To: Susan Bransen, CTC

Date: January 15, 2010

RE: Comments on most recent draft of RTP Guidelines


Dear Susan,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on the most recent draft of the RTP guidelines.  The undersigned organizations, all members of ClimatePlan, urge you to consider the following changes.  We have structured our comments to reflect the discussions at the January 13 meeting of the land use and housing subcommittee, and we used the draft dated January 13th.  

Chapter 3: Modeling

1. Page 52 and other locations: Modify the definition of “jobs-housing fit” as follows: “’Jobs-housing fit’ is the extent to which the rents and mortgages cost to reside in the community are affordable to the people who currently work there or will fill anticipated jobs.”

Chapter 4: RTP Consultation and Coordination

2. Page 67: Move the new section 4.2 (“Social Equity and Environmental Justice Considerations in the RTP”) from Chapter 4 to Chapter 1.  The social equity and EJ language in Section 4.2 relates not only to RTP consultation (the subject of chapter 4) but also to the content of the RTP. Therefore, Chapter 1 is a more appropriate location for the section.

Chapter 5: RTP Environmental Considerations

3. Page 84: Amend Requirements (Shall) to read:

Title 23 CFR Part 450.322(g)(1) and (2):

“Requires that the MPO shall consult, as appropriate, with State and local agencies responsible for land use management, natural resources, environmental protection, conservation, and historic preservation concerning the development of the transportation plan. The consultation shall involve, as appropriate: (1) Comparison of transportation plans with State and regional conservation plans or maps, if available;…”


4. Page 84-85: Expand on the existing language referring to regional advance mitigation:

Best Practices: Advanced mitigation planning to identify areas for mitigation prior to project-by-project discussion is a best practice. Elkhorn Slough Early Mitigation Project and Regional Advanced Mitigation Planning (RAMP) are important examples of such efforts. By coordinating early with agencies responsible for project-level permitting to evaluate the individual and cumulative impacts of one or several projects and focusing mitigation on regional priority conservation opportunities in the region, ecosystem-scale conservation needs can be met, providing more effective conservation and mitigation.  In addition, the time and cost inefficiency of project-by-project review, permitting, and mitigation can be avoided, thereby making mitigation more efficient. MPO’s and RTPA’s should consider using RAMP in siting and mitigating for infrastructure projects, in order to maximize time efficiency, reduce mitigation costs, and protect the respective region’s natural resources.…can lead to identification of regional priority conservation areas and to more effective mitigation.

Chapter 6: Regional Transportation Plan Contents


5. Page 115: Modify the language about exempted projects as follows: 

These projects, however, are exempt from the internal consistency requirement. In other words, these projects may not be included excluded from in the RTP even if solely because they do not contribute to the overall goal of reducing if they are inconsistent with the SCS or other policies to reduce regional GHG emissions. 

6. Page 124-125: Amend the paragraph which begins “Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(B)(vii) requires the SCS to . . .” to read:

Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(B)(vii) requires the SCS to set forth a forecasted development pattern for the region that when integrated with the transportation network, and other transportation measures and policies, will reduce regional GHG emissions from automobiles and light trucks to achieve, if there is a feasible way to do so, the regional GHG emission reduction target set by ARB. Government Code Section 65080.01(c) defines feasible as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.”  In adopting the Scoping Plan Resolution, the Air Resources Board stated its intent that the SB 375 greenhouse gas emission reduction targets it will set will be the most ambitious achievable.  Because of the MPO’s involvement in the target-setting process, it is reasonable to expect that an SCS will be able to achieve its target if its policies and programs are sufficiently ambitious.  If the RTP, including the SCS, does not achieve the regional GHG reduction target, the MPO can elect to either revise the SCS or prepare an Alternative Planning Strategy (APS) that is separate from the RTP.  

Whether or not a region is able to actually hit their target with the SCS, the legislative intent of SB 375 is clear: an SCS must reduce greenhouse gas emissions to the greatest extent feasible.) ARB will look to see whether or not the SCS contains the most ambitious achievable level of effort. This means that if a region cannot meet its target within the SCS, but instead has to create an APS, the SCS should still be a substantial improvement over business as usual land use and transportation planning, and their regions and member cities would see substantial co-benefits as a result of implementing the SCS. In addition, if a region must prepare an APS, that alternative scenario must still represent “the most practicable choices for achievement of the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets.” Cal. Govt. Code § 65080 (b)(2)(H)(iii).


7. Page 126-127: Replace the section which begins: “When planning and land use assumptions are made. . .” with the following language:

The legislative findings for SB 375 recognize that: “greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and light trucks can be substantially reduced by new vehicle technology and by the increased use of low carbon fuel. However, even taking these measures into account, it will be necessary to achieve significant additional greenhouse gas reductions from changed land use patterns and improved transportation. Without improved land use and transportation policy, California will not be able to achieve the goals of AB 32.” (Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008, Section 1(c))

In addition to the need to plan for GHG emissions reductions, there are many other circumstances that can require the SCS to differ from current general plans.  For example, many existing local general plans do not yet reflect changing demographics, market demand, adopted blueprints,  habitat conservation plans, or other plans which may more accurately reflect likely future growth patterns.  In addition, many existing general plans do not yet include general uses, densities, or land use designations with zoning and development standards that can accommodate the existing RHNA, nor can they accommodate the next RHNA without amendments of land use designations and rezoning. Many local governments have not yet completed a scheduled rezoning program of an adopted general plan or housing element, or their general plans may contain elements that are more than ten years out of date. In certain cases, existing plans may reflect ordinances or policies that directly limit the number of residential building permits. In addition, current plans may be based on outdated assumptions about state, federal and local funding programs that have undergone major decreases or increases.

During the regional planning process, MPOs and RTPAs should consult with federal, state, and local agencies as to whether their planning assumptions are reasonable, best available, and consistent with the transportation system planned. The MPO should base its assumptions on the most reasonable forecasts taking into account changing population demographics and market demand over the life of the RTP. To the extent that they are reasonable and consistent with federal requirements, an MPO may base an SCS on planning assumptions that differ from historical trends, existing plans and boundaries. The MPO should document the assumptions made to develop the SCS. 

8. Page 127: In the first sentence of last paragraph, expand on the phrase “the SCS is required to accommodate the RHNA” to reflect the HLU subcommittee’s agreement that the SCS development pattern must not preclude any individual community from accommodating its existing or upcoming RHNA allocation. (HLU members discussed this at their January 13, 2010 meeting and are drafting language to address this issue.)


9. Page 129:  Amend the section entitled “Addressing Regional Transportation Needs” to read:
The SCS requirements for an RTP give the region a new organizing principle for establishing transportation priorities for their region: the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions consistent with a CARB assigned target.  While the SCS requirements for an RTP do not change the process used to establish transportation needs for the region, the SCS forecasted development pattern and transportation network, measures and policies should compliment one another to reduce GHG emissions from light duty trucks and automobiles. Government Code Section 65080 (b)(2)(B)(iv) requires that an SCS identify a transportation system to service the transportation needs of the region. Exempt projects as described in Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(K) should be included in the transportation network. (See Section 6.15 for Aadditional information regarding project exemption is available in Section 6.15). To promote reductions in regional GHG emissions from the transportation sector beyond land use patterns, the SCS may also include transportation policies designed to reduce GHG emissions such as strategies for Transportation Demand Management (TDM) and Transportation System Management (TSM). Additional information regarding TDM, TSM and other strategies is available in Section 6.25 and Appendix J.

Decisions to expand or modify the transportation system should be made in recognition of the following relationships between land use and transportation:

· The MPO should base its assumptions on the most realistic forecasts taking into account changing population demographics and market demand over the life of the RTP.

· Transit investments need supporting levels of land use density and intensity.

· Placing land uses closer together and minimizing unnecessary barriers to circulation increases travel choices such that transit, walking, and bicycling become viable while also reducing transportation sector energy use and GHG emissions.

· Induced demand is the phenomenon whereby decreasing the cost of vehicle trips in a particular corridor -- usually by decreasing congestion through a roadway improvement -– induces new vehicle trips in that corridor. Recent evidence points to a new dimension to the relationship between transportation investments and land development: the building of roadways encourages land development as well as new trips from existing land uses. This is “induced demand”.

· Induced demand may consume much of a roadway’s added capacity within a few years. Induced demand is added to the system in both the short-term (new trips induced immediately by the reduced congestion, otherwise known as latent demand) and the long-term (trips added from new development that was itself encouraged by the added roadway capacity).

· The impacts on land development patterns will be different for the expansion of a highway network as compared to the expansion of a transit network. 

· The speed of the network and the cost of travel will directly influence the location choices of new development.  Reducing GHG emissions may require increasing the cost of travel to dispersed land uses.


10. Page 130: Add an additional bullet to the list which begins in the center of the page:

· Areas essential for maintaining or improving the integrity of watersheds, and for maintaining or improving the water quality and availability in surface water bodies and groundwater tables.


Thanks again for the opportunity to submit these comments.  We appreciate your hard work in pulling these guidelines together and appreciate the opportunity to participate in this process. Feel free to contact any of us or Autumn Bernstein, ClimatePlan Director, at 916.441.0204 or autumn@climateplan.org if you would like to discuss these recommendations further.

Sincerely,

Julie Snyder


Amanda Eaken
Elizabeth O'Donoghue
Housing California

NRDC


The Nature Conservancy

