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TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY BOARD
	
Minutes of the May 4, 2026 Meeting 


[bookmark: _Hlk205198349]Present from the Transportation Advisory Board were Brian Conley, Craig Buschmann, Justice Morath, Kelbe Goupil, Kerry Doane, Lynn Jacobs, Matt Gray, and Turner Bitton.

Electronically present from the Transportation Advisory Board was Samantha DeSeelhorst.

Absent from the Transportation Advisory Board were Lt. Bron Cruz, Josh Stewart, Miranda Bradshaw, and Solomon Brumbaugh.  

Present was Julianne Sabula and Meredith Muller. 

Electronically present were Amy Lyons, Spencer Madanay, Vijay Jhaveri, and Becka Roolf. 

The meeting was held both electronically and in person and was called to order at 4:03 p.m. by Justice Morath.

Welcome and Introductions – Justice welcomed everyone, and everyone introduced themselves.  

Motion: Brian Conley moved to approve the minutes of the March 2, 2026 TAB meeting and the April 13, 2026 joint TAB/BAC meeting.  Kelbe Goupil seconded the motion.  The motion passed with Craig Buschmann abstaining.     

Report Out – by Members
Justice Morath said he did not have much to report other than that the meeting would look different later in the agenda. He explained that the Board would suspend its normal parliamentary rules during the latter portion of the meeting so members could workshop and have a broader conversation and brainstorming session about what the Transportation Advisory Board and Bicycle Advisory Committee might look like in the future, including their mission, scope, purpose, and structure.  Justice noted that this conversation had begun at the previous meeting.
Samantha DeSeelhorst reported that WFRC had released an updated 2027–2055 Regional Transportation Plan draft preferred scenario for public comment.  Samantha said the draft was available to anyone, not just agencies or communities, and that comments could be submitted through an interactive map on WFRC’s website.  She said the map includes roadway, transit, and active transportation projects.  Samantha confirmed that public comment would remain open through May 13 and said anyone with questions could reach out to her.
Kerry Doane reported attending the Wasatch Hollow Community Council meeting to introduce herself as a member of the Bicycle Advisory Committee and explain the role of the Committee.  She said she felt welcomed and received comments from residents immediately. She also reported attending the City’s Budget 101 presentation and found it useful even though it covered the City more broadly rather than Transportation alone.
Craig Buschmann lives on 800 East, the Neighborhood Byway and said the neighborhood project had generally been positive and that he had spoken with many neighbors before implementation.  He said one challenge is that even though Transportation put signs up on how to use a roundabout, drivers enter roundabouts incorrectly by making clockwise turns rather than traveling counterclockwise.  He said these movements often occur at high speeds and create challenges for pedestrians and others.  The member reported that he had not experienced an accident during the eight years before the roundabouts were installed, but in the two years since installation he had nearly been struck twice by vehicles travelling in the wrong direction. He also described another incident in which he was properly traveling around the roundabout and another vehicle cut across his path.
He said he had observed this behavior multiple times per day while working outside near his home and was unsure what additional solutions might be available. He acknowledged that additional signage is not always effective and said that while he likes the project overall, it may have created some different challenges.

Public Comment  
Vijay Jhaveri introduced himself.  He said he recently graduated from the University of Utah with a bachelor’s degree in Earth and Environmental Science. He explained that he had relied on public transit for approximately four years after moving from the suburbs of Austin, Texas, where he had little access to transit.  He said he previously had to drive and park on campus but transitioned to transit and came to enjoy using the system.  Vijay said that after four or five years of riding transit, he had developed ideas about both small and large changes that could improve ridership and safety.  He said safety was his primary concern and reported nearly being hit by a vehicle that day.
Vijay described having to cross a major street without a signal and said one of his highest priorities would be improving crosswalk availability and providing longer crossing times.  He said that even as a healthy 24-year-old he sometimes feels nervous crossing streets and described an experience where his grandfather nearly encountered a dangerous situation with TRAX because he required much longer to cross.
Vijay said lower speeds would also improve safety, particularly on streets other than major arterials such as 700 East or 1300 East.  He described his ideal of creating a bus/bike/walk-only street on a lower-volume roadway such as 400 or 500, where general vehicle traffic would not be allowed. Vijay said such a street could create a safer environment for children and other users.  He also recommended providing the same level of transit service on Sundays and extending transit service near bars until approximately 2:00 a.m.  Vijay said young people who are drinking would be more likely to use transit if they could use it both to travel to nightlife areas and to return home. He said people are less likely to take the bus outbound if they know they will need to use Uber for the return trip.  He also suggested increasing transit frequency, improving Sunday service, creating bus/bike-only roads, and exploring TRAX connections toward Little and Big Cottonwood Canyons.  Vijay said he had recently been in Big Cottonwood Canyon and imagined a TRAX connection that could connect riders with canyon bus service so people would not need to drive to the base of the canyons and park there.
Justice noted that representatives from UTA and the University of Utah were present and that they could not directly respond to public comments during the public comment period but could incorporate those topics into future meetings.  Becka Roolf thanked Vijay and said his comments were valuable.  Vijay explained that one of his professors encouraged him to attend and discuss the ideas he had been thinking about rather than simply remaining frustrated.

SB242 and Re-envisioning TAB / BAC / business and community input
The Transportation Advisory Board held a work session to discuss the future structure, purpose, and role of TAB and BAC. Staff explained that these conversations had already been underway, but SB 242, changes in the Transportation Division’s workload, and the completion of major bond projects provided additional reasons to reconsider how the advisory boards operate. Staff emphasized that no decisions have been made and that the work session was intended to gather member feedback before considering changes to TAB or its governing ordinance. 

Member Motivations and Expectations
Members discussed why they originally joined TAB. Common motivations included contributing to the community, advocating for safer streets and multimodal transportation, reducing emissions, staying connected to transportation issues, applying professional expertise, improving student safety, and ensuring different areas of the City have representation.
Members generally valued the information and presentations provided through TAB but expressed concern that the Board does not always have enough opportunity to meaningfully advise or influence projects. Several members said it can be difficult to understand where TAB's recommendations go within the City or how staff ultimately use their input.
Members also noted that meetings can sometimes feel more informational than advisory. Discussions may focus on procedures rather than project design or outcomes, and report-outs do not always allow members to respond to one another or develop ideas collaboratively. Some members felt the annual agenda is relatively predetermined, leaving limited flexibility to discuss projects while changes can still be made.
Board Diversity and Representation
Members discussed the need for TAB to better represent Salt Lake City's geographic, demographic, and socioeconomic diversity. The current Board was described as relatively homogeneous compared with the broader community.
Members supported improving representation but cautioned against creating volunteer requirements that make participation more difficult. Requiring members to attend TAB meetings, community council meetings, City Council meetings, and other outreach events could create significant time commitments and make participation especially difficult for underrepresented communities.
Business and Community Engagement
The Board discussed how the City should gather transportation input from "businesses and the community," terminology included in SB 242.
Members agreed that community councils remain useful but should not be the City's only engagement method. Participation and effectiveness vary significantly between councils, and those attending may not represent the demographics or opinions of the broader community.
Members recommended meeting people where they already gather rather than expecting residents to attend traditional government meetings. Potential partners could include immigrant communities, LGBTQ+ organizations, cycling groups, schools, neighborhood organizations, and other established community networks.
The Board also discussed differences between large and small businesses. Large organizations may have significantly greater access and resources than small, newer, or independently owned businesses, making it important for engagement strategies to capture a broader range of business perspectives.
Examples of effective outreach included the Glendale Regional Park engagement process and Planning's use of digital open houses, ArcGIS, and Story Maps. Members supported providing clear background information and explaining project constraints before requesting feedback.
Business Transportation Coalition
Members discussed the City's emerging Business Transportation Coalition and suggested creating a stronger connection between the coalition and TAB.
There was concern that a business-only group could become an echo chamber. Members suggested including or coordinating with transportation representatives, community members, pedestrians, bicyclists, schools, and other stakeholders so different perspectives can be considered together.
Staff clarified that the coalition is currently an ad hoc group, has held two meetings, and may meet approximately six times before determining whether it should continue, become more formal, or conclude its work.
Defining TAB's Future Purpose
A major theme was the need to clearly define what TAB is intended to accomplish before determining its future structure.
Members identified several possible roles:
· Representing communities and bringing local concerns to the City. 
· Providing semi-expert review of transportation projects and designs. 
· Advising on high-level and systemwide transportation policy. 
· Serving as a transportation focus group. 
· Supporting community outreach and engagement. 
· Providing localized "boots on the ground" observations from different districts. 
Members noted that these roles require different membership structures, expectations, and levels of volunteer commitment. Some members were particularly interested in systemwide transportation policy, while others wanted greater opportunities to review individual projects and designs before decisions become final.
Formalizing TAB Feedback
Members discussed establishing a more formal process for TAB recommendations and City responses.
The Police Civilian Review Board was presented as a possible model because it uses a consistent process for making findings and recommendations and receives responses from leadership explaining whether recommendations can be implemented and, when they cannot, why.
Members felt a similar feedback loop could help demonstrate how TAB's input is considered and make participation more meaningful. The discussion also raised whether TAB should remain primarily connected to the Transportation Division or have a broader City connection because transportation decisions frequently involve multiple departments.
Rethinking the Overall Structure
Staff questioned whether a single advisory board should be expected to address everything from high-level transportation policy to individual projects and neighborhood concerns. Different groups or structures may ultimately be better suited to different types of transportation questions.
Staff acknowledged that meaningful transportation engagement remains challenging and said future processes should provide opportunities for criticism and differing viewpoints to be heard, addressed, and responded to transparently.
Members emphasized that their volunteer service should feel useful to the City. Members want to understand how their participation and expertise contribute to transportation decisions rather than simply receiving information.
Next Steps
Staff will continue reviewing TAB feedback and conduct a similar discussion with BAC. The City may adjust some summer meetings while evaluating potential options.
No decisions were made regarding restructuring TAB or BAC. Members were encouraged to continue submitting ideas, and the group suggested that staff could return to a future joint TAB/BAC meeting with preliminary concepts or potential organizational models for further discussion.

Motion: Justice Morath motioned to adjourn the meeting; Matt Gray seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  The meeting was adjourned at 5:32 p.m. 
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