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Meeting Summary


Project Coordination Meeting

Los Angeles County MTA
April 26, 2001, 10:00 am
The meeting minutes presented below provide a summary of the topics discussed during a Stakeholder meeting with Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) staff regarding the Pomona Valley ITS (PVITS) project.  A list of the meeting attendees is provided below. The information contained in the meeting minutes will be incorporated into various PVITS project deliverables, including the Addendum Update to the 1995 Pomona Valley Forum Signal Synchronization Study.

In Attendance

MTA - Robert Yates, KHA - Bill Dvorak, Project Manager and Brian Marchetti, project Analyst, Los Angeles County - Maged Soliman, Project Manager



Discussion Topic
Action Item

1. The meeting began with Dvorak providing a brief project status - in the process of completing existing conditions documentation for the Forum, the Fairplex and the SR 60 corridor.  Dvorak explained the outreach efforts to date, and described some of the primary issues discussed with each stakeholder.


2. The ACE project was discussed.  The MTA understands that the Pomona neighborhoods adjacent to the grade crossings will likely be concerned with diverted traffic in order to avoid the at-grade crossings, as proposed by the IR/RIS system.

ACE currently has federal funding allocated through the MTA, as pre-call for project funding - there is no competition for the ACE funding.  The MTA believes that the ACE TMC should be a joint facility with the PVITS TMC in order to achieve common functionality.  Yates also believes that the East SGV, West SGV, and Pomona TMC could be one and the same, or that the West SGV and the County's TMC could be one in the same.  Either way, the Forum TMCs would be more of sub-regional monitoring locations rather than control centers, likewise and to a lesser extent - the Local City Control sites.


3. Operations and Maintenance issues were discussed.  The MTA understands that the local agencies are concerned that changes in staffing capabilities could increase operating costs.  However, the joint MTA/County study could indicate that the introduction of some of the new equipment/technologies, such as video detection and signal system modules could replace some of the current efforts of existing staff, and therefore, off-set any new/additional staff and/or training.


KHA will monitor the progress and findings of the joint study efforts, for use in development of recommendations for PVITS.

4. Other O&M cost-saving examples were discussed, such as automated traffic management vs. the manual traffic control methods currently in place in most SGV cities.  These would likely be incremental cost savings at first, then eventually more significant savings that could off-set any real or perceived increased operating costs.  Yates indicated that success should be measured by capacity gained, and not by the costs alone.  


5. Yates described the different interpretations of the definition of a TMC, a TOC, and a Local City Control site.  The MTA has developed a "white paper" that examines this issue.  These terms have been defined differently by the MTA, Caltrans and the County in the past.  This is true nationally.  There is currently no regional agreement on what a TMC is.  The MTA believes that the County's TMC should be THE TMC, and that each Forum's TMC or TOC should be subsidiary to that. Yates suggested that maybe the sub-regional TMCs be redefined as "Vital Centers", which act more as a command post, and used as control sites for emergency management operations.
KHA will obtain a copy of the “white paper”.

6. The 71 Expressway extension (gap closure) project was discussed.  The Governor's Initiative includes funding for extending the 71 north of Mission Blvd.  This is not the I-210 extension project.  There is environmental documentation for 71 gap closure between Mission Blvd and SR 60.  Caltrans is leading the EIR.  The Mission/71 grade separation/interchange is also funded by the City of Pomona through the MTA’s Call for Projects.  The City of Pomona's contacts for this project are Jim Lumley, (Dept. of Public Works) and David Nelson.  The PSR includes reviewing Options for grade separation at different locations.  The Caltrans Project Manager is at District 7.  
KHA will identify the Caltrans project manager, and meet with them.

7. According to Yates, current long-range plans completed by the MTA do not reference ITS in the San Gabriel and Pomona Valleys.


8. Yates believes that the 210 Freeway extension will mostly effect the E-W arterials, such as Foothill and Baseline, by decreasing traffic and increasing traffic on the N-S arterials.


9. Yates said the MTA believes that truck traffic from I-10 could increase due to diversion from SR 60.  Evidently, Caltrans has studied this, but the MTA has not.
KHA will obtain SR 60 documentation from Caltrans.

10. Yates indicated that he would like to be copied on all final versions of the project documentation.
KHA will provide final document copies to Yates.
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