
 

ITE WESTERN DISTRICT 
ONE ITE TASK FORCE OUTREACH 

The Western District One ITE Task Force was formed in June 2018 to examine the implications of ITE 
International's One ITE initiative, including the possible transitioning of Western District Sections and 
Chapters to another District.  Our goal is to work with ITE International's One ITE Task Force, provide 
guidance and information, and assist Sections and Chapters with their desired next steps.  To accomplish 
this goal, the Task Force made presentations to every Section in the District between July 31st and 
September 27th.  The Western District One ITE Task Force’s presentation included information from ITE 
International on One ITE, pertinent information from the District’s perspective, and answers to 
questions members may have to ensure sure that all Sections have as much information as possible to 
make informed decisions.  It should be noted that separate presentations were made to each of the 
Chapters that comprise the Intermountain Section.  Issues, questions, and concerns discussed during 
these meetings, as well as received via email after were documented.  In addition, comments were 
collected by ITE International through their website and shared with the District, and discussions were 
monitored in the ITE Community forum.  A summary of all the input received from these sources is 
included in the following sections. 

There were several common threads that we identified in the comments received through all of these 
sources.  Detailed below are the top 5 comments that we heard with regards to the creation of a new 
District: 

• There needs to be a clear explanation of the reasoning behind of the proposal to create a new 
District and what problems are we trying to address. 

• The process is proceeding too quickly and we need time to inform/consult our members. 

• The letter of intent submitted to the IBOD was to declare interest in, not support for a Rocky 
Mountain District. 

• The one District configuration should still be an alternative for discussion and there are other 
ways to address the inconsistencies raised by International. 

• There were concerns expressed regarding the financial implications especially the impact on the 
Student Endowment Fund and sustainability of Annual Meetings. 

We also heard a number of comments from our members about: 

• Impact on Sections and Chapters as a result of the affiliate member changes, both financially 
and with regards to sustainability of their group. 

• Section representation on the District Board(s) was generally considered to be a positive change 
that would strengthen their connection to the District(s). 
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Colorado-Wyoming Section (July 31) 

• There were 19 people in the meeting – about 10 of them by phone. All but one was a current 
officer or past-president of the Section. 

• How many members are in the states that would be part of a new RM District? (about 1150 of 
the almost 3700 current WD members) 

• Will the new model bylaws require section representation on new District boards? 
o Response: no 

• If there were only 7 sections in a new RM District, does that mean that each section would have 
to host a District annual meeting every 7 years? 

o Response: no, not necessarily – joint District meetings may occur 
• Do the RM states have the “critical mass” of people required to volunteer-staff a District? 

o Response: we don’t know 
• What would happen to WD Endowment Fund, cash-on-hand, and travel budgets if WD were 

separated 
o Response: there would be a transition plan developed that will determine this, unknown 

right now 
• Is One ITE a way to “break up” the Western District? 

o Response: Pat Noyes provided a response – said that when she was on IBOD many years 
ago that there was a push to break up the WD because it was so big and powerful, but 
that this initiative is different, and could possibly give better representation to members 
in our geographic area 

• The slides talk about the roles of the Districts, Sections, and Chapters, what is the role of 
International HQ Staff? How do they fit in this? Also, a comment that HQ is falling short on their 
role in certain administrative things – taxes, non-profit status, websites, leadership training. 

• A slide mentions “Existing Member Expectations” – what does that mean? What are the 
expectations of an existing member? 

• (via email) Is there an impression within ITE International  that Western District members are 
not as well-served as are members of other districts (despite our many programs and successful 
District meeting), hence the need to “fix” the Western District? 

• One current officer commented that he would not have considered running for office at the 
District level with the WD as it is now, because he felt like too much of an outsider, but that he 
would consider running for office for a RM District. 

• Two people in the meeting commented that they have asked in the past to serve at the District 
level and were turned down while Californians were appointed to committee chair positions. 

• There was a comment that the Co-Wy Section makes a big effort to keep an executive 
committee that represents public and agency, young and old, male and female, attempts to not 
have too many people from one company. If Option 1 is chosen, the WD leadership should be 
doing the same to diversify itself, especially geographically (in other words, you don’t need to 
choose Option 3 to create geographic diversity at the District level) 

• The people in the meeting planned to prepare a letter to present to the IBOD in August. The 
letter will not state that they are in favor of a RM District being formed, but that they are in 
favor of supporting the One ITE Initiative. There was an additional meeting with members in 
southern Colorado on August 29th.  There was no input from that group, but just to note that 
there is an interest form a Chapter there. 
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Central California Section (August 6) 

• Meeting attended by Section Board. 
• Determined through conversation with the Board that none of their current officers are ITE 

members.  Discussed the next steps for them including rectifying their membership issues with 
International before determination could be made regarding the impact of the new 
Section/Chapter definitions on their group. 

• Discussion on local dues vs dues collected by International and what that would require of the 
Section. They discussed stopping collecting local dues and will likely create a differentiation 
between member vs non-member meeting rates. 

• Section vs Chapter Designation 
o Membership size important to ensure leadership 
o Location is important for Central as they are not close to either NorCal or SoCal 
o Response: Recommended discussing how Central Coast operates with Rob Sweeting 

• Membership – how to get more involvement.  They discussed that agency membership could 
also help with member transition from affiliate to international. 

• How to get more involved at the District and International level and how to get members more 
excited about District and International involvement? 

o Response: Starts with Section board. Submit annual activity reports, attend annual 
meetings.  

• Western District re-structuring 
o If California doesn’t split up then the section doesn’t see much issue or change to their 

operation and opportunity 
o Big cities will always dominate the WD more. Not sure how they fit in with their size and 

detached location.  
o Mentioned that smaller district could mean more attention on them but also may ask 

more of them maybe to host meetings 
• Section Board was relatively indifferent to the District re-structuring 

Hawaii Section (August 29) 

• The meeting was attended by the current Section officers, 5 past Section Presidents, one past 
Section officer, and a handful of other interested members. 

• If there needs to be a new District, a District of the mountain states makes sense since they are 
similar.  Aren’t most of the members in that area in Colorado anyway? 

• Why is it a possibility that membership dues might increase if there are less members? Rather 
than raise dues the District should look at other Districts to see where cuts can be made. 

o Response:  District programs are not based per member and although we may see 
savings as a result of less members the District may need to consider one or both of 
these to remain fiscally viable.  

• How will this initiative impact the Western District Annual Meeting in Hawaii in 2020? 
o Response: The planning for the annual meeting has generally been conservative and the 

transition period for the One ITE initiative is expected to take a while (years). 
• Less membership in the District may mean more opportunities for members from our section 

(less competition) to serve in District leadership positions. 
• If the position of section representative was created, will we have the opportunity to participate 

remotely?  Will we be at a disadvantage since participation in district level meetings will require 
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travel which the section cannot fund?  Will this preclude some members like government 
employees from serving as section officers since they have less employer support? 

o Response: These are some of the points that the District will consider as we discuss 
section representatives. We will have to explore technological methods to keep 
everyone included especially from our more remote sections. 

• Having section representatives does not seem very efficient as it could add more perspectives 
that may prolong discussions and delay decisions from being made. 

o Response: This is a point that the District will consider as we discuss section 
representatives. 

• What is the impact going to be on the Student Endowment Fund? Is there a way to track where 
contributions to the Student Endowment Fund came from and distribute it accordingly (when 
the new district is created)? 

o Response: District has not yet discussed how this will be split but we have tracked all the 
sources of contributions to the fund. 

• Are we the only District being asked to undergo this process? What other changes are 
happening at the other Districts? 

o Response: The changes for Midwestern/Great Lakes and Florida were discussed. 

New Mexico Section (September 6) 

• Is ITE taking shared interests into account when making suggestions? 
o Response:  Yes, the described One ITE District definition intent is to align areas of similar 

geographies and interests. 
• Do not see what is broken that needs to be fixed.  Have attended meetings and learned from 

people all over the District.  For example, Big I (I25/I40 interchange) was influenced by a project 
in CA.  Texas and Florida came to ITE to propose division, not vice versa.  NMITE members 
should contact one of our three Directors to give opinion.  We need to slow this process down, 
what’s the hurry? 

• The Western District has a tradition of great collaboration in the District including learning from 
other Section like CA.  The initiative is driven by Michael Sanderson and the Western District 
stands out as a large District.  Overall One ITE reduces NM Section benefits.  It’s up to us to 
make a new District successful.  Michael Sanderson was overheard saying “Need to make sure 
this idea looks like it came from membership.” He feels like he needs to get this done during his 
term in office.  This will be an uphill climb, you need to lead, follow, or get out of the way. 

• There are examples of other organizations who split and lost cohesion.  One ITE is one man 
trying to micromanage the whole situation.  I recommend NM ITE members write letters to 
Directors opposing the split. 

• Technical programs are good right now.  2/3 of speakers came from District members who are 
abandoning us.  Who is going to step up? Speed of decision is too fast. 

• (Visiting AZ member) All AZ past presidents are on an email chain regarding One ITE.  Some are 
for, some are against.  AZ is putting together a survey monkey about how their membership 
feels to assist drafting letter.  AZ is willing to share survey with NM. 

• How will this affect the student chapter?  There will be complications with voting and service 
terms for student chapters with proposed calendar year terms.  Most work will be done for the 
student chapter by the Section. 

o Response: Chapter will get re-chartered and have model bylaws to go by. 
• There was a motion to have NM ITE leaders to get a survey and distribute to membership.  

Motion passed. 
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Northern California Section (September 6) 

• Attended by Section Board members. 
• Did not have many concerns or questions regarding the information provided. 
• Indicated that they intended to bid on the 2024 Annual Meeting, perhaps in Tahoe or 

Sacramento 
• NorCal board members noted they think the Western District functions well as is. 
• They don’t have affiliate members. 
• They noted that rural CA counties east and south of Sacramento do not feel like they are part of 

CA (not sure how many ITE members we have in this area). 
• They had questions about timing of moving to calendar year terms, whether they need to be a 

registered non-profit, and when new bylaws were coming. 

Idaho Chapter (September 10-11) 

• What are the steps for the charter/bylaws for the Sections/Chapters? 
o Response: Walked through timeline for District Charter and Bylaws in place by end of 

2019 and Section/Chapter by end of 2020. 
• How soon will the Chapter to Section change occur with the Charter/Bylaws process? 

o Response: The District transition must take place before the Section/Chapters come into 
existence. Transition would likely take a few years. 

• Can’t think of a better configuration, Idaho with Intermountain and Rocky Mountain makes 
sense. 

• NW Idaho has closer relationship with Spokane, WA however this region has a small number of 
members. 

• With Idaho potentially becoming a Section, can we now have chapters? 
o Response: Yes but have to make sure they are viable and can meet the requirements of 

an operating chapter.  
• Potential to have Spokane/Coeur D’Alene chapter? 

o Response: Not with the new district borders.  
• Clarification was offered by the officers that the letter to the IBOD was intended to express 

interest in participating in the discussion and not a declaration of support for the Rocky 
Mountain District. 

• For the transition, who establishes the new District? 
o Response: Likely those folks who signed the letter of intent and Section Boards. 

• Can we make the presentation available – International and Western District? 
• What happens with the 2023 meeting? General concern about timing and size of that meeting. 

o Response: Meeting will take place, the specifics of being a joint meeting, attendance, 
timing, cannot be determined yet. We will know more in the next year with the 
transition plan. For now, the advice is not to make any commitments.  Likely drop dead 
deadline for LAC would be summer 2020 to make commitments and reserve convention 
center and hotel spaces.  The WD wouldn’t be able to pull a meeting together if the 
decision to not have a joint meeting came any later than in the next year. 

• Concerns were expressed regarding the leadership pool available to fill all the new district 
positions and the transition process and who would be helping through it. 

• Concerns were expressed over the purpose of the split as nothing has been received from 
International or the WD showing the reasons why the WD is not functioning well. 

• Do we have to be a Section? Who decides this? 
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o Response: The decision is yours however the chances are high to be promoted to a 
Section with the new District structure. 

• What happens to the Intermountain Section? 
o Response: With the promotion of the Chapters to Sections, the Intermountain Section 

would cease to exist. 
• What happens to the Intermountain meeting? 

o Response: District meeting would need to move around to reach out to all sections. 
Possibility to have a Spring and Fall meeting like Texas but need additional LACs and 
volunteers.  Also, attendance may be an issue as these meetings would be competing 
with one another. 

• What are the goals? What is broken? What is it fixing? 
o Response: Sections don’t feel connected to District leadership. Distance and size affect 

the level of connection and ability to attend conferences.  The overall action is to 
address the organization as a whole. To get more consistency with the sizes of the 
Districts which means that WD is too big. 

• What about the California on its own proposal? How are Texas and Florida doing? 
o Response: Texas and Florida came up with the idea and asked to leave the Southern 

District. They are smaller and from my knowledge are working alright. From a California 
perspective, there isn’t a desire to be on their own. The loss of connection is a 
detriment. 

Utah Chapter (September 11) 

• Attended by Section Board members and other interested parties. 
• Regardless of how District reorganizations turn out, that there should be only 1 International 

Director per District.  That could be accomplished with the current method of dividing total 
membership by 12 and insuring no one district has more than 2/12 of the entire membership. 
Or, it could be accomplished by proposing a constitutional change to state each district has one 
International Director regardless of size. This will go a long way toward everyone feeling they 
have equal and fair representation. 

• Several Utah Board members liked the idea of ITE having 4 or 5 mega districts by combining 
smaller districts to reach the size of the Western District.  The International ITE Annual Meeting 
(conference) could always be held as a joint meeting with a mega district on a rotational basis. 
This would help ease the strain of members with limited employer support needing to choose 
which meeting they can attend since they are faced with multiple ITE meetings annually. 

• Utah Chapter can likely function as a Section with very few if any changes. They act like a 
Section now according to the revised definition that the International Board has adopted. Utah 
and the other chapters in the Intermountain Section can still meet annually in Jackson Hole as a 
joint meeting of the four Sections. It was pointed out that it is one of the more successful and 
well-attended ITE meetings and it would be a shame if that learning and networking opportunity 
plus its traditions is dropped. 

• Utah Chapter is concerned about affiliates. 
o They do not charge anyone coming to their monthly meetings any differently because 

they hold their meetings at a buffet where everyone pays individually as they enter the 
restaurant. This works well for them because they do not have to collect/handle money.  

o The Chapter does not include anyone on the emailing/meeting announcement list 
unless they become a member of the Utah Chapter. This can happen without them 
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becoming an International member because they have collected Chapter annual dues as 
part of the registration for their annual 1-day conference. 

o They have had very good attendance because they are inclusive of ITE International 
members, Utah Chapter only members and people with interest being welcomed to our 
meetings. Even as a chapter, they routinely have 50-60 people at their monthly 
meetings and 220+ at their annual conference. 

o The transportation profession continues to morph in the direction of including many 
other professions which have their own professional organizations, such as police, fire, 
medical, auto makers, autonomous vehicle companies, ITS, etc. ITE should have a way of 
allowing and encouraging folks from those professions who also have an interest in 
ours, to be able to participate in ITE. This can be done in some way as Affiliates or 
Friends of ITE where we recognize them in some way for their participation and desire 
to work with us. ITE could consider having a lower participation cost or perhaps a lower 
membership cost if they show they are already a member of their professional 
organization such as APA, IS, AMA, etc. With the broadening of professionals 
participating within the field of transportation, we need to be as inclusive as we can. 

o There was concern raised that they have not heard what the International Board has 
done or is considering at this time about this topic, but they hope ITE can find a way to 
be more inclusive than less so. 

• They would like to see a summary (advantages/disadvantages) of several options for districting 
including the null option of leaving the district as is, and 2 or 3 options for 2 new districts and 2 
or 3 options for 3 districts. They believed there is still good logic in keeping geographic 
connections in deciding district borders, but this is less important now because of the many 
electronic and social media means open to facilitate communication. 

• They feel there are reasons for considering a California District similar to what exists in Florida 
and Texas. Some California Sections may even want to be part of a different District if 
redistricting happens. 

• They questioned how Washington, Oregon, Alaska and Hawaii feel about redistricting and how 
they feel about possibly becoming a District or if they would prefer joining another District. 

• Overall, they thought changes are needed within ITE to continue being relevant but the real 
question is how far-reaching do those changes need to be. 

• ITE at all current levels need to take whatever action necessary to solicit input/reaction from its 
membership to proposed changes such that current members do not feel alienated or left out of 
the process when decisions are made. 

• There were questions about timing of changes, switching to calendar year terms, what happens 
to the Intermountain Meeting, the need for joint District Meetings so that members still benefit 
from cross-pollination of ideas. 

• A Rocky Mountain District would still be geographically large and difficult for all to attend 
(Tucson to Billings is far).  Also, there would still be multiple meeting and people have to choose 
from Annual Chapter Conference, Intermountain Meeting, District Meeting, ITE Int’l Mtg, etc. 

• The Working Paper by Jonathan Upchurch is a good start but is not balanced.  It would be better 
if ITE International took on this effort and provided the research and data to support its 
initiative. 

• There is no evidence or data analysis that the change will result in more membership, although 
more leadership opportunities is a good thing.  If this does not attract new members, then more 
consideration must be given to keeping affiliates and friends of ITE engaged. 
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• The Utah Chapter members at this meeting did not feel like they are disconnected or missed out 
on ITE participation. 

• (via email) My preference would be to keep the Western District the way it is. I think the District 
works well right now with a lot of programs to support students, etc. and with many 
opportunities to get involved. For example, while I have never been a District officer, I was the 
general chair for the District meeting in Salt Lake in 1997, which allowed me to participate and 
interact with the Board for several years as we prepared to host the meeting. That satisfied my 
need to be more involved. Our Sections and Chapters also seem to be working well. However, I 
wouldn't be opposed to making the Utah Chapter a Section. I liked to be able to go to the 
District meetings on the west coast to see what they were doing with transit (light rail, 
commuter rail, HOV lanes, etc.) and other issues. They were always a little ahead of us in Utah. I 
wouldn't have been able to get that experience at that time in other parts of the District (with 
the exception maybe of Denver). And I went to the District meetings rather than the 
International meetings because they were closer, less expensive, and had comparable programs.  
On a personal note, I almost always drove to the 20 or so District meetings I attended and took a 
few days on either side of the meeting to go to National Parks, visit other attractions, and make 
a vacation of it. I think others do the same. I'm sure I wouldn't have gotten to see all the things I 
did if the coastal states and Alaska were not part of the District. 

• (via email) If the decision is made to create two or more districts from the Western District, I 
would suggest that one be the eight states of Arizona, New Mexico, Colorado, Wyoming, 
Montana, Idaho, Utah, and Nevada. The Executive Directors of the large MPOs in Arizona 
(Phoenix and Tucson), New Mexico (Albuquerque), Colorado (Colorado Springs, Denver, and 
North Front Range), Idaho (Boise), Utah (Salt Lake/Ogden and Provo/Orem), and Nevada (Reno 
and Las Vegas) have been meeting once or twice a year for the past 20 years.  Adding Wyoming 
and Montana to this group would make sense from a geographic as well as interest point of 
view. 

• (via email) If the District is divided, I would also suggest that the two or three new districts hold 
a joint meeting, if not annually at least every two or three years, to maintain the contacts and 
traditions of the Western District. It would also allow for greater sharing of ideas and reduce the 
need to go back to the same locations for annual meetings too often.  I know the world is 
changing and ITE needs to change with it and that annual meetings in the future may change.  
But I do think that getting together in person with a greater number of people in attendance has 
benefits. Whatever is decided, we need to make sure that the Jackson meeting can continue 
(possibly as a joint meeting of four Sections). All the administrative requirements regarding 
checking accounts, dues collection, tax reports, etc. need to be addressed. 

• (via email) Regarding non-members who attend Section and Chapter meetings, I wouldn't want 
to charge them more to attend or participate. I'd guess that most of the people attending our 
Utah Chapter meetings are not formal members of ITE. I think the same might be true for the 
Intermountain Section meeting, as well. Encouraging them to attend at least makes them aware 
of ITE and allows for more diversity and discussion at our meetings. One thing we could do, 
however, is do a better job of letting them know how to join ITE and of having application 
material available at our meetings. 
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Alaska Section (September 13) 

• Attended by Section Board and few other interested parties 
• The biggest concern for the AK Section is the change in dues structure and collection of dues. 

They have affiliate members and others that come to their monthly Section lunch meetings, and 
they do want to lose them or alienate them in any way. 

• They are happy with their interaction with ITE Western District, but feel no connection to ITE 
International. This may be due to distance, but also they get what they need from the Western 
District (E-News, WesternITE, Annual Meeting, etc.) 

• One of their members reported attending the recent ITE Int’l Annual Meeting Minneapolis (her 
first time) and feeling like a “fish out of water”. She got value from the technical sessions, but 
didn’t feel welcome in the social or networking events (lots of people knew each other, she 
didn’t know the traditions, etc.). She said there is more value in Western District Annual 
Meetings. Even when in San Diego, she could interact with someone from a similar area or see a 
presentation on mountain and rural transportation issues. 

• The AK Section would like to remain in a large District so that they (as a small Section) can get 
the most value. They also recognize they have more in common with rural and winter climate 
states. District Meetings or joint District Meetings with those states would be valuable. 

• The AK Section struggles with membership, and their concern is that forcing people to join ITE 
Int’l may mean less local control, lower turnout at meetings, leading to less revenue and fewer 
Section members. As such, what they have heard from ITE Int’l is concerning to them. They 
advocate a “first do no harm” approach, and will need to find a way to keep their local 
interested parties coming to ITE events even if they are not ITE members. What they have works 
well for them, and they don’t want to change it if it diminishes what they have in any way. 

• The cost of additional membership (either a higher level of membership, or an additional 
professional organization) is a concern. One person said they don’t see the value of ITE Int’l 
membership, and the only thing they share is a logo. 

• There is not a lot of interest in participating any more than they do at the District level, but this 
is due to distance and the cost of attending meetings out of state. The barriers they face are not 
from ITE or the Western District, but from their location and level of employer support. Thus the 
concern they have with anything that will cost them or the others that come to ITE events more 
money. 

• They could try to sign up people to become ITE members at their Section meetings. If they can 
make it easy for people to sign up and help them along, it may eliminate a barrier. No one wants 
to log on and do the work themselves. Also, perhaps ITE Int’l can help with membership promo 
materials to demonstrate the value of becoming a member and staying a member. 

• Can ITE have a company membership like an agency membership? Or at least allow a company 
to pay for all employees at once and not have each one cut an individual check? 

• (via email) Regarding the Western District restructuring, ITE Alaska Section and the Fairbanks 
Chapter consist of a small membership. Due to the small membership and not a substantial 
membership fee income, we do not have the capability to provide some of the features that 
larger sections/chapters can provide to their members. We rely on the District to be able to 
provide the larger events/conferences/trainings to our members and request that we are in a 
larger District that can still provide those services.  In addition, we think that the states that are 
currently included in the Western District provide our membership with the opportunity to learn 
about similar design conditions as Alaska, but also access to newer innovations that are coming 
out of other states. If the District is changed, we may not have access to the same variety of 
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transportation presentation.  Joint District meetings appear to provide an opportunity for 
greater variety of topics. 

• (via email) The dues collection restructuring has the highest likelihood of doing harm to our 
membership and therefore ability to provide the best service to our community.  The majority of 
our membership is made up of affiliate members. With the dues restructured, we will likely see 
a significant loss in membership within our Section. This loss will likely be attributed to:  

o Higher cost of membership that either the employer or the member are not willing to 
pay. 
 Many, if not all, of the Agencies don’t pay for their employees membership fees. 

If the costs are increased, we will likely see a decrease in Agency employee 
attendance. One of the benefits to the private sector attending the Section 
meetings is to network with the public sector. If they do not attend, we will 
likely see a decrease in membership attendance. 

 Alaska does not have many companies, but the companies that currently 
support ITE Alaska Section have several members per company. ITE 
International dues will create a much higher cost for these businesses which will 
likely lead to less people being a part of our section.  Some companies pay for 
10 members at the local cost, which would be equivalent to national members. 

 The section and membership struggle with the cost of membership, interaction 
and engagement from ITE international, etc. Our large geographic separation, 
high cost of travel, and limited population base are significant challenges to 
local companies and public sector alike. This will play a huge role in a transition 
from affiliate to full paying members and the biggest challenge to keeping the 
section viable. 

o Less accessible/additional work to get your membership  
 Businesses will have less efficiency in providing payment due to multiple checks 

or credit card purchases for individual memberships. 
 We streamline our membership applications so that many of the members can 

do them at our first monthly meeting on the spot. We would not have a way to 
streamline an online membership and this online process may not be conducive 
to get our members to sign up.  There are ways to mitigate this by allowing the 
section to collect dues/forms and submit those online. Numerous other 
organizations allow this option and it allows for more face to face interaction. 

o We rely on our membership fee for our operating expenses.  
 In the past our Section’s budget operated in the “Red”. In recent years, we have 

been able to turn our budget around and finally operate in the “Black”. This is 
mostly because of our membership fee structure. We typically do not make any 
money on the monthly meetings. If membership is reduced because of this 
transition, we will likely not be able to have a positive operating budget. 

 Again, we have a large operating fee due to the high cost of living in Alaska, high 
travel costs, and limited community size to draw upon. 

• (via email) As a board, we have discussed the advantages and disadvantages of this transition, 
and we feel like this may not be a positive change for our Section, and would likely not result in 
a net positive change or benefit to our membership in Alaska. We do not support these changes 
and are currently considering other extreme options that we can take our membership such as 
“breaking free” from ITE altogether if this is going to negatively affect our local community and 
benefits we provide. 
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Riverside-San Bernardino Section (September 13) 

• Section Meeting attended by Section officers and interested parties. 
• From this presentation, it seems that this going to happen rather than an option to consider.  

o Response: Yes, International made the decision that the WD would need to form 2 or 
more Districts. The borders are up to debate. 

• Is this from within the WD or coming from outside?  
o Response: The decision was made by International to get a cohesive organization as a 

whole. One of the reasons is that we are big both membership and geography and an 
outlier as compared to other districts. There are members of the proposed Rocky 
Mountain District region that are interested to create a RM District and prepared a 
letter of interest.  

• Going through all this stuff, I had a thought that maybe the WD can pull out of ITE altogether 
and start our own thing. I understand that there are all kinds of problems, if the east coast 
doesn’t care for us then why don’t we.  

• Change is hard but you have to keep in mind that if you have the local support to keep it going 
than that’s fine. If the idea is coming from the bottom then it is better rather than someone 
shoving it from the top. As I was running for International VP, when I went from district to 
district, one of the biggest complaints was that you’ll win because you’re from the WD. But 
that’s not true but we’ve had members lose before. The board members have a hard time with 
longer cycles, with us now we go in/out of California. So if someone wants to be on District 
board they have a chance every other year (from 12 states). But we have a lot of issues getting 
volunteers. 

• This is public agency centered question. I love the WD annual meeting, but we can’t attend out 
of state meetings. Consider public agency travel policies in this process. Are the restrictions also 
true for Oregon or Colorado? 

o Response: We will consider that with public agencies. With the District getting smaller, 
we will likely end up having more meetings in California but want to make sure that we 
are fair to the other states.  Our District will not be California only. We will need to keep 
our district hats on and make sure to serve the other states as well.  

• RSBITE does send their incoming President to the WD Annual Meeting. Being able to attend the 
Keystone meeting helped us get up to speed. With the new bylaws, do our current bylaws fall by 
the wayside? 

o Response: With the re-charting, the old charters get rescinded and new bylaws are 
needed. You would not need bylaw approval by members. 

• Do our section dues change? 
o Response: No, you control your section dues. Would this be a good time to consider 

your section dues, yes. Bylaws restrict how much you can increase dues and need 
member approval if higher than a certain percentage. We hope not to have to increase 
the WD dues to offset the budget deficit but not sure yet. WD also would have the same 
option to increase dues as part of this charter/bylaw updates but we would definitely 
communicate any changes with our members prior to implementation.  

• What’s going on with the affiliate members? 
o Response: One of the reasons to remove affiliate membership is the updated criteria to 

become a member which is more inclusive now. Friends of ITE is an option if they don’t 
want to be more. It’s a nomenclature change, member means full member and any 
other would be a friend. Do think about distinguishing members at the local level such 
as lunch discounts for full members. 
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• As a senior member, I do think I have to say something. Personally really torn by this. All of us 
who have seen the district grow and thrive are really torn by this. On the other hand, I have 
come to the conclusion that the remaining WD will survive and may pick up more participating 
from Oregon and Washington if we meet there more often. I am more concerned about the 
smaller district, I have seen a lot of energy and excitement from them and hope that it will 
remain and create something successful.  

Central Coast Section (September 18) 

• Attended by Section officers and other interested parties. 
• Do sections and chapters have a say in whether they are a section or chapter?  Response: yes 
• What is the difference between section and chapter? 

o Response: operation levels, consistent board, chapters have more leeway on amount of 
meetings etc, sections are required to meet certain criteria.  Noted that ITE wants all 
boards, etc. to be elected/serve on the same schedule 

• Pertaining to Districts – Why not have Nevada with California? Concern about who we have 
more in common with? Arizona or Washington? 

o Response: Nevada can choose if they want to be with CA or Rocky states 
• What was not working? 

o Response: connectivity, representation, access. Also some other areas in Western 
District feel it is too dominated by CA. Currently the WD operates with inside/outside CA 
policy to help address this. 
 There is an inside CA vs. outside CA dynamic. 
 Splitting Western district in 2 will still have 2 large and geographically spread out 

districts. It doesn’t see like this helps. 
• Western ITE is strong now, why weaken it? 
• What are other professional groups doing, i.e. ASCE, APWA? 
• Is it still a possibility to keep Western district as one? Or is the split required? 

o Response: International can draw the line wherever they want. They currently are 
favoring a Rocky Mountain District.  It is unknown if we can change that decision. 

• What happens with the student endowment fund? The Endowment fund split should insure 
money in, money out for contributors. 

o Response: That will need to be figured out. It was created by the members of Western 
ITE and it will need to be split in some way. It currently relies on dividends to run 
student section program so with reduction in overall amount, the dividends would 
reduce and be insufficient to keep the current programs going. Noted- there are 40 
student chapters, 26 in proposed Rocky Mountain District, 1 within the Central Coast 
Section. 

• Are we set on not splitting CA? We have more in common in southern California with the 
Southwestern States. 

o Response: It is hard to know where to draw the line. Some things are oriented with 
southwestern region and some are oriented with the State of California as a whole. Also, 
states have similar laws, etc. which makes it easier to keep an entire state in one 
district. International doesn’t want to split states and that sentiment seems to be 
support by CA.  

• Why is this happening? Why is this better? 
o Response: Consistency across ITE. Creates districts of more similar size, hoping to get 

representation of districts more evenly. 
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• How are other sections reacting? 
• There was a general concern about needing to host meetings more often if there are fewer 

sections 
• Are any other districts doing this? Or just Western District? 

o Response: Great lakes and Midwest are changing borders, but they have 2 existing 
districts. West is the only district potentially splitting to create a new district 

• Is Canada splitting up since they are a big geographic area?  Response: No. 
• Sounds like International is making the decision on what the districts will be? 
• Is all this moot? Seems International has made the decision and even if we decide something 

different, they won’t listen. Would our energy be better spent in something else? 
• Are people excited about this? 

o Response: Discussed the Rocky Mountain letter of interest which asked for the 
sections/chapters to be kept informed but wasn’t a big push for the split. There are 
volunteers on the Rocky Mountain side that are excited to take on the new district. 

• As a hypothetical question, when Randy takes Presidency can he undo all of this? Or can a state 
change their mind after the split and want to change back to the WD? 

• Good attendance at our annual meeting now even with cannibalization from other meetings 
(Intermountain, ITE/IMSA, QUAD). 

• I think this goes back to the regime change that happened where the outside CA people 
changed from being Intermountain folks to other outside CA regions with Dongho, Cathy, and 
Paul. A change in the regime of outside CA folks that was once dominated by Intermountain 
only. Devin lost to Paul. 

• I don’t see the lack of representation demonstrated with the executive board and chairs. 
• The Intermountain section has done well both in the Western District at the International level 

with the support of the big WD.  
• Within 2.5 hrs you can get across the current District, this will not change with the new Rocky 

Mountain District.  
• It seems the senior members of our District oppose this move (Friend of ITE email) 
• We have strength in numbers, look at the endowment fund 
• International won’t consider drawing borders across states but is ignoring state lines 
• How will WD sustain its current level of student programs with less resources? Currently we 

have 40 chapters with 10 awards in addition to the SLS. After the split, there will be 14 less 
(rocky mountain boundary). Will any of the programs available to the remaining 26 student 
chapters be cut? Will the names of the awards be changes? How will the endowment fund be 
split? 

• The District board has 7 members and 14 appointed positions. With less resources, what will be 
the new makeup of the District group? One of the goals of One ITE is to expand leadership 
opportunities, but those of us in the WD will now have less.  

• The ITE International website is already using Rocky Mountain District, it seems they have 
already decided and named the new district. 

• The rationale for the new Rocky Mountain district is given in terms of what it will do for the new 
district and nothing about how it affects the remaining WD. For instance, “provide a new set of 
leadership opportunities for members within this growing region.” The existing membership 
from this region has and is already holding leadership opportunities within ITE. The breakup of 
the current district actually reduces leadership opportunities for the remaining members (ie 
likely less committees). They also state “maintain a strong new WD where there is a greater 
commonality and proximity between the remaining members.” This makes no sense. IT takes 
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approximately 1-2.5 hrs to get to anywhere in the current district. In fact, if proximity is the goal, 
Nevada, Arizona, and NM should stay with California and Oregon and Washington should be 
with Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming. They also have more in common in terms of climate and 
mountainous terrain. 

Oregon Section (September 19) 

• Section Meeting attended by Section officers and interested parties. 
• Did not have many concerns or questions about the information provided. 
• Concern was expressed regarding Annual Meetings.  If the Western District is smaller will 

Sections have to host Annual Meetings more frequently?  Not sure if they have enough support 
to host a meeting more frequently than they have been. 

• From the vendor perspective, joint meetings and larger meetings are preferred. 
• Section has close ties with Vancouver, BC.  Is it possible to consider the inclusion of a portion of 

the Canadian District? 
o Response:  We have heard similar ideas in other Sections and Chapters regarding 

connections across states.  However, it is unlikely that the Canadian District would 
be included (even a portion) in the Western District. 

Southern California Section (September 19) 

• Section Meeting attended by Section Officers and other interested parties. 
• I’m open to the idea, but feels that the process is being rushed.  How come IBOD didn’t build the 

case for the proposed re-districting and try to obtain buy-in first? 
• Supports keeping Western District (WD) intact and displeased that a decision appears to have 

already been made; “foregone conclusion.” The WD has internally discussed the possibility of 
splitting in the past. The result of past discussions was the decision to keep WD intact. 

• Displeased with level of communication from International and lack of opportunity to provide 
input prior to the present time. 

• Questioned whether elected IBOD representatives were truly working on behalf of the members 
they represent.  Why was there no survey/opportunity for WD members to provide early input? 

• Has IBOD considered that the re-districting may result in a drop in membership if the 
membership is unhappy with the organization? 

• Believes WD conference provides the best quality content out of all ITE – is concerned technical 
content may suffer as a result of the re-districting. 

• Is WD broken? “If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.” If WD is thought to be too big, but it works, then 
why split it? 

• WD should conduct their own member survey. 
• Pointed out that a lot of now International initiatives originated from WD; will re-districting 

affect WD’s ability to roll out future initiatives? This could have an impact on future initiatives 
for ITE International. 

• Senior members have been vocal. What do young professionals think? 
• Believes a lot of concerns involve fear of losing personal connections with Rocky Mountain; can 

this be mitigated by holding more joint meetings? 
• This process feels forced and there has been a lack of input. 
• One benefit may be shorter travel distances for student chapters. Believes a lot of the WD 

members will be upset. 
• Fears losing diversity in technical presentations from Rocky Mountain states. 
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• Very concerned about impact to Student Leadership Summit; currently it has been growing 
every year and fears it may lose momentum. 

Nevada Chapter (September 20) 

• Section Meeting attended by Section officers, past Section leaders, and other interested parties. 
• How would the Endowment Fund be split?  Would the Western District keep everything? 

o Response:  In all likelihood the fund would be split, but it hasn’t been decided how that 
will be done. 

• What happens if everyone or almost everyone responds back to the District that they want to 
remain in the Western District? 

o Response:  Based on our initial discussions we don’t think this is the probable outcome.  
However, we do know that remaining as one District is not an outcome that is 
acceptable to International. 

• What happens if everyone but Utah wants to join new District?  Does Utah just get put into the 
new District anyway? 

o Response:  Although we are taking to every Section/Chapter to see what they would like 
to do, we don’t know for sure what the final outcome will be.  However, in that 
particular example it’s possible that Utah would be placed in the new District since it’s 
not geographically connected to the Western District. 

• This process is happening too quickly.  We won’t have enough time to talk to our members.  
What happens if we just say that we can’t get back to you until the end of October? 

o Response:  We understand that the District is asking a lot from you in a short amount of 
time.  However, we encourage you to speak to your members as quickly to provide 
some feedback so that your thoughts are included in the outcome and final steps. 

• There was concern about how they could best outreach to their members in such a short period 
of time.  They discussed an online forum or email blasts.  We mentioned that AZ and NM were 
polling their members and that they might be willing to share their survey.  The Chapter decided 
to poll their members and was going to ask AZ to share their survey. 

• What have other Sections and Chapters said about this? 
• Have they considered putting OR, WA, AK, ID, and MT together?  Has that been considered? 

o Response:  That isn’t one of the current options being considered based on discussions 
with our Sections and Chapters.  However nothing has been decided yet. 

• The Chapter President clarified that their participation in the letter to the IBOD was intended to 
express interest in participating in the discussion and not a declaration of support for the Rocky 
Mountain District.  He stated that if he thought it was anything other than that he would not 
have signed it.  He also indicated that he had consulted other key members in the Chapter 
before deciding to sign it. 

• There was some discussion of options that would require splitting states but we clarified again 
that the direction from International was that any outcome would not require splitting of states. 

• I have a lot of business ties to California and Hawaii, not that many to places in the east.  What 
areas do we have closer ties to?  Remember the history of how we came to be a part of the 
Intermountain Section.  When we decided to form a Chapter we discussed which Section we 
should be a part of.  The fact that the Section meeting for the Intermountain Section was in 
Jackson Hole was a part of that decision.  We need to reassess that decision to decide which 
region fits us best now. 
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• In conjunction with the discussion regarding affiliates, there was an acknowledgement that 
other groups might have concerns and issues with this, but the Nevada Chapter does not have 
any affiliates. 

• I relate more to topics discussed at the Intermountain meeting than those from California. 
o Response:  We need to be careful not to stereotype areas within our District.  We can 

find commonality with topics from our more rural areas and learn from some of the 
topics and issues in our more urban areas.  Don’t forget that California has rural areas as 
well. 

• There was general discussion and concern expressed about what would happen with the 
Intermountain meeting if a new District was established. 

• There was concern expressed regarding whether their Chapter would be able to host Annual 
Meetings more frequently with a smaller District size.  With less locations to travel to, they may 
be asked to host meetings more often. 

• There was discussion of changing their Chapter to a Section and that it would provide them with 
an opportunity to establish a Chapter in northern Nevada (Reno). 

• Can the District make their presentation available to the Nevada Chapter? 
o Response:  Yes, we can share the pdf with the Chapter to share with their members. 

San Diego Section (September 20) 

• Section Meeting attended by Section officers and interested parties. 
• Discussion on the timeline for the One ITE implementation 

o Why are we rushing through this? 
o Is this a done deal? 
o This is not a democratic process, don’t want to waste resources if it really doesn’t 

matter. 
o We only heard about this 2 months ago with details being provided only a month ago. 
o This is moving too quickly. 
o Disagree with idea, too fast without opportunity to discuss pro/con. 

• What are significant changes being made to other districts? 
o Response: Changes being looked at for Florida and Midwestern/Great Lakes Districts. 

 Florida and Midwest changes make some sense. 
• How do we get more detailed information on what the problems are and actions to address 

them? 
• Discussion on Annual Meetings 

o WD annual meetings offer different exposure, learning, and interface which you don’t 
get at the sterile international meetings 

o We have better meetings than International 
o It would be nice to have an extended period of joint meetings 
o We should continue to have meetings together 

• Discussion on creation of a new District 
o Seems that this is all against the WD? 
o Keep WD together. 
o With the split, OR, WA, AK, and HI are at a bigger disadvantage. 
o Not the first time the split has been brought up and it’s always from the outside 
o This is being driven by the International eastern base. 
o We want the section and district to resist this change from international. Find another 

solution. 
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o Seems forced from the outside 
o International is aiming for uniformity but at what cost. 
o Why not 3 Districts instead? North Pacific District (AK, WA, OR, Nor CA, SF Bay, Central), 

South Pacific District (HI, Central Coast, SoCal, RSBITE, San Diego), Rocky Mountain (ID, 
MT, WY, NV, UT, CO, AZ, NM).  The 3 Districts should govern Annual Meetings, 
Endowment Fund, and maybe all functions jointly.  Basically function the same with 3 
Districts. 
 Response:  International has indicated that states cannot be split. 

• WD has 3 directors, if the district split happens accurately then we could still have more votes 
(do we divide smaller?). 

• This should be put to a vote by District members. 
• Getting input at the Section level is fine to make sure bigger member bases don’t sway the 

decision. 
• The affiliate program changes are good, to be more inclusive. 
• Is there a possibility to reverse the decision? 

o Response:  Yes but it’s not likely. 
• Can we do a district survey? 

o Response:  The District is not planning on a survey at this time. 
• If we need to increase dues we may lose members. 
• Not sure how successful the Rocky Mountain District and meetings be. 
• CA is currently being underrepresented based on the membership percentage we have. 
• Members requested a map of the proposed borders with number of members per area. 
• The San Diego Section Board was requested to poll members. 

Montana Chapter (September 24) 

• About 9 or 10 people were on the call, from 3 or 4 locations (Helena, Bozeman, Billings, and 
maybe Missoula). 

• Section or Chapter affiliates are not an issue with the Montana Chapter. They currently collect 
their chapter dues ($20 annually) themselves. They would be happy to have International collect 
their dues for them and mail them a check. 

• What will happen to the Intermountain Section? 
o Response: The Intermountain Section would cease to exist as a section. However, there 

is no reason that the Intermountain Meeting, around which the Intermountain Section 
revolves, could not continue to be held. 

• Someone on the call mentioned that Montana’s population centers would not be big enough to 
form chapters. 

o Response: The presenter disagreed, and said it only takes a handful of members coming 
together to form a chapter. We want to make it as easy as possible for our members – 
especially those who feel isolated geographically – to get together under an “official” 
umbrella of ITE. 

• The Montana Chapter president (and presentation organizer) requested a PDF of the slides. 
• (via email) What happens to the Intermountain Section scholarship fund? Split equally among 

the states? Split proportional to contributions from each state? Becomes a "quad-state" fund? 
o Response: That would need to be determined by the leadership of the current 

Intermountain Section. Any of the options you mention would be possibilities. 
• (via email) What would happen with split into 3 districts as follows? Would membership #'s be 

too unbalanced? "Pacific" covering California, Washington, Oregon, Alaska & Hawaii; "Rocky 
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Mountain" or "Mountain States" covering Colorado, Wyoming, Montana, Idaho & Utah; 
"Southwest" covering Arizona, New Mexico, Nevada, & Texas. (Texas would cease to exist as a 
District all by itself) (one downside--means a Quad-Section meeting in Jackson would then cross 
District boundaries because Nevada would be part of a different district). 

o Response: We will relay your suggestion to the Western District and IBOD Task Forces. 
• (via email) Mention during presentation of more "local" support for Student Chapters. I don't 

see a Montana Section being able to provide substantially more support for MSU Student 
Chapter than the MT Chapter has in the past--at least in the immediate future. 

o Response: The Montana chapter was already providing support to the MSU student 
chapter much like a section would provide support to one of its student chapters.  
Additional effort may not be expected. 

• (via email) In past I believe there was a comment made that existing elected leadership would 
not give up an elected position with the realignment. Not an issue with Montana Chapter--the 
officers just get re-titled Section officers. But if existing sections cease to exist by August 2020, 
what happens to the 4 officers of the Intermountain Section? Intermountain has typically had a 
4-year progression thru the offices. 2020 is only 2 years away. 

o Response: An option could be to make each of the four current Intermountain Section 
officers into the four section representatives on the new District board. 

Washington Section (September 24) 

• Conference call with Section officers 
• CA is a large region but that doesn’t have to be a negative as being discussed by others. 
• Quad meeting may no longer be held as it would cannibalize a now smaller District to attend the 

annual meeting 
o Quad meeting has different locations and involvement depending on who wants to host 

it.  Usually between Vancouver, Oregon (Portland), Washington (Seattle).  Seattle asked 
most often.  Decided to skip 2019 as no one volunteered to host 

o May not host these as frequently which may work for district meeting rotations. 
• Discussion on possible District election policy changes to ensure equity 
• Discussion on affiliates 

o Section currently has local dues for vendors - $22 local dues for those who don’t want 
International membership 

o Significant number of members that won’t want to pay any more. 
o Lunch discounts would need to be implemented and email lists updated more often. 
o Question on who would manage Friends of ITE enrollment 
o Question on who counts as affiliate? 

• Members aren’t aware of One ITE – out of 30 in attendance at the last meeting maybe half 
heard something about it. Not sure how many would care. 

San Francisco Bay Area Section (September 25) 

• Attended by SF Bay Area Officers (3) and several members (7), and about 10 others online. 
• How will the financials be split? In particular the SEF. 
• Will we have smaller WD Annual Meetings, or joint meetings? Is our Annual Meeting sustainable 

as is (in terms of numbers, financially, technical content, etc.) if we are a smaller Western 
District? 

• Will there be a vote of the membership? The fate of the Western District should be put to a vote 
of the members. Similar to our state ballot measure and propositions, our elected officials 
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should only decide some items, but important things such as a radical change in governance and 
structure should be put to a vote. 

• It’s hard to comprehend why ITE Int’l would not put this to a vote of the members. 
• It seems like the Sections are sometimes independent (like for non-profit status and filing taxes), 

and other times the Sections are controlled by ITE Int’l. Hopefully with One ITE there will be 
more clarity and consistency in this regard. 

• Splitting up the Western District will impact and reduce our networking ability. The Western 
District is better as a larger entity since we get to interact with people from urban, suburban and 
rural areas and exchange ideas with those that are not like us. 

• The Western District can’t remain as is because the new definition of a District includes the 
geography and number of members statements. This was done to deliberately break up the 
Western District. 

• ITE Int’l is breaking up the most successful District because of underperforming Districts 
elsewhere, which makes no sense.  Rather than improve the underperforming Districts and how 
they serve their members, it looks like they are going after the one that stands out from the 
others. Just look at all that the Western District has contributed, from all parts of the District and 
not just California – why gut it when it works really well? 

• Will there be a branding change from ITE?  How does this help define who and what ITE is and 
who we serve. How does this attract any new members, especially younger members, that don’t 
care about governance but rather what an organization represents (cars vs bikes and active 
transportation)? 

• Can this be used to attract and retain members from underserved markets like Central CA or 
rural areas of CA? 

• Will this help us bring Caltrans staff into ITE? They have an agency membership but don’t use it 
or participate in ITE. What will this do for them? 

Arizona Section (September 27) 

• Section Meeting attended by Section officers and interested parties 
• International does a good job of explaining what they want to do but we need a slide or 

something about “Why” and what the benefits are. 
o Response: This is not just about the WD and about the bigger organization. It adds more 

leadership opportunities. Some have expressed that they aren’t involved due to the lack 
of opportunity or the lack of interest due to the size of the district (not serving locally). 

• The WD is perceived as a “power” district by others. Recommend that we should re-visit 
boundaries at various times due to natural imbalance that will occur due to growth. 

o Response:  Based on membership the remaining WD would still have 2 votes on IBOD. 
• Really want to continue joint meetings. Need to accommodate young professionals to get 

involved and provide opportunities.  
• What is the historical perspective on FL and TX becoming their own District? 

o Response:  Both states asked International to be their own. 
• We’ve taken a narrow view and am not convinced that splitting the District is the best solution. 

Maybe larger districts would be better. Travel is easier than ever now so it can be done. It seems 
that this is all a power struggle and not being done to serve the best interest of the members.  

• This feels like it is being imposed rather than from within. Still a power imbalance due to CA. I 
really want this to be a member decision and should be put to member vote.  

o Response: We’re trying to get member input through this open discussion. 
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• The purpose of the organization is to get likeminded people together, organized in a fashion 
that we can be who we are. 

• Biggest concern is the students. They are small chapters in AZ and don’t have funding to travel 
far. Our students may be cut off from a huge resource with the District as well as other large 
student chapters to learn from. I don’t think the new District will benefit the students. SLS may 
be something that would suffer during the process. 

o Response: The big established student chapters have a lot of great fundraisers but the 
active students and faculty make all the difference. 

• Why is splitting CA off the table? 
o Response: We have not hear any of the sections in CA express this desire. International 

has indicated it will not split states. 
• Strong connection to WD at student level and low connection at the section level.  They don’t 

seem to care to be involved at any higher level. 
• Rocky Mountain may be a good idea for CA, they don’t have to worry about equality and the 

anti-California sentiment. 
o Response: The New WD would still have 4 other states so equity would still be a concern 

but yes it could change the sentiment towards CA and allow for re-assessment. 
• Why don’t we just do north vs south across the US? Would be easier and more similar. 
• Arizona Survey Interim Results – survey will remain open for another few days  

o Total responses (60) 
o How familiar are you with the ONE ITE initiative?  

 Very Familiar – 17% 
 Somewhat Familiar – 46% 
 Did not know anything about it  - 37% 

o How involved have you been in Western District conferences?  
 I have attended conferences regularly. – 22% 
 I have attended at least one Western District Conference  - 37% 
 I have not attended a Western District conference. – 46% 

o How involved have you been in pursuing leadership roles or participating in 
committees/activities at the Western District Level?  
 I have held a leadership position within the Western District. - 8% 
 I have run for office or have been involved in committees/activities at the 

Western District level. – 7% 
 I have had interest in Western District leadership but have not run for office or 

pursued involvement. Please tell us why you have decided not to pursue this 
interest. Provide as much detail as possible and whether your decision would be 
affected by the changes proposed by ONE ITE. – 31% 

 I have no interest in leadership opportunities at the District level – 54% 
o The draft District Charters/Bylaws currently under review include a requirement that all 

Sections have a representative on the District Board. Would this resolve any issues with 
representation or involvement of Arizona Section members at the District level you may 
perceive?  
 Yes, it addresses my representation issues – 36% 
 No, there are additional issues (please provide a comment) – 12% 
 I don’t perceive any representation issues – 52% 

o How satisfied are you with how the Arizona Section membership is currently 
represented by the Western District?  
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 Very Satisfied – 19% 
 Satisfied – 38% 
 Neutral – 34% 
 Dissatisfied – 9% 
 Very Dissatisfied  

o Are you in favor of dividing the Western District due to membership size, geography, 
leadership opportunities or other issues?  
 In favor of dividing the Western District – 20% 
 Neutral / No opinion – 51% 
 Against dividing the Western District – 29% 

o What are the factors most important to you when deciding which District the Arizona 
Section should belong to: (Check all that Apply)  
 Geographical distance to activities/conferences – 62% 
 Shared professional interests – 67% 
 Conference representation opportunities - 29%  
 Leadership representation opportunities – 29% 

o Considering your response to the previous question, which District do you believe 
should include Arizona Section?  
 Remain in the new Western District with the California Sections – 38% 
 Prefer to become part of the Rocky Mountain District – 26% 
 Prefer to be part of a new district with different borders than those currently 

proposed. Please explain in the comments below – 10% 
 I don’t have a preference  - 26% 

o Do you agree with the proposed Section and Chapter definitions?  
 Agree – 47% 
 Neutral – 49% 
 Disagree – 3% 

o Do you believe there is a need to make any changes in Arizona to our Section or 
Chapter?  
 No changes needed – 54% 
 Would recommend considering changes (please provide comment) – 5% 
 Don’t Know / Neutral – 41% 

o Do you agree with the proposal to transition affiliate members to either full ITE 
membership or Friends of ITE?  
 Agree – 38% 
 Neutral – 42% 
 Disagree – 20% 

o If you are an affiliate, would the current proposal of free dues in 2019 and 50% 
discounted dues in 2020 entice you to join ITE? ***Only 10 were affiliates*** 
 I am an affiliate and would be likely to become a member – 30% 
 I am an affiliate but would probably not become a member (Please tell us why) 

– 20% 
 I am an affiliate, but don’t know if I would join as a member – 50% 
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In addition to the outreach efforts by the District’s One ITE Task Force, ITE International collected 
comments from Western District members through their One ITE website and discussions were initiated 
in the ITE Community Forum online.  The following is a summary of the comments received by ITE 
International. 

Comments Received by ITE International from District Members Regarding One ITE 

• Sorry but the process has been BS! 
• The email addresses of these people (the Board of Direction) should be provided. This is set up 

as a one way conversation just telling people without a way to easily provide input. 
• Can you please indicate exactly what action the IBOD approved in August at Minneapolis 

regarding the Western District? I have been told that the board took final action to divide the 
district, but it seems like it is being portrayed as an investigation of the feasibility etc.  I think 
there are still a lot of chapters that are not being converted, especially in the Northeast. 

• I enjoy having Oregon in the same grouping as Utah. They are doing fun new things and I learn 
from them. I would miss not being in the same group. I’m also somewhat lazy, so I’m not 
inclined to “step up”, so for me smaller areas mean less interesting/informational conversations. 
Please reconsider splitting the Western District. 

• As a long time ITE member I am against the current proposal to split our district. (Western 
District) 

• I’ve been a member of ITE for a number of years, with varying levels of involvement over time. 
The proposal to divide the Western District piques my interest, as one who has lived in both the 
Rocky Mountain and Pacific Coast sections of the current district. As my level of involvement 
now is on the lower side, I don’t see the governance structure issues directly affecting me too 
much. But it resonates strongly with me that many people who have been vested in ITE for a 
long-time have concerns with the proposal, and more importantly, feel like the process by which 
this proposal has been unveiled has not been transparent. I’m concerned about the latter part 
as well. I was curious what the restructuring of sections, districts and chapters might look like 
after it was mentioned in an ITE Journal article (as no details were shared). Then, from my 
vantage, it felt like the Western District with its rich tradition was suddenly split with apparently 
minimal membership outreach. If I missed the outreach because I didn’t go to a meeting or two, 
that’s on me. But when people who have a long track record of consistent involvement in ITE 
feel similarly out of the loop, then it seems to me the process has been flawed. It may be there 
is merit to this proposal and that it is ultimately best for the organization and its members.  But 
the process is also critical for the health of the organization.  If a number of actively involved 
members are feeling excluded, then perhaps this is moving too quickly. 

• I think you’ve done the right thing and thank you for your leadership. 
• I am writing to express my concerns about ONEITE. Although the International Board is making 

some effort to invite member input concerning the division of the Western District into two 
districts, I am incredibly disappointed that there has not been an open and transparent process 
that allows Western District members to engage in discussion, dialogue, and debate about the 
merits and disadvantages of dividing the District. As a longtime member of the Western District 
and as a Fellow Member of ITE, I am among those that will be most affected by the outcome, 
and all my fellow members in the Western District deserve to have your voices heard. 

• I am most interested in the contact emails of the persons listed – that is how I wish to give real 
input. What I sent was not really all I wish to say. 
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• Are we to read anything into the fact that Walter Okitsu, one of our Western District 
International Directors, was not listed on the ONE ITE initiative letter from the IBOD that was 
sent out this morning? 

• I wanted to express my support in keeping the Western District combined for these reasons: 
o 1) Commonality versus Diversity - Even though the two proposed districts have their 

differences, I believe that each region benefits from seeing different ideas. I think that it 
is key to learn about ideas that we are not already seeing in our own state or region. 

o 2) Economy of Scale - I believe that having less meetings, websites, etc will have a 
greater benefit on resources being spent on more important areas such as offering a 
larger selection of events and technical discussions 

o 3) Membership numbers - Having a larger group not only improves diversity, but also 
the energy of a larger organization. Strength in numbers! 

o 4) Chapters to Sections and Bureaucracy - Regardless of the decision to split up or stay 
together, I support eliminating a layer of bureaucracy. 

• I heard first about this at the Keystone Meeting. I do not have enough information to justify the 
change and I doubt if most members do either. This can be due to the fact that the idea is 
considered and moving through the process prematurely or there is a motive behind the scenes 
that the leadership fears that it will not pass the smell test, and that is why it is not shared more 
transparently with arguments from both sides shared with everyone. With the information I 
have so far, it seems that the idea is not good for the greater good of the smaller sections, so I 
cannot support it. Western district is working well and I cannot identify any deficiencies, in other 
words...If it ain't broke don't fix it. 

• In the context of One ITE, would it be possible to split South Dakota and North Dakota so that 
the eastern portions remain in the North Central Section (Great Lakes District) while the western 
portions go to the Colorado/Wyoming Section (Rocky Mountain District)?  Or I suppose western 
North Dakota could go with Montana… basically, though, the North Central Section is essentially 
the Minneapolis section and the Colorado/Wyoming Section is essentially the Denver section, 
and here in western South Dakota it would be more convenient to be an appendage of the 
Denver section than the Minneapolis section.  Minneapolis is an 8 hour drive for me (and I 
assume the only other ITE members in western South Dakota, since they’d all be with the DOT 
office in Rapid City), while Denver’s only a 6 hour drive.  Denver’s also in the same time zone as 
us, the Mountain Time Zone, while Minneapolis is over in Central Time.  That makes any physical 
participation in ITE slightly less infeasible for me as a member of the Colorado/Wyoming Section 
and future Rocky Mountain District than as a member of the North Central Section and future 
Great Lakes District. 

• There are no functional reasons why the current Western District should be split.  I’ve been a 
working ITE member in both proposed areas, and found no difference in professional interests 
between the two at all.  This proposal appears to be consistent with a split that recognizes 
national political dynamics, or an awkward attempt to pad the number of ITE positions.  This 
kind of thinking has no place in a professional association in a technical field.  At best it’s simply 
expressing an emotional need for “otherness”, or worse, pandering to a highly agendized 
funding policy through USDOT – at present.  Professional associations in general are already in a 
crisis of relevancy for working members.  ITE will not survive by playing to initiatives that divide 
active members. 

• I am opposed to this proposal. We don't need more bureaucracy with 2 or 3 of everything as the 
sections get formed with officers, programs, funding etc. 



WD One ITE Task Force Outreach  Page 24 

• I would just like to express my opinion that I am not in favor of splitting the Western District in 
to two or more Districts.  As a Californian and a member of ITE for almost 30 years now, I 
believe my ITE experience has been enriched by interacting with engineers in states to my east 
at events and conferences.  I personally don’t feel the existing Western District is “broken” and 
needs to be “fixed’ by breaking it up.  I also believe that such a drastic change in the 
organization should not be unilaterally determined at the board level but be put to a vote of the 
effected membership for us to decide amongst ourselves whether to stay together or to split.  
Thanks for your time and consideration of one Engineer’s opinion. 

• I began my career in 2003 as a member of the Ohio Section of ITE within the Great Lakes 
District.  In 2008/2009, as a result of the Great Recession, I moved to Seattle and subsequently 
joined the Washington Section within the Western District.  From my perspective in regards to 
ITE, this was a big change for which my involvement with ITE has never fully recovered.  There 
are a few primary reasons that I formed much more of a bond with the Ohio Section/Great 
Lakes District of which I will discuss one in this email. 

o At no major City within the Great Lakes District was there a feeling of isolation to the 
extent that a drive to an Annual District Meeting was out of reach.  At no time did it feel 
as if the other Sections within the District had completely different agendas and 
cultures.  The Western district is so large that isolation and differences in cultures is a 
given.  

o The isolation takes away for many what should be the yearly bonding moment for each 
District, the Annual District Meeting.  As a member of the Ohio Section for five years, I 
attended 2 or 3 Annual District Meetings.  In my fifteen years as an ITE member, I have 
attended 2 International Meetings (Pittsburgh & Seattle).  In ten years, I have never had 
the opportunity to attend a Western District Annual Meeting as not one has been in 
Washington, Oregon or even Idaho.  The district is simple too large geographically to 
support having a meeting that is accessible to most members with California 
dominating.  While I understand that some members have been able to form District 
bonds, I suspect these to be the vocal minority taken primarily from the higher echelon 
of the professional ranks.  

o In regards to differing cultures, there are drastic differences of cultures amongst the 
Western district Sections.  These are in geography, Transportation politics, social 
characterizes, etc.  California is drastically different than Montana, Hawaii is drastically 
different than Idaho, etc. 

o From the day I stepped foot into the ITE Western District landscape, my intuition has 
been that the Western District is much too large and should be separated into at least 3 
Districts.  The intimacy of the districts would be vastly improved with much greater 
participation from all members rather than just the so called “top”. 

o I would sincerely suggest that three Districts be created with my thoughts on such 
alignment below: 
 Pacific District: Hawaii, California, Nevada 
 Four Corners District: Arizona, New Mexico, Colorado, Utah 
 Pacific NW District: Alaska, Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Montana, Wyoming 

• I can say I have only paid attention to this topic on the periphery and can’t say I’ve read much of 
the information disseminated so I will just give you my experience.  As a member I really 
appreciate the variety of the Western District Meetings. I am from eastern Washington and visit 
Portland & Seattle all the time and California on a semi-annual basis. There is a lot to be gained 
by visiting these communities and seeing what they are doing. There is also a lot to be gained by 
visiting Hawaii, Alaska, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Utah, Wyoming and Colorado, Arizona, and 



WD One ITE Task Force Outreach  Page 25 

New Mexico to see what they are doing as well. Often times what I learn there is more 
appropriate for application in my community than what I see in Seattle and Portland. Similarly of 
course we see a very broad range of topics and applications being presented in the Western 
District Annual meeting itself. Being from a smaller community, I will never get to regularly 
attend the National meeting, but it’s reasonable to expect to attend the Western District on a 
regular basis. Attending our Western District meeting is an invigorating experience for me, 
Connecting with friends and learning new applications. It motivates me to return to my 
community each year with new ideas and to improve our communities overall transportation 
network. I worry how that would change if the District were split up. I for one would like for the 
current Western District to remain united as one.   

• I support the split.  The Western District has always appeared too large to me.  I understand the 
arguments to maintain the status quo but it strikes me of those afraid of change.  If economy of 
scale is the value of the larger Western District, then why have any districts?  I personally find it 
challenging to attend conferences in the Rocky Mountains but can see how those with a robust 
travel budget would value the opportunity to visit these beautiful locations.  I have read the 
executive summary of the Discussion Paper – Dividing Western District ver. 5.  It sounded quite 
bias towards no change. 

• Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the ONE ITE effort toward the 
organization’s long-term goals and growth. This correspondence offers comment on the ONE ITE 
initiative specific to establishing a new Rocky Mountain District through separation of state 
chapters comprising today’s Western District. My position is premised on observations and 
experience in performing local government traffic and transportation engineering work for 
Mohave County since 2005 and serving as its Public Works Director since 2009. In addition, I 
presently serve as President of the Arizona Association of County Engineers. I have enjoyed a 
longstanding relationship as Member of ITE since the 1990s. I respectfully offer any future 
division of the Western District carefully consider maintaining alignment of Arizona and 
California within the same district. Many professional associations in these states complete 
frequent peer-to-peer exchange as well as mutual participation and co-sponsorship of meetings 
and conferences. For instance, the Arizona Association of County Engineers and County 
Engineers Association of California co-sponsor a longstanding, annual engineering conference on 
county road (transportation) operations. The states’ share substantial commonalities in urban 
and rural traffic and transportation issues and practices. In addition, Arizona-based 
transportation engineering consultant work is likely to be completed by a California-based 
consultant office through on-staff Arizona registered professional than most any other out-of-
state consultant office. 

• This has been brewing for decades. It should also not be decided at the elected officer 
level, as none of them was elected on that platform. They are trying to bring action 
without backing. Saying that, it should be studied. Everyone knows the Western District 
is outsized when comparing it to the others. There will be the dis-benefit of the 
reduction in geographic size and membership. There will be the benefit of more leaders 
and more topics of discussion that are more local in nature. I think it should be 
evaluated and discussed openly. Maybe it should be voted on by membership. If so, the 
recommended changes should be clearly identified and backed up by information. 

• As a member of ITE, I am reaching out to you to ask that the International Board consults its 
membership before dividing the Western District. I am not in favor of the division and would 
urge the board to reconsider its position.  I have enjoyed attending past Western District Annual 
Meetings because of the vast number of attendees from different states and the breadth of 
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technical topics offered. I feel that this experience would be quite a different experience with 
fewer opportunities to network if this is altered. I would ask that you reconsider this proposal. 

• I’m a long time ITE member and faculty advisor in the western district having served various 
roles in Oregon, Washington, and Wyoming for almost 30 years.  I see the reasoning behind the 
division but am very concerned about Oregon and Washington being left in a district with 
California.  I strongly believe any division of the Western District should have California as its 
own district.  Student involvement and section/chapter leadership opportunities for members in 
Oregon and Washington would be very limited in the district division that’s proposed in the 
white paper. 

• I was able to see a presentation in Phoenix from the Western District leader. She was great and 
explained with lots of charts and graphs. There is interest from ITE leaders to right-size Districts, 
Sections, etc, with the idea that better geographic distribution would provide members with a 
better experience. The results she showed on a pie-chart were that 20% of District members 
were interested in splitting the District up, not a very convincing result. The other thing that was 
discussed, and sounded like a much more important problem to address, was that many of the 
membership didn’t feel or understand the connection between Sections, Districts, and 
National/International ITE. Perhaps a stronger and connected version of Issues/Research could 
be created. With efforts/results wrapping into Districts, and those wrapping into 
National/International. That would tie the local efforts into the Districts and District efforts into 
National/International efforts. That would make local members and efforts into those of the 
National/International efforts. That kind of an initiative might resonate with members. 

• Please count me as one of the many members of the Western District who believe that breaking 
up the district into smaller districts is not a good idea.  I understand that current members of the 
Western District in the Rocky Mountain area would like to talk about forming their own district 
or modifying the structure of the Western District (as expressed in their letter to Michael 
Sanderson dated August 18, 2018).  I also understand that ITE members outside the Western 
District may have problems with the current district structure.  My preference would be that the 
Western District talk to ITE leadership in the Rocky Mountain area and the International Board 
about what problems they are experiencing and how the current Western District and overall 
district structure could be changed to address those problems as an alternative to breaking up 
the Western District.  Many of the changes proposed by One ITE are healthy and should be 
supported.  I support the concept of improving the ITE experience for all members.  What I do 
not support is the breakup of something that is working (the Western District) in the interest of 
creating an “equal” ITE experience for all members. 

• I have been a long-time member of ITE and the Western District. I wish to add my voice in 
protest of the proposal to divide the Western District without meaningful input from the 
membership of the Western District. If the membership of our district support the division, I can 
accept that, perhaps even embrace it. However, based upon the present proposal, without 
adequate outreach to the membership and opportunity hear member opinion - I am very 
strongly opposed to the division of our Western District. 
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The following is a summary of the comments from the ITE Community forum posted by Western District 
members.  These comments are only provided for additional insight since not all members were able to 
attend the scheduled outreach meetings. 

ITE Community Comments from District Members Regarding One ITE 

• Many members are highly disappointed with the International Board's actions toward dividing 
the Western District without input from the rank-and-file membership. For the Board's proposal 
– or any other outcome - to be ultimately successful, it needs investment and buy-in from the 
membership. ITE should encourage discussion, dialogue, and debate on the merits and 
disadvantages of dividing the Western District. This proposal deserves much wider member 
input than ITE has sought to date. 

• As a member of the Western District and the Intermountain Section, I'd like to express my 
support for the forward thinking leadership that the International Board has provided regarding 
the One ITE Initiative. Section and Chapter Presidents and 26 others from Arizona, Colorado, 
Wyoming, New Mexico, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, and Utah signed our names to a letter 
supporting the initiative, none of whom have expressed any disappointment with the decisions 
made of the International Board of Direction (in a 14-1 vote). Conversely, I have heard a lot of 
excitement about the changes, how members can be better served and engaged beyond their 
local chapter/section. I'm glad that our Section (Intermountain Section) was involved in 
discussion of the initiative in May this year and that each of our chapters are supportive of 
change in our Institute's connection from International to the local Chapter/Section level. I'm 
impressed with the real visionary leadership that is challenging the "this is how we've always 
done it" response. I don't believe in change for change's sake, but agree and have thought for a 
long time that change was needed. 

• It appears that the ITE Board is fast tracking a decision on this issue. An ITE Board Task Force has 
been appointed to review this subject but I have not seen their report. The Western District 
after a Resolution appointed a Task Force to address the issue, they have not prepared a report. 
The Rocky Mountain Section Presidents signed a letter that they are agreeable to consider and 
explore the issue but they have not produced report. The Western District Officers are just 
beginning to meet with the members to discuss the proposal. Again no report. The Rocky 
Mountain States have done quite well under the current organization structure with 4 Honorary 
Members, 5 Past International Presidents, 14 International Directors, 17 Past District Presidents 
and have hosted 24 District meetings. I have not seen any examples where the existing Western 
District needs to be divided except for the reduction in strength of having a larger membership 
base.  I would encourage each of you to respond in a personal email to our International 
Directors to request a reconsideration of the Board decision until such time that they can 
provide membership support for the decision. 

• I've had the opportunity to serve in the Western District for over 40 years, and have benefitted 
and learned from my interaction with members from throughout the district. I believe that the 
loss of these interactions would be far greater than any hypothetical benefits from a new Rocky 
Mountain District. 

• I would like to confirm that the different sections are engaged in constructive dialogues in their 
own manners about the best "next step" in relation to the Western District. From my 
involvement in the conversations thus far, it is not off the table to not change anything. 
However, I do recognize that with growth brings change (chalk that up to my technology 
profession that warrants changes on a regular basis to everyone's processes). I believe it's time 
to look at what the best "next step" is as a membership rather than at a District or Section level. 
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The discussion may have seemingly started quickly, and I appreciate that fact, but the discussion 
is certainly not over and no final decisions have been made. It's our time right now to take 
constructive part in the conversation of what change needs to happen to satisfy current 
challenges, because there are currently challenges that cannot be addressed. Our current 
leadership in the Arizona Section are initiating a constructive dialogue as we speak and I trust 
that the outcomes will be one of involvement and consensus. Having been involved in a few 
different "growing too large to function most effectively" capacities, I trust that ITE will grow 
and change as it needs to in order to provide opportunities and that our membership will see 
value in involving themselves in this important conversation. To me, nothing is off the table - I'm 
all for smart growth and smart change. 

• I first heard about the proposal at the Western District meeting in Keystone in late June.  My 
first response at the time was that I'm not sold on splitting the District and I haven't seen 
anything since then that has changed my opinion. What I read on the WesternITE website is that 
this is a done deal.  I also read that my Section (Colorado-Wyoming) will have an opportunity to 
weigh in on this proposal "prior to August 15".  I seem to have missed that opportunity though I 
can find no information on my Section's website about when that opportunity might have been.  
In fairness, I was changing jobs at the time and might have missed something. Like others have 
stated, at the two Western District meetings I've attended (Keystone in '18 and Albuquerque in 
'01(?)), I've enjoyed the diversity of viewpoints that comes from the diverse District.  My fear is 
that a "Rocky Mountain" District meeting is going to end up being nothing more than a glorified 
Section meeting for whomever the host Section is. 

• I believe that the benefits of keeping District in its current configuration far exceed any that 
might be achieved by tearing it in two.  Others may disagree; however, whatever your position, 
this change should not be made without due diligence. To the membership, the current process 
looks like the decision has been made, and the only part left is to tell us of the great things the 
International Board is doing for us and they have our best interests in mind. I remember when 
the Florida and Texas sections left the Southern District and became Districts themselves.  The 
board took an extended look at the split, and found that the membership of the two new 
Districts wanted to leave, and the membership of the remaining Southern District approved of 
it.   After a lengthy and thorough review, it was clear that all of the entities agreed.  This change 
was initiated by the people involved and occurred because it was supported by the people 
involved. None of this happened here.  The two groups in the District did not request the 
change, The members of the direct have continually expressed their strong preference to stay 
together, and the process has not been lengthy and thorough, One of the major concerns of 
International ITE with the Florida and Texas Sections was that the smaller district size would 
eventually lead to an overly large District Board.  If, however the board perceives a need to have 
smaller Districts, then the equitable thing to do would be to divide the Western District into at 
least five districts: North-Central California, Southern California-Hawaii, Oregon-Washington-
Alaska, Arizona-New Mexico, and the Mountain States. Look at the other districts as well.  Using 
the logic provided for dividing the Western District, it would not be difficult to envision a 30 
district ITE.  More opportunities to become a District Officer! Make it easier to drive to a District 
Meeting!!  As I said above, there may be a reason to make the split.  I haven't seen it yet.  I don't 
feel the excitement.  I might, if there was more of a discussion, rather than a talking points 
monologue.  What's the hurry? 

• One ITE is an aspirational and actual goal that I hope we can all get on board with and support 
the intent of having a more consistent and more professional organization! It's more than just 
splitting the Western District, or District 6 as I will always refer to it; it's an opportunity for those 
younger members whom we have encouraged to get involved in leadership positions in ITE and 
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take over for us old-timers as we retire from the profession and organization that we know and 
love. I believe that this the roadmap to achieve that goal. After attending the Western District 
Annual Meeting in Keystone this summer and just returning from the International Annual 
Meeting in Minneapolis, I am encouraged by the number of younger members who are excited 
to participate in the formation of the future of the transportation profession, and the leadership 
of ITE and see a new ITE- a One ITE! Our International Directors and Executive Committee have 
the opportunity to hear from the leadership representing all the Districts and are responding to 
their input as well. From the discussions I have participated in at the local and regional level, I 
support the One ITE plan. If and when the Western District is divided into one or more Districts, I 
am here to support the new Districts, wherever the boundary is established. 

• Several things about this process concern me.  One is that the IBOD has already voted to add a 
new district, which most certainly would be carved out of the Western District in the form of a 
new Rocky Mountain District.  Another is that, the bulk of the membership body wasn't made 
aware of the potential changes until Michael's August 13th missive.  While Michael and his team 
have been very good about notifying the District-Section-Chapter (D-S-C) leadership of what's 
coming down the line, and which we've then passed on to our Section membership to keep 
them apprised, I do feel like it's very much been a top-down conversation, with the bulk of the 
decision-making taking place at the International level and not really subject to change.  While 
feedback has been requested, it seems more of a token effort and not truly an attempt to get 
buy-in from the membership or make sure the approach taken by the One ITE Task Force is the 
right one.  While the 2017 constitutional changes adopted by the ITE membership are touted as 
one of the 'internal drivers of change', in reality the change approved by the membership was a 
minor one, constituting a small piece of the One ITE initiative and certainly does not represent 
blanket acceptance of the many other changes included in One ITE. The description of how the 
Florida and Texas sections left the Southern District and became districts on their own, though 
discussion with, and agreement among, the affected membership groups, is how I wish the 
Western District redistricting were being approached.  While I am in favor of looking at the 
formation of a new Rocky Mountain District as one potential solution, and signed a letter in 
support of exploring this as an option, it should be just that, with other options given the same 
level of critical review and consideration by the membership.  For example, it is likely that 
elevating some larger chapters to sections and better defining the roles of sections and 
chapters, as proposed, could alone achieve much of the 'consistency' improvements desired, as 
would increasing section representation on District boards, without the unnecessary creation of 
another district. Instead, as per the discussion at the D-S-C Roundtable in Minneapolis, we were 
told that the D-S-Cs are being rechartered, not having their governing documents amended, 
meaning no approval from the membership is necessary! This struck me as ill-conceived, as with 
this approach, the changes are being imposed from above rather than being built from within 
through consensus.  As a result, I feel it is likely that there will be resentment from some 
members that this change was forced upon them unnecessarily, contrary to the unifying 
message of One ITE.  Should the resulting changes lead to smaller District or Section meetings or 
any of the other feared repercussions come to pass, this will only strengthen the resolve of 
those who felt their concerns were ignored.  I feel One ITE is a laudable initiative and while I 
appreciate the desire of our leadership to strive to improve our organization and provide a 
better experience for current and future members, I believe proceeding as already spelled out, 
without more discussions like this one, involving all membership levels, is not the best path 
forward. 

• I am excited about this change.  Innovation is truly the hallmark of the Western District.  But 
innovation didn't occur just because of geography or mass.  It happened because we had 
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energetic, inspired members who wanted to make a difference for the transportation 
community.  They saw the opportunity to break from the status quo and create something 
beneficial.  Achievements like the student endowment fund would not have happened if we just 
continued to do things the way we always had.  Recent successes with joint meetings in Rapid 
City, South Dakota and Keystone, Colorado prove that district boundaries don't have to limit our 
interaction. Now is our chance to innovate again.  How can our members collaborate to create 
an equitable ITE experience for everyone?  What fresh experiences and traditions can we craft?  
In what new ways can we deliver conferences so that our members can continue to network?  
How many additional volunteers can we energize? One ITE is neither the change to the Western 
District nor the creation of a Rocky Mountain District.  Rather, it is the recognition that what 
currently exists no longer meets the definition of a District.  What is to come from that 
realization has yet to be determined, and therein lies the opportunity. We have a rich history 
within the Western states and a strong affinity towards our organization as a whole.  Let's draw 
upon the wisdom and perspective of our past leaders and learn from our history.  Let's use our 
foundation to build something exceptional. 

• I have been actively involved with ITE at the Section, District and International level for many 
years and I have been a regular attendee at Western District annual meetings. It is unsettling for 
me to hear that the Western District will be divided into at least two districts and it will make it 
more difficult for me to maintain the friendships I have built with my colleagues from the pacific 
west. However, as a member in the Rocky Mountain region, I am also excited to be part of the 
formation of a new District and the opportunities that this presents. After many years of the 
status quo, ITE is changing rapidly to adapt to the changing environment around us. Our 
organization is too large to get buy in from all members for every decision and that is why we 
elect leadership to make organizational decisions like this this one. I am hopeful that our 
International and District leadership will keep us informed as this process unfolds. I also feel it is 
my duty as a past Section President to stay informed and to help inform my section members of 
this change and the upcoming decisions that are made regarding a transition plan. I care very 
much about ITE and the Western District as it is currently constructed. Therefore, I will seek to 
be part of the redistricting discussions moving forward. We are past the time for arguing the 
merits of dividing the Western District. It appears that decision has already been made. Let us 
now focus our efforts on a transition plan and help make the new districts the best they can be. 

• I have been a member of the Western District for over 50 years. My first Annual Meeting was in 
Anaheim in 1963. Over the years, there have been several proposals to divide the Western 
District. All have these have been rejected based upon input from the membership. The current 
proposal does not include information on the potential impacts to the existing or proposed 
Districts. This discussion is necessary in order for members to decide on the proposal. In any 
case, significant discussion and input from the members should be the basis for the final 
decision.  I am not personally in support of the division. My experience has include both 
professional and personal relationships with members throughout the District. This has been a 
significant part of my career. I cannot support not giving the new members this same 
opportunity. The District Meetings have been outstanding due to the participation of the entire 
District. The District has also developed programs that have been adopted by International. 
Could a smaller District do this? In summary, I urge a through discussion of the proposal to 
divide the Western District. This is a major change and should not be rushed. 

• If this proposal was not generated from within the District, I suspect that the elephant in the 
room is that Western District tends to dominate the International Board, and the other districts 
are jealous.  That's understandable, but if that's the real reason, I'd prefer candor over 
gobblefunk about how it'd be better for the District. 
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• I feel this issue is being pushed ahead much faster than the membership is being given 
information.  At the end of the day, splitting the District is a policy decision that should be made 
by the members, not a few people who serve on the Board.  At the presentation at the Keystone 
meeting, I asked that an advisory vote of the District's voting membership be held to determine 
their wishes.  This should be held in both the proposed as well as remaining District. The Board 
can then use this information to determine the strength of sentiment and places where, and if, 
division of the District is desired. 

• What bothers me most about this decision is that it was made in direct contravention of the 
discussions (and resolution) presented at the Western District Annual Meeting in June. Whether 
it was the Annual Business Luncheon, wherein a Resolution was received and passed by the 
Western District Board regarding One ITE, or the Annual Board Meeting, wherein many (myself 
included) voiced concerns to both Mr. Sanderson and Mr. Paniati regarding: The perceived (and 
now confirmed) hastiness of such a decision; A lack of due diligence on the part of International 
with regard to ramifications of a split (this shouldn't be like legislation we have to "pass in order 
to find out what's in it"), most notably the Richard T. Romer Student Endowment Fund; and A 
lack of evidence with respect to what was so broken about the Western District that it needed 
to be fixed. Certain promises were made about a "Task Force" that would consider the thoughts 
of the membership. With one of the reasons behind the proposed split was an alleged feeling of 
disenfranchisement by the members of the Rocky Mountain States, it's ironic at best that 
International has chosen not to open up the discussion to members of the Western District prior 
to a vote. I could frankly go either way with splitting up the Western District; as long as 
everything (and I mean everything) was presented to the membership to make an informed 
decision, and the split made sense both financially and otherwise. What has transpired since 
June could be best described as a bait-and-switch, and will only serve to sow bitterness within 
the district and further disenfranchise members who may now reasonably believe their voices 
don't mean anything because International isn't listening. 

• Just a few thoughts and for the record, I don't feel strongly about this. One could argue that this 
action is overdue. I recall hearing about non-Western District colleagues considering a run at ITE 
President but wanting to avoid running against someone from the Western District due to the 
challenge of overcoming the significant disparity of members in the Western District. People 
tend to vote for people they know. While >25% of the population in one District doesn't 
guarantee victory, it is a significant head start. I share some of the concerns that have been 
voiced about the potential impact on the Western District meeting. This meeting has been a 
source of great pride for the Western District and has been very successful for a variety of 
reasons. Yet, I believe that this change may be good for the organization and if the Western 
District meeting isn't as successful, there are always opportunities for joint meetings to "get the 
band back together". I trust that the leadership is doing what they feel is in the best interest of 
the organization as a whole and want to publicly thank them for their leadership on a 
challenging topic. 

• Change happens. ITE should always adapt to all the changes in our profession, but the Board 
should explore important changes slowly and use the time to request input from the 
membership, especially from those most affected.  Perhaps the Board can hold a vote 
membership wide - the "ballot" should be broken down to separate the various main changes 
and allow members to vote on one or more of the ballot issue components. 

• It is my understanding that the ITE International Board has voted to approve the One ITE 
Initiative which will include dividing the ITE Western District into two and create a Rocky 
Mountain District leaving a much smaller sized Western District. Meetings are now being held 
with the Sections to gather member feedback and comment. I believe that the ITE International 
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Board decision was premature, lacking the member support before it was made. I think a much 
better approach would be if the ITE International Board would reconsider that request 
recognizing that Sections are just now meeting to discuss the issue. At its Annual Meeting in 
Keystone, Colorado in June of 2018, the ITE Western District Board adopted a Resolution 
requesting the need for member input, and the affected Section Presidents indicated in a 
subsequent letter that they would explore the issue, but also said they were making "no formal 
commitment to move forward". The most important consideration of all is that any proposed 
changes to the ITE Western District should be placed on a ballot that would be voted on by all 
current ITE Western District members. The results of the ballot would be considered advisory 
but allow the ITE Western District Board as well as the ITE International Board to gauge the level 
of support for proposed changes. 

• I do not believe that the members of the Western District have been provided sufficient input to 
the possible split of the District. No action should be taken until all members have had a chance 
to express their opinions. 

• Being told "the train has left the station" with no opportunity to comment on what should have 
been communicated as a clearly stated proposal is precisely what is wrong with this effort. 

• Probably a day late and a dollar short but maybe the Board should look at some other options 
like consolidating Districts. A larger District membership provides a number of benefits such as a 
larger membership to draw volunteers for Committees and meetings. A larger area for 
scheduling District meetings so they occur on a longer schedule limiting the need for volunteers 
for annual meetings. A larger budget provides better options to fund District programs and 
promote scholarships. The brave thing for the Board to do is shallow their pride, step back, and 
have the One ITE Task Force look at all the options, prepare a report on the pros and cons, elicit 
membership input, and then make a decision. I think we still operate in a democracy with 
transparency, freedom of speech, and the will of the members. 

• It is ironic that a goal of One ITE is to improve communications while no communication was 
obtained from the Western District with respect to a division. A Resolution requesting the Board 
to consider input and provide information passed at the Western District Meeting on June 26 
has apparently been ignored. We have been informed that the decision has been made. This is 
improved communication? 
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