To: La Nae Van Valen, Caltrans

Date: October 15, 2009

Re: MTC/ABAG Comments on 10/1/09 Working Draft of 2010 RTP Guidelines

Thank you for the opportunity to review the 10/1/09 working draft of the 2010 RTP Guidelines. MTC and ABAG appreciate the inclusive process CTC and Caltrans staff have facilitated thus far, and we look forward to continuing to participate in this group. This letter includes comments and suggestions made orally at the 10/8/09 joint subcommittee meeting; it also makes several specific suggestions of a more technical nature where we believe re-organizing the content, clarifying certain points, or correcting inaccuracies will improve the guidelines. Where specific language is suggested, additions are noted in underline and deletions in strikeout. We also include some examples of programs/policies in the Bay Area that may be helpful to cite as best practices.

Section 1.2  Background and Purpose of RTP Guidelines

1. On page 14, the guidelines state “SB 375 was only directed towards MPOs and essentially requires them to include land use/housing issues and strive to reduce regional greenhouse gas emissions by achieving a regional greenhouse gas emission target specified by the ARB.”
Clarify that this language means the new requirements are for MPOs and not RTPAs. The current language implies that for regions’ affected by SB375, stakeholders besides the MPO (e.g. local municipalities) are not affected by the process. Consider language such as:

“The 2010 update was prepared to incorporate new planning requirements mandated by SB 375. SB 375 requires the 18 MPOs in the State to identify a land use pattern and transportation network that will meet a greenhouse gas reduction target specified by the ARB through their RTP planning process. These requirements pertain only to the State’s 18 MPOs, but not to the RTPAs that also prepare RTPs.”
Section 1.4  Purpose of the Regional Transportation Plan
2. On page 18, the guidelines state that one new requirement of RTPs as a result of SB 375 is that “Other than those specifically exempted, transportation projects identified in the RTP must be modeled to determine their impacts on the regional GHG emissions.” We believe that even those projects that are exempt will need to be modeled for GHG emission reduction (see pages 4-5 of this letter for more discussion on this topic). Consider re-wording this to remove the reference to exempt projects:

“Other than those specifically exempted, tTransportation projects identified in the RTP must be modeled to determine their impacts on the regional GHG emissions.” 
Section 1.8 Senate Bill 375 – Impacts to the RTP Process

3. On page 24, under Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), #1, the 2nd sentence states: “It should also use the most recent local general plans and other land use assumptions.” This meaning is slightly different than the statutory language. Consider using the statutory language instead:
“It should also use the most recent planning assumptions considering local general plans and other factors.”

4. On page 25, under Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), #7, it should be noted here that these provisions only apply to the SCAG region.

5. On page 26, under Alternative Planning Strategy (APS), #3, E), the current language implies that the APS will not identify specific projects. Also, the description of CEQA exemption could be misleading as development projects consistent with an APS may be subject to CEQA-relief provisions of SB 375. Consider replacing it with the following language:

“E) Unlike the RTP, projects listed in the APS will not be used to program projects in the MPO’s TIP, F) CEQA does not require MPOs to prepare an EIR for an APS.”

6. On page 26, under Programmed Projects, the language here does not convey the same meaning of the statute. Consider replacing with the following:

“Any transportation projects programmed for funding by December 31, 2011 and are either a) contained in the 2007 or 2009 FSTIP, b) are funded from Proposition 1B, or c) were specifically listed in a sales tax measure prior to December 31, 2008 are exempt from the Sustainable Communities Strategy requirements. In addition, sales tax authorities cannot be required to change voter approved funding allocations for categories of transportation projects in sales tax measures adopted prior to December 31, 2010.

Section 2.2 Land Use, Scenario, Regional Blueprint Planning and Coordination with the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS)

7. Section 4.41 on page 113 of the guidelines discuss blueprint plans as a precursor to SB 375 and state that those regions that have participated in a blueprint planning effort have a head start in implementing SB 375. We concur with this characterization of the blueprint planning effort. However, the discussion of blueprint planning as a part of the recommended land use strategies on pp. 32-34 seems in conflict, referring to consistency between blueprint plans, the SCS, and the RTP. We believe the blueprint work completed in the Bay Area (FOCUS) will be the starting point for the SCS, but will not necessarily be consistent with it. Moreover, the RTP and the SCS must by definition be consistent as the SCS is a part of the RTP, which must be internally consistent. We suggest clarifying the relationship between the blueprint plan, the SCS, and the RTP.

Section 4.1 Policy, Action, Financial Elements and the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS)

8. The addition to this section on page 60 encourages MPOs to add to the Policy Element of the RTP policies that support Smart Growth Land Use principles. MTC has 2 examples that may be helpful to cite here:

· MTC’s T2035 Plan called for modifying our Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) program to support Priority Development Areas which were identified as a part of FOCUS, the Bay Area’s blueprint planning process. The TLC program offers capital grants to cities, counties, and transit agencies to construct projects that support compact development near transit. See: http://apps.mtc.ca.gov/meeting_packet_documents/agenda_1343/ TLC_Guidelines_Final_v1.pdf 
· MTC’s Resolution 3434 TOD Policy ties regional discretionary funds for new transit extension projects (funded via Resolution 3434) to supportive land uses. This policy establishes targets for new housing units in each transit corridor and calls for station area plans and corridor working groups to help achieve the housing targets. Station area plans to meet the housing targets must be adopted by local municipalities prior to receiving MTC discretionary funding for construction of Resolution 3434 funds. See: http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/tod/TOD_policy.pdf
9. On page 60, #3 seems out of place in this section. What is the policy being encouraged? Mode splits are already quantified as a part of travel demand models. Does this belong in the modeling section of the guidelines?

Section 4.11 Public Participation Plan

10. The last sentence on page 75 and the first sentence on page 76 discuss MPO and ARB consultation regarding technical methodology used to estimate GHG emissions. I believe we agreed at the 9/16/09 Public Participation subcommittee meeting that this discussion does not need to be included in the Public Participation section. This same content is already in the MPOs Technical Methodology for Estimating the Regional GHG Emissions section on page 119.

Section 4.14 Requirements for Input/Consultation with Local Elected Officials During SCS and/or APS Development
11. Page 79, the third paragraph states: “The purpose of these meetings will be to present a draft SCS and gather input and comments.” SB 575 includes language that changes this requirement as follows: “This bill would instead provide that the purpose of the meeting or meetings is to discuss the sustainable communities strategy and alternative planning strategy, if any, including the key land use and planning assumptions, with the members of the board of supervisors and the city council members in that county and to solicit and consider their input and recommendations.” This section should be updated once SB 575 is signed.
12. Page 79, the fourth paragraph restates the same consultation principles listed in Section 4.10 (on page 73). Perhaps these only needed to be stated in this introductory section instead of repeated. 

13. The last paragraph in this section (page 80) seems to repeat the same information as the third paragraph.
Section 4.15 Interagency Consultation on SCS Development

14. This section describes consultation that should occur between the MPO and federal agencies, HCD, and the ARB. While we concur that consultation with all these agencies is important as a part of development of the RTP, we suggest re-working this section so as not to confuse interagency consultation for transportation air quality conformity, which is a very focused process to meet Clean Air Act requirements, with other types of consultation. We concur with the suggestion made at the 10/8/09 meeting that this section be re-titled. 
Section 4.26 Transportation Projects Exempted from Senate Bill 375

15. We believe this section, as written, does not convey the same meaning as the law and that additional guidance is needed in this section. MTC is still working on new proposed language for this section which we will submit early the week of October 19th.

Section 4.32 Congestion Management Process

16. The 2010 Guidelines add the discussion from the 2007 RTP Guidelines Addendum on Pricing and Transportation Planning and Investment Strategies to the congestion management section of guidelines. While these strategies certainly impact congestion management, this section might not be the best location within the guidelines because a) not all MPOs are subject to the congestion management process, and b) this section was originally added to the addendum specifically to provide strategies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions via RTPs. Consider re-locating this section to the “Greenhouse Gas Emissions Requirements and Considerations in the RTP” part of the Guidelines. 

17. On Page 100, under Transportation Planning and Investment Strategies, #1, the last sentence is unclear. “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.” We request additional guidance regarding what this strategy means.

Section 4.41 Contents of the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS)

18. On page 114, under SCS Contents, #3, the last sentence states that “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.” It is unclear what “address multi-modal regional blueprint performance measures” means, nor does the Transportation section on pp. 117-118 expand on this requirement. We agree that it is important to evaluate how transportation investments impact a set of performance measures, but it is unclear what these performance measures are and how they relate to those discussed in Section 4.29.
19. On page 114, also under SCS Contents, the last 2 sentences define “internally consistent”. Because the SCS primarily adds a land use component to the RTP, we believe the requirement of “internal consistency” described in SB 375 does not merely require financial constraint, which is already a federal requirement of RTPs. We recommend expanding the definition of internally consistent to also include that the land use and transportation components should be consistent as follows:

“The SCS must be ‘internally consistent’ with the other sections of the RTP. This means that the contents of the Policy, Action and Financial elements must be consistent with the Sustainable Communities Strategy. Transportation investments should be consistent with or supportive of the land use pattern contained in the SCS.”
20. At the 10/18/2009 subcommittee meeting, we discussed completely re-writing the Identifying Land Uses in the SCS section. We propose the following language to be included in this section.
“MPOs and local jurisdictions are challenged to jointly develop a land use plan for the region that, when integrated with the regional transportation network, decreases regional vehicle trips and vehicle miles travelled. In preparing the land use strategy, empirical relationships between land use and the built environment should be considered, including the following characteristics of areas that have relatively lower levels of VMT and vehicle trips:

· Increased levels of density

· Greater mixes of uses

· Streetscape designs that accommodate pedestrians, bicycles, and transit

· Close proximity to regional destinations

· Close proximity to frequent transit service
In developing the land use plan, local context should also be considered. MPOs , local jurisdictions, and other stakeholders should strive to create an SCS that will assist local jurisdictions in future general plan updates. 

21. On page 115, clarify what “other modes of transportation” means. 
22. On page 117, under Housing Issues in the SCS, the third paragraph begins, “MPO coordination with local jurisdictions and HCD is necessary to integrate the most recent planning assumptions and other factors such as sites requiring zoning changes to meet housing need into the SCS.” We believe identifying individual sites requiring zoning changes to be beyond the scope of what is required of the SCS. Local jurisdictions identify sites requiring zoning changes as a part of their Housing Element update process. Please consider striking this from the sentence as follows:

“MPO coordination with local jurisdictions and HCD is necessary to integrate the most recent planning assumptions and other factors such as sites requiring zoning changes to meet housing need into the SCS.”

23. On page 118, the last two sentences seem to be referring to other sections of the RTP Guidelines. Consider replacing these sentences with language that makes this reference clearer such as:

“MPOs may consider transportation strategies that reduce GHG emissions such as those described in Section X.X” (currently these are in Section 4.32, but we suggest moving them to a new section under Greenhouse Gas Emissions Requirements and Considerations in the RTP 4.4X as described in #15).
Section 4.43 Addressing Climate Change Adaptation to the Regional Transportation System in the RTP

24. On page 120, the 3rd full paragraph discusses AB 32 and SB 375. Because these laws are aimed at climate change mitigation rather than climate change adaptation, they appear misplaced in this section. While there is already discussion of SB 375 and AB 32 in Section 4.40, we suggest moving the non-duplicative parts of this paragraph to this section.

25. On page 121, the guidelines leave a placeholder for climate change adaptation best practices. In the San Francisco Bay Area, the Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) has taken a lead role in adaptation planning for the Bay Area. BCDC prepared a report, Living with a Rising Bay that provides information on the region’s vulnerability to sea level rise and strategies for adaptation. BCDC has also proposed a series of findings and policies to be amended into the Bay Plan which regulates development within the 100-year floodplain of the Bay. One proposed policy is to develop a regional strategy to identify areas where development should be protected and areas where development should be removed and the Bay should be allowed to migrate inland. This work may be helpful to identify as a best practice. See http://www.bcdc.ca.gov/proposed_bay_plan/bp_amend_1-08.shtml
Appendix H Contents of Alternative Planning Strategy

26. We appreciate that the Guidelines will include discussion of the APS, even though it is technically not part of the RTP. We look forward to reviewing this section in subsequent drafts.
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