SBCAG submits our comments on the draft RTP Guidelines.  Also, please pass on to modeling subgroup.

Pg. 17. Paragraph 1. Delete sentence three but move reference that is at the end of the sentence to  sentence two.

Pg. 18. New paragraph is not clear.  Suggested replacement language for bullets 1 and 2 follows:

1.
Develop and adopt a sustainable communities strategy (SCS) as part of the RTP with the goal of achieving Greenhouse Gas reduction targets set by the CA Air Resources Board

2.
Include within the SCS a land use allocation that reflects a number of different economic, housing, and, resource, and environmental factors

3.
Develop and approve the SCS with enhanced public participation

4.
Integrate the Regional Housing Needs Assessment into the Regional Transportation Plan and synchronize the update of the RTP with the RHNA.

Pg. 24.  RE: GHG Targets, since the RTAC has already produced their report, items 1-3 should be updated.

Pg. 32. Re: Land Use Strategies. This section is vague and seems like it is overreaching beyond the scope of the RTP Guidelines.  Replace “..can still be incorporated..” with “should be considered in the development of the RTP….”  And delete”…to meet the following environmental and social goals” The use of “encourage” is too vague for this purpose.  Measure 3 makes no sense and Measure 4 needs clarification.  Blueprint references will soon be superseded by the SCS. Other measures also need work to improve clarity.  The focus should be on the connection between land use and transportation.

Page 33. Land Use Assumptions.  This section is misdirected.   I disagree that land use assumptions are the driver, rather demographic changes can happen independent of land use changes, e.g. aging of the population, changes in birth rates.  Land uses are one part of assumptions about future growth.  Likewise, changes in the structure of the economy can change the nature of land use without changes in the outward physical structure of land use. Witness the intensification of industrial uses with the transition to information age technologies or how increasing land values are increasing employee density.  The RTP must look at all these factors and they are not subsets of land use.  For example, the aging of the population will have a significant impact on paratransit and transit over the next 30 years but does not arise out of land use.  While the SCS paradigm will influence how the RTP looks and incorporates land use, letting land use be the driver puts us on the wrong track to addressing the overall transportation system. 

Pg. 37. The “Complete Streets” concept has less applicability for rural and semi-rural areas.  Be more specific in the application of the concept.  For example, sidewalks might be required to address the “complete street” but may be inappropriate for many areas.

Pg. 39. I thought our sequencing work group agreed that the revised chart would be included in the draft.   The text on pages on 80 and 119 might also fit here.

Pg. 44. Add a transition section between four step models and tour/activity based model paragraphs.  This paragraph would focus on the need to improve current MPO/RTPA travel modeling capabilities, particularly the land use-transportation connection between land use planning and transportation planning, broaden mode choice, enhance transportation alternative assessment, among other factors.  This broader evolutionary approach to describing the state of the practice applies to all MPO’s and does not force an immediate jump to tour/activity based models, particularly one which is not applicable to small-mid size MPO’s and RTPA’s The next to last paragraph should be  specific to larger MPO’s as it references “tour/activity- based” transportation models which are still in the relatively early stage of development.

Pg. 50. #9. The term “joint mode-destination choice model” needs to be defined.

Pgs. 52-53.  One area that needs additional discussion and recommendation is the challenge to make model methods and results more available and understandable to the general public as part of the SCS and RTP development.  Some successful ideas have been implemented to date, such as traffic volume flow maps, web based traffic data programs, etc.  However we need to address how the somewhat esoteric model reports be more understandable to the lay public.  Are there good examples? 

Pg. 53  Sketch Modeling Scenarios Section:  The “Sketch Modeling Tools” has been referenced a number of times and yet such tool(s) is/are still unclear as to what exactly they are (new or undeveloped??) for most MPOs.  Add in some information from the RTAC report.  A more specific example, possibly a preliminary recommended template such as an excel spreadsheet template, would be useful in the RTP modeling guidelines.

Pg. 55 Model Peer review:  First bullet, 2nd last sentence: “…Other MPO’s should set up reviews using California Modelers.” 

Pg. 56.  Item 4, addition.  This seems like a research project in itself for each MPO, so down scope requirements.  Replace with a more generic reference to the need for model sensitivity testing.

Pg. 60. #1.  Here MPOs are encouraged to support local jurisdictions which make land use decisions that implement the SCS.  If the SCS must use local general plans (see p. 24, SCS, #1), won’t local jurisdictions following their own general plans make decisions that support the SCS by default? 

Pg. 60. #2.  This sentence needs to be re-worded.

Pg. 75.  Delete reference to the ongoing posting of the draft RTP on the web.

Pg. 79 Delete new Paragraph 3 as it duplicates prior discussion.

Pg. 85-86.  SBCAG believes, based on the emergence of HSR and segregation of funding and oversight programs for rail vs. transit that rail deserves to be treated separately from transit.

Pg. 99, Pricing.  This should not be singled out. Pricing has limited relevance to most MPO/RTPAs when many communities don’t currently charge for parking. 

Pg. 100. Delete bullet no. 2 as most MPO’s/RTPA’s do not have funds to provide local agencies so they can develop and implement the Blueprint/SCS.

Pg. 113 - 116, The background on the SCS seems repetitive from prior sections. Focus on GHG 

Typos:

pg. 19. #1.  “Other thatn those…”

pg. 23. 2nd sentence.  “The language in SNB 375…”

pg. 25. #8.  “…the MPO must hold one or towo meetings…”

Pg. 26. Programmed Projects, #1.  “…are not required to conform to the SCS or be included in…”

Pg. 119.  “Prior to starting…and if appropriate, its’ APS.” 

