeting.
« Under section (a) of thé"4neasure, we should add: water management districtsonservancy lands
Questions & Comments on SIS Goals and Objectives and their relation to the FTP

» This will be discussed further at the next full gpaneeting.

Action Items
» Send additional comments/questions to Brian WRE)T Office of Policy Planning.
» Post Adopted Community and Environment Screeninggia for review by committee members.

* Next meetingof the Community and Environment Breakout Groupl Ww# at the next Leaderst
Committee meeting May 19-20, 2009 in Orlando, FL.

» Staff will revise language for draft recommendagidsased on comments received

» Bridget Merrill volunteered to report on the BreakoGroup’'s progress to the full Leaders
Committee. Staff will work with Bridget to prepaaebrief presentation for this meeting.

* Meeting summary will be posted online (www.sisugdatg).




