TO: 
Caltrans Planning Staff
FROM: 
Bruce Abanathie, KCAG 

RE: 
RTP DRAFT Guidelines, Comments

Firstly, thank you for the tremendous amount of work in such a short time to bring all of this together. I have read the document and think that it is very close to what the regional planning agencies need to develop our SB 375 compliant Regional Transportation Plans.

Please note that many of the suggestions/corrections/recommendations that are hereafter included represent a personal opinion on textual and conceptual writing. I understand that there are innumerable writing styles and do not think that my recommendations are the definitively accurate choice, merely my recommendations. Please also note that the recommendations are made with the idea that this is a public document and in some cases further explanation is clearer.
I think the “Best Practices” citations should be reviewed in areas that have been changed by SB 375. In some cases maybe a note that the best practice relates to practices prior to the requirements of SB 375.

Please consider the following:
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Last Paragraph:
The purpose of RTPs is to encourage and promote the safe and efficient management, operation and development of a regional intermodal transportation system that will serve the mobility needs of goods and people.  The RTP Guidelines are intended to provide guidance so that MPOs and RTPAs will develop their RTPs to be consistent with Federal and State transportation planning requirements.  This is important because State statues require that RTPs serve as the foundation of the Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP).  The FTIPs are prepared by MPOs and identify the next four years of transportation projects to be funded for construction.  The CTC cannot program projects that are not identified in the RTP.   

Since
 the mid-1970s, with the passage of AB 69, (Chapter 1253, Statute of 1972) California State law has required the preparation of RTPs to address transportation issues and assist local and State decision-makers in shaping California’s transportation infrastructure.  
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1st paragraph:
The December 1999 revision of the Guidelines was prepared to achieve conformance with State and Federal transportation planning legislation and was based on the Federal Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) and California Senate Bill 45 (SB 45, Chapter 622 Statues 1997).  The latest Federal surface transportation reauthorization bill called the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) was signed into law in 2005.  

2nd Paragraph
 –.

3rd Paragraph

This 2010 update was prepared to incorporate new planning requirements as a result of SB 375 and to incorporate the Addendum to the 2007 RTP Guidelines.  This sweeping legislation has dramatically changed how transportation planning is conducted in California by MPOs.  SB 375 was only directed towards MPOs and essentially requires them to include land use/housing issues in their transportation planning and strive to reduce regional greenhouse gas emissions by achieving a regional greenhouse gas emission target specified by the ARB.

2nd to last and last paragraphs:

Changes to Federal statute are implemented by the Code of Federal Regulations (CFRs) that are also known as the ‘final rules’. SAFETEA-LU section 6001, transportation planning is codified in the final rule that was issued for Title 23 CFR Part 450 on February 14, 
2007. The majority of citations in these guidelines refer to the implementing regulations i.e. the CFR section.

Because there are a variety of names used for the programming document that is prepared by an MPO, the RTP Guidelines will refer to the programming document that accompanies an RTP as the FTIP.  The FTIP is defined as a constrained four-year prioritized list of all transportation projects that are proposed for Federal, State and local funding.  The FTIP is developed and adopted by the MPO and is updated every two years.  It is consistent with the RTP and it is required as a prerequisite for Federal funding.  In this document the words FTIP and RTIP
 are used interchangeably. In a similar fashion, the federal terminology for congestion management program is also referred to in this document as a congestion management process or plan. 
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1st Paragraph:

RTPs are planning documents developed by MPOs and RTPAs in cooperation with FHWA, FTA and Caltrans and other stakeholders.  Following the passage of SB 375, MPOs will need to work closely with the California Air Resources Board (ARB) and the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD).  They 
are required to be developed by MPOs and RTPAs per State legislation, (Government Code Section 65080 et seq.).  MPOs are required to prepare these long-range plans per Federal regulation (Title 23 USC Section 134).  The purpose of the RTP is to establish regional goals, identify present and future needs, deficiencies, and constraints, analyze potential solutions, estimate available funding and propose investments. 
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First Paragraph:

New SAFETEA-LU requirements are addressed in Section 1.6 of these guidelines.  However, the traditional steps undertaken during the regional planning process include: 

Paragraph after numbered bullets at top of page:

The overall scope of the RTP (prepared by MPOs) has changed as a result of SB 375.  As a result of this legislation, the following items have been added to an MPO’s RTP
:

1. Other that those specifically exempted, transportation projects identified in the RTP must be modeled to determine their impact on the regional GHG emissions.

2. The RTP must include a Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS) that outlines land use strategies within the region.  In order to meet the ARB established GHG Reduction Targets, the MPO will need to increase its coordination with cities and counties, who are the land use authorities, within the region to address multiple land use strategies that will reduce regional GHG emissions. 
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2nd to Last Paragraph:

Congestion Management Process – The Congestion Management Process (CMP)should be an integral part of developing RTPs and FTIPs for MPOs that also serve as Transportation Management Areas (TMAs). (Title 23 CFR 450.320(c)) 
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Top of Page

The summary below is formatted just as the bill itself is laid out to allow the reader to review the actual details of SB 375 if desired. The language in SB 375 addresses three primary areas:

1. Requires the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to develop regional greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction targets for cars and light trucks for each of the 18 Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs).
2. Through their planning processes, each of the MPO’s are required to develop plans to meet their regional GHG reduction target. This would be accomplished through either the financially constrained sustainable communities strategy (SCS) as part of their RTP or an unconstrained Alternative Planning Strategy (APS
).
3. Provides streamlining of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements for specific residential and mixed-use developments that comply with the strategies of the SCS.
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8. Informing locally elected officials: In order to inform locally elected officials on the draft SCS (or APS if needed), the MPO must hold one or two meetings with the board of supervisors and the city councils. The MPO shall conduct a minimum of two informational meetings within each of its counties for members of the board of supervisors and city councils on the SCS (and APS if needed). One meeting is acceptable if a majority of board of supervisors and city council representatives (representing a majority of the region’s population) are in attendance. The MPO would obtain input and comments on the SCS and APS.
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MPOs Communication with ARB on its Assumptions to Achieve the Target

1. Prior to starting its public participation process for the SCS or APS, the MPO must submit its technical methodology (such as modeling) to the ARB on how it’s going to estimate the regional GHG emissions. The ARB must respond back to the MPO in a “timely manner” with written comments. The MPO is encouraged to work with ARB until the ARB concludes this technological methodology operates accurately.

Submitting SCS/APS to ARB for Review

State Approval of SCS/APS Not Necessary – Continued Control of Local Land Use Authority

1. Neither the SCS nor APS are subject to any state approval beyond the ARB
 acceptance.

Programmed Projects

1. Any transportation projects contained in the 2007 or 2009 FSTIP and that have been programmed to be delivered prior to December 31, 2011 are not required to conform to the SCS or be included in any regional GHG modeling related to the GHG reduction targets.
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RTP Update Cycle

1. MPOs located in federally designated air quality attainment areas and all RTPAs must update their RTP at least every 5 years. This bill states that they may updated every 4 years. If these MPOs or impacted RTPAs decide to update their RTPs every 4 years, they must make that decision by June 1, 2009 or 4.5 years (54 months) prior to the statutory deadline for adoption of the housing elements.

Added Government Code Section 65080.01
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· State and federal laws require the Department and local agencies to promote and facilitate increased bicycling and walking. California Vehicle Code (CVC) Sections 21200 – 21212, and Streets and Highways Code Sections 890 – 894.2 identify the rights of bicyclists and pedestrians, and establish legislative intent that people of all ages using all types of mobility devices are able to travel on roads. Bicyclists, pedestrians and non-motorized traffic are permitted on all State facilities, unless prohibited.
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Top of Page

2.  Emphasize transportation investments in areas where desired land uses as indicated in the SCS, and the city or county general plan may result in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction or other means of GHG reduction.
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Top of Page

Best Practices: 
http://www.scrtpa.org/RTplan.htm
http://www.mendocinocog.org/regional_trans_plan2005.shtml

Bottom of Page 74, Top of Page 75

Title 23 CFR part 450.316(a)(1)(iii) 
now requires the participation plan to use visualization techniques to describe the RTP and FTIP. Visualization techniques range from a simple line drawing or hand written chart to technologically complex web cast public meetings and GIS modeling and computer generated maps. The specific type of visualization technique is determined by the MPO/RTPA.

The public participation plan and both the draft and adopted RTP shall be posted on the World Wide Web, to the maximum extent practicable and for the life of the RTP.  It is also recommended MPOs/RTPAs place hard copies of the draft and adopted copies of RTPs in local libraries and other locations where the public would have access to these documents. 
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· For multiple-county MPOs, at least three public hearings shall be held on the draft SCS in the RTP (and APS, if any).  For a single county MPO, at least two public hearings shall be held.  To the maximum extent feasible, hearings are in different parts of the region maximizing the public’s participation opportunity
.
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4.14  Requirements for Input/Consultation with Local Elected Officials During SCS and/or APS Development
This section applies only to federally-designated Metropolitan Planning Organizations which are statutorily required by SB 375 to prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy (and if applicable, an Alternative Planning Strategy).

4.14 paragraph 3
During the development of the SCS (and APS if applicable), each MPO shall conduct at least two informational meetings in each county within the region for members of the board of supervisors and city councils.  The purpose of these meetings will be to present a draft SCS and gather input and comments.  One informational meeting will suffice if it’s attended by representatives of the county board and city council.  The city council officials must represent a majority of the population in the incorporated areas in the county.  Notices of these meetings are to be sent to the clerk of the board of supervisors and city councils.  

4.14 last paragraph on page 80

The MPO conducts at least two informational meetings in each county for members of the board of supervisors and city councils on the SCS and APS, if any.  Only one informational meeting is needed if it is attended by representatives of the county board of supervisors, and the city council members, representing a majority of the cities for a majority of the population in a county’s incorporated areas.

Bullet #2 bottom of page 79

· Providing additional RTP comment opportunities if the final version of the RTP differs due to additional comments 
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4.15 second to last paragraph

The MPOs are also encouraged to work with HCD to incorporate the appropriate Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) integration within their RTPs.
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4.22  Regional Airport System
Airports are a major contributor to the local, state and national economy.  The value of the State’s air cargo is approximately over 
$173 billion and the California share of the U.S. travel market is approximately twelve percent.  

Top of Page 89

State: Government Code Section 65080(a) requires that the RTP shall be directed at achieving a coordinated and balanced regional transportation system. 
Government
 Code Section 65080.1 requires that each transportation planning agency consult with appropriate agencies and include provisions for the California Coastal Trail in its Regional Transportation Plan.
4.29 
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Best Practices: 
See above

Caltrans recommends using performance measures to measure the progress of regional projects.  MPOs/RTPAs should take into account the benefits of using performance measures to establish a base of measurement and cross-reference the measurement with the performance measure outcome/results.  These measurements can be used to justify the need for funding on specific projects.  The scientific data may support regional needs and highlight the justification for funding a project that demonstrates the potential for improved performance on the Caltrans system or regional road network.
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Pricing Strategies

Other Strategies include pricing and alternative mode programs, and can also be considered part of Smarth Growth/Land Use.  These Strategies are suggested to encourage reduced driving to reduce GreenHouseGas (GHG) emissions, and include, but are not limited to:

1.  Using alternative mode programs, congestion pricing, toll roads, and parking strategies. 

 Examples are:

i. Road pricing and High Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes.  To reduce VMT, MPOs should model adding pricing to existing lanes, not just as a means for additional expansion.  Variable/congestion pricing should be considered.

ii. User fees such as fuel taxes and parking charges.

iii. Free or reduced fare transit fares.

iv. Expansion of Parking Cash-Out Programs.

v. Strategies to reduce the impacts of pricing strategies on low-income individuals.

vi. Improve the cost-efficiency of transit investments and transit operations.



2.  Consider utilizing revenues from these pricing strategies for projects, such as mass transit, that improve mobility without increasing VMT or GHG emissions.
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Transportation Planning and Investment Strategies:
1.  Consider shifting transportation investments towards improving and expanding urban and suburban core transit, programs for walkability, bicycling and other alternative modes, transit access, housing near transit, and local blueprint plans that coincide with the regional blueprint and the SCS.  A market-based approach to transit infrastructure and service planning is required to comply with AB 32’s requirement of reducing GHG emissions, to achieve smart growth, and improve the region’s economic competitiveness.

2.  Provide funds and technical assistance to local agencies to develop and implement blueprint strategies and the SCS.

3.  Implement operational efficiencies that reduce congestion in vehicle throughput on roadways or improve transit access or other alternative access without physical expansion of the roadways.

4. For purposes of allocating transportation investments, recognize the rural contribution towards GHG reduction for counties that have policies that support development within their cities, and protect agriculture and resource lands.  Consideration should be given to jurisdictions that contribute towards these goals for projects that reduce GHG or are GHG neutral, such as safety, rehabilitation, connectivity and for alternative modes.

5. In setting priorities, consider transportation projects that increase efficiency, connectivity, and/or accessibility or provide other means to reduce GHG
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4.34  Environmental Documentation 
Program EIR

Many MPOs prepare a program Environmental Impact Report to analyze the environmental impacts of implementing their RTP. The purpose of the program EIR is to enable the MPO to examine the overall effects of the RTP i.e. broad policy alternatives, program wide mitigation, growth inducing impacts and cumulative impacts can be considered at a time when the agency has greater flexibility to avoid unnecessary adverse environmental effects.  Additionally, environmental documents subsequently prepared for the individual projects contained in the RTP can be tiered off of the Program EIR thus saving time and reducing duplicative analysis (See glossary for a definition of ‘tiering’).  The program EIR is a device that was originally developed by federal agencies under NEPA.  The County of Inyo v. Yorty court case established its use under CEQA.

Best Practices: None
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4.35  SAFETEA-LU Environmental Requirements
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Best Practices 

  http://www.stancog.org/rtp.htm

Page 111
Federal: 40 CFR 93.104(b)(3) and (c)(3) changes the required frequency of transportation conformity determinations for RTPs and FTIPs from three years to four years; 176(c )(2)(E) and  40 CFR 93.104(e) provide two years to determine conformity after new SIP motor vehicle emissions budgets are either found adequate, approved or promulgated; 176(c)(9) 
adds a one-year grace period before the consequences of a conformity lapse apply; 176(c)(4)(e) and 40CFR 93.105 provides streamlining requirements for conformity SIPs; and, 176(c)(8) and 40CFR 93.101 identifies procedures for areas to use in substituting or adding transportation control measures (TCMs) to approved SIPs.
State: None

Although there is no conformity requirement related to State air quality standards, air quality is normally covered under CEQAs environmental documentation for the RTP.

Recommendations (Shoulds)

Federal: 176(c)(7)(A) and 40CFR 93.106 Provides an option for reducing the time period addressed by conformity determinations
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4.40  Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Targets
Currently, the federal government has several domestic and international voluntary programs designed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  The United States Environmental Protection Agency has draft language to include greenhouse gasses in the environmental protection act.

The political leadership in California has been quite active in addressing climate change issues.
 Greenhouse gases (GHG) have been identified as specific air pollutants that are responsible for global warming and climate change. California has focused on six GHGs (Carbon Dioxide, Methane, Nitrous Oxide, Hydro fluorocarbons, perflurorocarbons, and Sulfur Hexafluoride). Carbon Dioxide (CO2) is the most prevalent GHG. All other GHGs are referenced in terms of a CO2 equivalent. The California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) prepared a briefing package for Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 entitled “Global Warming and Greenhouse Emissions from Motor Vehicles”; page 14 of this document stated that, “Transportation is California’s largest source of Carbon Dioxide”(emitting 58%). 

Governor Schwarzenegger has issued two Executive Orders regarding this issue: S-3-05 (June 1, 2005) that calls for a coordinated approach to address the detrimental air quality effects of GHGs and S-20-06 (October 18, 2006) that requires State agencies to continue their cooperation to reduce GHG and to have the Climate Action Team develop a plan by June 1, 2008, to outline a number of actions to reduce GHG. Information on California climate change activities can be found at: http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/index.html

Schwarzenegger 
also signed into law AB-32, the global warming solutions act of 2006 which sets greenhouse gas limits at 1990 levels by 2020.  

Recent legislation through Senate Bill (SB) 375 requires that no later than September 30, 2010, the State Air Resources Board (ARB) shall provide each MPO with the region’s greenhouse gas emission (GHG) targets for automobile and light trucks for 2020 and 2035.  These targets are established based on methodology recommendations from an appointed Regional Targets Advisory Committee (RTAC).
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SCS Overview/Background
Integrating transportation and land use planning is vital to reducing greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) and integral to creating sustainable, liveable communities. Modifying future land use practices so as to reduce the growth in vehicular travel is a key element in California’s strategy to reduce its greenhouse gas emissions. The Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) required to be incorporated into Regional Transportation Plans pursuant to SB 375 and Government Code 65080 provides an impetus and direction for the integration of land use and transportation planning. The SCS or Alternative Planning Strategy (APS)
 is the key long-range planning tool to be used by the MPOs and local government to help provide an outline of how and where future development should occur in the region. 

The sustainable communities strategy or SCS, was added as a new component of the RTP following the passage of SB 375 in September 2008, this requirement for MPOs was added to Government Code section 65080 (et al
).   State statute requires the SCS to be part of the RTP and policies within the SCS shall be consistent with the policies within the RTP.  Following a successful blueprint effort started by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments and the San Diego Association of Governments, Caltrans along with the Governors Office of Planning and Research and the Department of Housing and Community Development made grants available to MPOs statewide to develop their own regional blueprints.  The SCS can be a continuation of this regional blueprint process,
 which started in 2003.  By fiscal year 2008/09, a total seventeen of the eighteen MPOs, and eight rural transportation agencies were conducting regional blueprint plans.  The intent of the regional blueprint program is to identify land use, transportation and environmental connections.  The MPOs conducting these regional blueprint efforts have a significant lead in addressing the new planning requirements contained in SB 375.

For over 30 years, the primary purpose of the RTP has been to identify the transportation projects, programs and services needed to address both current and future regional population demand and to specify the major transportation projects to be programmed given the financial resources available.  The SCS (and APS, if any) will require MPOs to work with local land use authorities to develop reasonable land use assumptions, along with the type of transportation facilities that should be constructed, given financial constraints, to achieve the regional GHG reduction target as specified by the California Air Resources Board. 
There
 is great variation among the 18 MPOs in the state and flexibility is an important component in preparing the SCS (and APS if any). Region-specific characteristics should be considered: and a one-size fits all approach is not recommended. 
Statutory
 requirements for an Alternative Planning Strategy are available in Appendix H.
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SCS Contents

California Government Code Section 65080 requires that all MPOs prepare an SCS as part of their RTP.  Statute further specifies that the SCS shall identify the following:

1. Regional land uses: Identification of existing and future land uses within the MPO boundary – this includes residential, commercial, farmland, resources areas and open space.  Density and intensity of both residential and commercial development shall be specified. Based upon reasonable land use assumptions, the SCS shall set forth the forecasted development pattern within the region.  

2. Regional housing needs: The SCS shall identify areas within the region sufficient to house all of the current and projected population of the region, including all economic segments, over the course of the planning period of the Regional Transportation Plan. The SCS shall take into account, among other factors, net migration into the region, population growth, household formation, and employment growth. Pursuant to Government Code section 65584, the SCS will also identify areas within the MPO boundary sufficient to house an eight-year projection of the RHNA as identified by the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD).  State housing goals as specified in Government Code sections 65580 and 65581 will have to be considered in the SCS.

3. Regional transportation system: Although a current component of the RTP process prior to SB 375, the SCS shall identify the multi-modal transportation needs over the 20 plus years of the RTP to meet the future growth forecast. The system should also meet regional and statewide mobility standards, address multi-modal regional blueprint performance measures as well as meet regional air quality conformity and regional GHG emissions targets.
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Role of Cities and Counties in the Development of the SCS

Changing how regions grow in the future is a fundamental strategy for reducing regional GHG emissions.  Over time, cities and counties will need to address land use and transportation policies as well as regional transportation system decisions that will reduce both the number and length of vehicle trips.  Government Code section 65080 (J) of SB 375 is very specific regarding land use – land use authority rests with each of the appropriate cities and counties.  MPOs do not have the legal ability to stipulate where development should, or should not occur.  However, during the development of the RTP and the SCS, MPOs will need to initiate a significant amount of outreach to the cities and counties within their respective jurisdictions.  The SCS will need to reflect reasonably projected land uses. While local land use authority is exclusively retained by cities and counties, MPOs have the ability to influence land use through funding of the regional transportation system. The SCS should reflect collaboration between local jurisdictions and the MPO and should identify existing land use plans and future strategies necessary to reach GHG targets.  The MPO shall prepare a SCS considering spheres of influence already adopted by the Local Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCos).  Spheres of influence are the planning boundaries outside of an agency’s legal boundary (the city limit line) defining the agency’s potential future boundary and service area. Current and future land use, current and future need, capacity for service, and any relevant communities of interest, are usually the factors considered in a sphere of influence review focus.

Identifying Land Uses in the SCS

MPOs are challenged, through development of the SCS, to encourage local jurisdictions to balance housing, jobs, services, education and recreation. Residential densities and commercial building intensities should be sufficient to support future investment in a multi-modal transportation system Government Code Section 65080 states the SCS shall include the various land uses to cover a variety of areas from general land uses to specific land uses, such as residential, building, housing, migration, population, employment, transportation, resource areas and farmlands.  The identification of existing and future land uses for each of these areas assists in determining the region’s development pattern for the region, and each region is challenged to balance the overall and specific land uses for the benefit of all residents with long term goals in mind, usually at least 20 years. With even more emphasis on planning at the regional level, it is important to continue to recognize the critical role of local governments’ (cities, counties) land use authority, and how MPOs will continue to work with local governments when identifying and planning for the region’s future land uses in the SCS, with an emphasis on balancing land uses for all residents within a region.
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Each region continues to grow in its own unique way, but more and various transportation choices, and livable communities strategies can help reduce miles traveled in vehicles while working within the SCS provisions for sustainable communities.

Balancing a region’s future land use development while preserving resource areas and/or farmland will be more challenging in some regions than in others depending on what decisions are made for future development with existing resources available.

The SCS should contain a map or series of maps that will provide a visual reference of the various land uses within the region. Maps should show a balance between land use, housing and transportation. Maps may display types of land use, including vacant developable land, potential development densities, and the location of transit facilities as well as amenities and safe access to the transportation network for pedestrians and bicyclists.
Regional GHG Reduction Targets

State statute requires the Air Resources Board’s (ARB’s) Regional Targets Advisory Committee (RTAC) to recommend factors to be considered and methodologies to be used for setting GHG emission reduction targets. State statute then requires the ARB to set regional GHG emission reduction targets for each MPO.  Before setting the target for a region, ARB will exchange technical information with each MPO and the affected air quality management district.  The MPO may recommend a target for their respective region during this process. Advanced and continuous communication and consultation between the ARB and each MPO is highly recommended until the final target is adopted. 
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Addressing Regional Transportation Needs in the SCS

The SCS requirements for an RTP do not change the process used to establish transportation needs for the region. Government Code Section 65080 (2) (B) (iv) states that an SCS shall identify a transportation system to service the transportation needs of the region. It is up to each region to decide how to balance transportation needs against the objective to reduce GHG emissions and other regional goals including but not limited to: accessibility, economic benefit, equity, environmental protection and air quality conformity. Decisions to expand or modify the transportation system should be made in recognition of the following relationships between land use and transportation:
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SCS Public Participation and Input/Consultation with Local Elected Officials

SB 375 also increased the consultation required with local elected officials during the development of a SCS or APS. Metropolitan Planning Organizations are required to conduct at least two informational meetings in each county within the region for members of the Board of Supervisors and City Councils on the SCS and APS. MPO’s may conduct only one informational meeting if it is attended by representatives of the County Board of Supervisors and City Council members representing a majority of the cities (representing the majority of the population in the incorporated areas of that county). There are specific meeting noticing requirements. For more detailed information regarding input and consultation with local elected officials during development of the SCS please refer to Sections 4.11 and 4.14 of the RTP Guidelines. 
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California Air Resources Board Review of the SCS

ARB will work with each MPO to review its SCS (and APS, if applicable).  As the ARB reviews the documentation submitted by the MPO, an on-going exchange of information occurs between the MPO and the ARB regarding the assumptions and methodology used to demonstrate that the GHG target levels are being met.  After adoption of an SCS or APS, the MPO provides ARB with the SCS, the APS (if applicable), documentation of the analysis of the greenhouse gas emission reductions to be achieved, and the technical methodology description.  The ARB limits its review to accepting or rejecting the MPO’s determination that the strategy would achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets established.  The ARB completes its review within 60 days.  The ARB will provide their response to the MPO in writing regarding their conclusions.  It is the intent of SB 375 to provide an information exchange so the formal response from the ARB is consistent with the information previously exchanged with the MPO. If ARB does not agree with the MPO’s determination that the SCS or APS 
will achieve the GHG reduction target established, the MPO may revise its initial SCS or APS to meet the target levels, or develop an Alternative Planning Strategy (APS) (if it has not done so already)  as presented in Appendix H.
When reviewing the RTP, FHWA will consider only those projects that are incorporated within an SCS that is financially constrained and eligible to be federally funded.  Projects included exclusively within an APS are not considered financially constrained, and are ineligible for federal funding.
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implemented mitigation efforts.  A new focus on adaptation planning is rapidly becoming the primary goal for cities and counties across California.
California has long been a leader in the fight on climate change, and those efforts continue today.  In 2006, Governor Schwarzenegger signed into law Assembly Bill 32 (AB-32).  This was a first in the world program of market and regulatory mechanisms to achieve greenhouse gas emissions reductions.  The law requires a reduction of greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, and an emissions reduction of 80% below 1990 levels by 2050.  In order to help meet the goals established in AB 32, Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) was signed on September 20, 2008.  SB 375 connects land use and AB 32 goals by reducing sprawl by designing better communities.  The goal is that California residents will become less reliant on vehicle travel, and more dependent on alternative modes of transportation.  SB 375 will hold cities and regions accountable for creating more sustainable, walkable communities with alternative transportation options.  The law will also result in greenhouse gas emission reduction targets for California’s 18 MPO’s to align their housing, land use, and transportation plans with greenhouse gas reductions in mind.
�Recommend that this become two paragraphs.


�This paragraph should mention AB 32 as the purpose for the adoption of the 2007 RTTP Guidelines Addendum


�As this is the first time this acronym is used it needs to be spelled out.


�Inserted space


�As this is the first time this acronym is used it needs to be spelled out.


�Stating “RTPs” would be more definitive than “they”.


�As was discussed on the conference call the definitions of “exempted projects” needs to be more clear. The legislative definition seemed to be clear enough, can that language be inserted here?


�SCS spell-out should be capital letters


�This is the best way of describing the relationship between the SCS and the APS. IN several areas the two are addressed together as though they are produced together or are equal in value.


�On this entire page the APS is paired with the SCS. The APS should always be set off (and possibly not even mentioned in this section dealing specifically with the SCS) and given a lesser consideration than the SCS.


�I think the intent of the legislation is to create an acceptable SCS, and an APS only if the SCS is not accepted by ARB during the review (post-submittal of the RTP). These two items should be addressed separately throughout the guidelines and emphasis should be placed on the SCS. Also, isn’t it imperative that one or the other is approved?


�Since the ARB is a state agency, this might alleviate some potential confusion


�I think the legislative language is the best explanation of this and the next sections.


�What does this line mean?


�This last sentence should be eliminated. It is the “always-sometimes” statement. I think the paragraph is complete without the last sentence. If you think it is necessary can we change the wording to state that unless “otherwise” prohibited; or prohibited by other laws?


�This was addressed on the conference call, but just a reminder; can we relate these “best practices” to their appropriate subject. Since we have no SCS to review, we cannot have any “best practices’ of an SCS.


�I do not find in this section that we are required to maintain the DRAFT RTP’s in publication or hard copy available to the public after the “Final” RTP is adopted. This requirement is expensive and potentially confusing. Please separate the requirements for the PPP, the DRAFT RTP, and the Final RTP in these paragraphs.


�This area does not address the public workshop(s) to be held at the time that the RTAC submits its final report


�Again, I think the legislative language has the best description of these requirements. 


�This paragraph needs some wording changes, the paragraph below is redundant but has better wording. Can we meld these two paragraphs - using the better wording - into one paragraph that explains the elected official educational meetings. Also see #8 from page 25 note above.


�One of these words needs to be deleted. This is the “always-sometimes” effect again.


�Recommend new paragraph for second code citation.


�The following paragraph is a good paragraph, but  is better placed as paragraph 3 on page 93 and replaced with the Performance Measure reference material mentioned at the bottom of page 94 as a best practice.


�What does this mean, see what exactly?


�If we are going to discuss one strategy we should discuss all of them. This strategy applies only to select MPOs. I think we should have an appendix dedicated to strategies; how they work, how they are implemented, who they would work for, etc.


�This is overstated and not necessarily applicable to even most MPOs. This is an example of why it would be best to have these strategies in an appendix that has more explanation and application information.


�I think the CEQA Checklist would fit here.


�In this and the next section we refer to the “new” SAFETEA-LU. . .  Since this is not new should we drop this reference?


�This link is no longer valid, it should specify which RTP, either the 2004 or 2007


�These references should be CAA §176. . . 


�Insert period


�Although this is probably true, it should also be stated that there are serious conflicts in just how much GHG is attributable to motor vehicles. I have actually seen numbers as low as 34%  in different reports. It should also be stated that in the same report it states that HFC’s are 1,000% more efficient at producing the GH effect than CO2.


�I do not think this is a correct reference to the position/person. I would recommend “the Governor” or Governor Schwarzenegger.”


�These should not be addressed together in this format. The SCS should be the focus of this section, potentially with a passing reference to the APS (to be found in an appendix).


�The correct legal citation for this is” et seq”, it means “and subsequent.”


�Insert comma


�New paragraph


�New paragraph


�The SCS and APS should not be addressed together. ARB will review the SCS prior to an APS being developed. One plan or the other must eventually be approved by the ARB. It should be noted here that revision of the SCS may be considered an amendment to the RTP, which triggers conformity and financial constraint issues, it may cause an MPO to go into conformity lapse. Thus the creation of an APS is the preferred alternative. 





