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1. Introductions/ Admin
a.    Circulate roster / Sign-in sheet
b.    Brief introductions
2. HCM 2010 Topics
a. New weaving analysis procedure (from NCHRP 3-75)
i. Responses to review comments (Roess)

ii. Discussion

iii. Recommendations/Motions

General discussion on the new method (Bloomberg): Have fictional data been tried with the new procedure? (Roess): Yes, but more example problems are welcome. The examples in the 2000 manual have been tried.
Maximum weaving length could be an issue (Gross?): Not a lot of data are available, and with a longer maximum length, two interchanges may be a weaving section. Also, in planning applications, at the planning level, it may be difficult to determine whether it is a weaving section or not. (Roess):  There is currently an arbitrary cut-off of 2500 ft in length. The longest section measured in the new data set still did not function as a general freeway section. More cases would be welcome, but funding is an issue. Approach to maximum length in weaving is the same as in the ramp chapter.
(Bloomberg): Add more wording about how to address limitations to the methodologies or their applications.
Washburn made a motion (seconded by Ostrom?) to approve the methodology of the NCHRP 3-75 research report. It was discussed that there needs to be an opportunity to perform extensive testing to detect glitches and potential fatal flaws before the methodology is formally included in the HCM 2010.  Paul Dorothy, Dirk Gross and Barbara Ostrom volunteered to use the computational engine for testing, once Roess makes the computational engine available.  Nagui Rouphail also needs to be consulted on how the new weaving procedure can be incorporated into the freeway facilities procedure and FREEVAL.
Draft Motion: “The committee adopts in principle the weaving analysis procedure contained in the NCHRP 3-75 final report for inclusion in the HCM 2010”
The draft motion carries unanimously.
(Bloomberg):  Would like to see a comparison of results between current procedure and new procedure.  Roess indicated that he will try to provide that information.
b. LOS service measure(s) and thresholds for freeway facilities

A motion was previously passed (Motion 08-17) to provide a method for assessing freeway facility LOS.  The question is how should this be done.  Roess briefly discussed some different options for accomplishing, focusing on just density and speed for now.  Recognizing that all methods have disadvantages, density appears to be the preferred service measure because of consistency with the other segment chapters.
A weighted density value is likely the best option (by volume, by length, by vehicle-mile, etc.)  But local breakdown needs to be addressed.  The E-F boundary is complicated, but maybe the rest is not.  It was recognized that additional performance measure output may be appropriate for “hot spots”.  Loren suggested delay as a possibility, but no one has defined delay for a freeway. Travel time could be used, but then the length comes into play, and travel time is just the inverse of speed, so maybe speed is an option.  However, as we know for segments, speed is not very sensitive to volume until the volume starts to get fairly high.  At least for a case with no breakdowns, density is simple, and real complexity is when an element or section breaks down, because shifts in demand occur. Speeds may be not consistent with the segments. 

As a wrap-up, Washburn proposes to proceed on the path of density for now, and see if any pitfalls appear.  Roess offered to prepare a ‘white paper’ on possible approaches to the LOS determination method for freeway facilities, with the initial focus on density as the service measure.  Once Roess provides this paper to Washburn, Washburn will distribute it to the rest of the subcommittee for review.
c. Service volume tables for freeway facilities

The question:  Should service volume tables be provided for freeway facilities, and if so, in what form?  It was recognized that being able to provide service volume tables is contingent on being able to develop a LOS method (i.e., service measure and thresholds).  Assuming this can be done (based on previous discussion), discussion on this topic commenced.  Washburn summarized several reasons for and against providing service volume tables for freeway facilities (the’for’ reasons were provided McLeod, Hanley, and Bryson; the ‘against’ reasons were provided by the 3-92 contractor).
Considerable discussion ensued.  Based on this discussion, Washburn provided several options, and asked the subcommittee for their preference among these options.
Options: 

1) Only describe the method to develop service volume tables

2) Provide only a few illustrative/example tables
3) Provide only a few representative (i.e., ‘generalized’) tables, based upon values from NCHRP 3-82 and input from Florida, California, and other interested states
4) Provide many representative service volume tables that cover a wide range of input variables
5) A combination of item 1 and 2

There was unanimous support for doing at least option 1.  Initially, there was also general support for option 2 (thus, option 5).  However, after more discussion from McLeod and Hanley about how ‘example’ service volume tables would not be useful to transportation agencies, whereas ‘representative’ service volume tables would be very useful (particularly for planning and preliminary engineering applications), the subcommittee generally supported option 3 (also with item 1), assuming it was feasible to generate just a few ‘representative’ tables (some members expressed their skepticism about being able to provide these tables in such a way that are representative on a nationwide basis).
d. Draft 2010 HCM chapter on ramps and ramp junctions
i. Discussion

ii. Do revisions cover all previously identified issues?

iii. Recommendations

Lack of time prevents the subcommittee from addressing this issue.  This issue will carry over to the 2009 annual meeting.
e. Status of development of 75 mi/h free-flow speed/flow rate curve

Lack of time prevents the subcommittee from addressing this issue.  This issue will carry over to the 2009 annual meeting.
3. Adjourn
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