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California Transportation Commission

Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines

2010 Update Subcommittee

Housing and Land Use Workgroup

Teleconference Meeting Notes – Summary

Wednesday, October 7, 2009, 2:00 PM to 4:00 PM

Facilitator:
Rusty Selix, California Association of Councils of Government.  
Summary of Key Comments:

Rusty Selix provided a welcome and introductions for the meeting. Susan Bransen presented meeting materials and asked Linda Wheaton, HCD, to present her discussion materials re: RHNA and SCS integration.

Linda Wheaton informed the workgroup that Wednesday, October 14th between 9:00 AM and 11:00 AM there will be a meeting held by HCD to provide additional information on the RHNA process and housing laws for those who are interested.  
The Workgroup focused on the handouts prepared by HCD for this meeting.  Also, the Workgroup discussed the questions raised by SCAG.  Linda explained that the first page summarizes the major changes to housing element law from SB 375, the second page identifies questions for discussion and the matrix beginning on page 3 takes SCS statutory language and provides relevant guidance or related law, implications and issues/questions. The last part of the document outlines the RHNA and RTP development timelines.

Workgroup members offered the following comments:

General

Question was raised as to why natural resources were not addressed in this document.

Garth Hopkins stated that natural resources will be addressed in the larger RTP guidelines document to be discussed at the joint subcommittee meeting scheduled for tomorrow.

HCD Handout, Page 3, Section I

Implication No. 1 – Interagency Consultation, Page 3 of Handout.  

Workgroup discussed that this language should be revised to clarify that some level of consultation with HCD is necessary but it is not the same as the federal conformity consultation process.  

Linda clarified that the RHNA process will NOT occur before the consultation process with federal agencies.

Key Comments:

· If  HCD’s duty is to hand off a regional number, than why does HCD need to be involved past that?  
· Suggestion was made that language should clarify that HCD solicits information from the MPOs. While HCD reviews the MPO regional growth forecast, regional planning directors and other agencies are involved BUT the conformity working group is not the place for HCD review.  

Resolution:  Garth Hopkins and his staff will revise language for the guidelines to provide that HCD will consult with MPOs early in the process. However, the consultation does not have to be at the same time as consultation with ARB, FHWA etc. 

Implication No. 2 – General Plans and Land Use Assumptions

Linda Wheaton explained that given the fact that the SCS is updated more often than local land use plans, the SCS will incorporate land use assumptions which differ from and extend beyond most existing general plans.  
Key Comments:

· Is it necessary to specify/address this issue since land use assumptions in some jurisdictions are not always tied directly to general plans especially if they are out of date or not reasonable for financial reasons?
· It would be helpful to include an explanation of how land use assumptions in the SCS are determined and used.

· Concern rose whether the RTP guidelines are not only educational but could be used by some as regulatory.

· It was shared that SANDAG has done considerable outreach with local jurisdictions, and if a city has recently updated their general plan than SANDAG does not want to have to overrule that by a “must” statement in the guidelines.

Resolution:  Recommendation was that implication #2 should read that the SCS “could” incorporate land use assumptions which differ from and extend beyond existing general plans. 
Rusty Selix suggested that Implication No. 2 could be rewritten to state “As the SCS is updated more often than local land use plans and considers other factors as well; the SCS “could” incorporate land use assumptions which “could” differ from and extend beyond existing general plans.” 
Implication No. 3 – Use of Existing General Plan Land Use Assumptions

Linda Wheaton stated that assumptions should NOT be locked into place that would preclude rezoning for RHNA.
Key Comments:

· SANDAG has concerns about the language in Implication No. 3 (a) as the MPO does not have a mechanism to track this or enforce this for housing elements for local jurisdictions.

· SCAG agreed with SANDAG’s concern. SCAG will ask for input but has no mechanism for enforcement.
· Implications 3 (a), (b), and (c) are all problematic. For example, when SLOCOG interfaces with local jurisdictions there are multiple timelines and the MPO might not be able to align them all.
· A reasonable assumption is that the SCS is going to assume RHNA compliance in all jurisdictions.
Resolution:  Rusty Selix suggested that Implication No. 3 be rewritten as examples of how Implication No. 2 would apply.  
Implication No. 4 – RHNA Factors

Key Comments:

· ABAG, SCAG, and SANDAG Representatives concurred with the proposed language. 
· Housing CA recommended that best practices could be incorporated in this section by soliciting BMPs from the MPOs.   

Implication No. 5 - SOIs/MSRs

Key Comments:

· We can assume the local agencies will follow the law. 
· Providing examples would be helpful.  
Resolution:  Implication No. 5 will be incorporated as examples for Implication No. 2.
Issues/Questions No. 2, Page 3

Linda Wheaton requested feedback with respect to the process for determining local land use assumptions for RTP forecast periods beyond the term of most general plans.   

Key Comments:

· MPOs clarified that the process for determining local land use assumptions for RTP forecast periods beyond the term of most general plans differs widely by jurisdiction.  Rural areas and urbanized areas are very different:  geography, access to transit, existing density. Local jurisdictions review numbers and city-by-city negotiation is common. But this totally depends on the jurisdictions. The regional agency has to consider the context.
· Question raised as to whether MPOs needed guidance on this.  SANDAG stated that they really rely on local jurisdictions to provide information on local land use, SOIs etc. SB 375 language stipulates that SOIs etc. must be taken into account in development of the SCS.

· RTAC is recommending all feasible GHG measures be adopted. Local jurisdiction consultation may get more heated.

· An SCS is not bound by existing general plans and there is flexibility for regions to go beyond general plans as long as they are reasonable.  

HCD Handout, Page 4, Section II
Implications 1 & 2 – Housing Planning Period

Linda Wheaton explained that Page 4 Sections 1 & 2 of the matrix address the need for identifying areas of the region sufficient to house all the population of the region.   The question is whether the planning period should be 8 years, 20 years, and 50 years? What does housing all the population of the region mean?

Key Comments:

· ABAG interprets this to mean housing all the population over the RTP period 2013 – 2040 (in this case about 25 years). Housing all the population means that there is enough housing planned so as to not experience a net in-commute of areas surrounding the bay area.

· SANDAG interprets the housing planning period as the life of the RTP (42 years to 2050).   SANDAG is going to plan for sufficient housing capacity with a small amount of interregional commuting that will still take place. The planning process will work to reduce interregional commuting.  SANDAG is planning to take every opportunity to construct housing in the San Diego region to reduce commuting. Their goal is to plan for sufficient housing.

· Flexibility is important - especially as MPOs work on their first round of SCS.
· The SCS should seek to reduce interregional commuting. 
· Question was raised as to whether SB 375 changed population forecasting.
· The RTP 20 – 25 year population forecast is much larger than the 6-8 year RHNA period.
· Both SANDAG and SLOCOG are concerned with the last sentence of section 1&2 as it is important not to establish stringent barriers.  

· Housing should be for the RTP period and should promote interregional commute while allowing flexibility.  
· The MPO is required to provide other information in the RHNA determination process beyond just population forecast that is within 3% of DOF. 

· The SCS has to accommodate the RHNA so the MPO can do their own forecast but they will be held accountable for the RHNA.
· Since this is a huge issue we need a separate discussion for this. HCD previously distributed a population that the group should read.  This memo is on the CTC RTP Webpage for reference.  
Implications 3a – Data Assumptions
Key Comments:

· SCAG, ABAG, SANDAG, SACOG and others had no suggested changes to the language.
Implications 3b – SCS Forecasted Development Pattern & Population

Key Comments:
· Question raised as to how affordability is demonstrated. Linda Wheaton & Julie Snyder stated that Mullen Density or locality can be used to justify their alternative densities.

· SCAG, is uncomfortable with the projections SCAG makes by income period being extended beyond an 8 year RHNA period, to the life of the RTP.  Projecting incomes is very unreliable.
· The statute gives flexibility.
· Income projections have to be made in an open transparent process with lots of agency consultation.

· Consistency is critical in addressing the “all economic segments of the population determination – over the life of the RTP” especially for household formation and income categories.

· SANDAG suggested that the same categories used in the RHNA would be used and then apply Mullen densities.
HCD Handout, Page 5, Section III
This page was not addressed by the Workgroup given time limitations

Handout:  SCAG Questions for RTP Guidelines

This document was discussed by the workgroup along with HCDs answers to the questions raised by SCAG.  The workgroup members agreed with the HCD answers as presented.
Next Meeting
The next meeting is scheduled for October 30, 2009.    Any suggested changes should be sent to Susan Bransen, CTC or Linda Wheaton, HCD.  As a reminder, a joint subcommittee meeting will be held tomorrow, October 8th at 1:30 PM.  
Note:  Subsequent to this meeting the next Land Use and Housing Workgroup Meeting was rescheduled from October 30th to November 10th from 3:00 PM to 5:00 PM.  
