The following suggestions from Housing California recognize that further changes will be made to the draft guidelines from the Housing and Land Use workgroup and Modeling Guidelines subcommittee meetings on Nov. 10th, and that stakeholders will have another draft to review on November 23rd.   
Text below appears in the same color used in the Oct. 26th draft guidelines.  Any blue text is HCA’s suggested addition.
1. Page 63, under “The Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS)”:

To promote consistency between the SCS and the RTP core elements, an MPO may choose to integrate the SCS into all three elements, rather than create a separate, stand-alone SCS element. 

This language appears to contradict SB 375 -- Government Code section 65080(2) -- which specifically added and describes the SCS separate from the other three elements required in the RTP. 

2. Page 103, 4.34 Environmental Documentation 

Language in this section reads: 
Role of the SCS and APS in Environmental Alternatives Analysis

MPOs may choose to address the SCS (and APS, if applicable) as a part of the alternatives analysis for the environmental document to the RTP. This may provide an added level of consistency between the environmental document and the SCS. Other Alternatives that may be considered include the APS, the Business as Usual (BAU), and the No-Build.” 

This seems to contradict the language in the Modeling section on p. 49 which cites under Requirements: 

“1. Each MPO shall model a range of alternative scenarios in the regional transportation plan Environmental Impact Statement based on the policy goals of the MPO and input from the public.” (40 CFR §1502.14(a))
Since the SCS is a part of the RTP, and presumably will contain alternative scenarios, wouldn’t it be required to be part of the alternatives analysis for the EIS/EIR? 
Since the APS is a separate document from the RTP, should the APS and environmental analysis be addressed separately? 

3. Page 117, under Identifying Land Uses in the SCS
Per the discussion in the Nov. 10 Modeling and Housing/Land Use meetings, we propose replacing the current bulleted list with the following bullets: 

· Destination-proximity, or the accessibility of an area to other activities.

· Density and clustering of land uses, typically measured by the number of dwelling units, shops, and/or employees per acre or square mile, according floor area ration (FAR), and other similar measurements. 

· Diversity or mixture of land uses, including residential, commercial, and business land uses within buildings and/or in proximity to one another. 

· Distance to transit, including rail, bus, and/or ferry.
· Design and layout of an area’s transportation facilities to accommodate multiple modes of transportation.
4. Page 118, under Addressing Housing Needs in the SCS
Per the discussion in the 11/10 Land Use and Housing Workgroup meeting, we ask that staff retain this heading in the November 23rd draft, for any potential content in conjunction with the RTAC Coordination workgroup. 
5. Page 121, under Social Equity/Environmental Justice Issues
Per the discussion in the 11/10 Land Use and Housing Workgroup meeting, we will provide further content for the next Workgroup meeting. 

5. Page 123, 4.44 Reasons to Adopt an Alternative Planning Strategy (APS)
We did not get a chance to review this section with the Land Use and Housing Workgroup, but how does this section differ from Appendix I - Contents of an Alternative Planning Strategy? It appears it should also reference that Appendix. (Will the appendices be included with the Nov. 23 draft?)
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