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January 15, 2010
On behalf of Housing California, Public Advocates, and the California Rural Legal Assistance Foundation, we submit these comments on the January 5, 2010, draft of the RTP Guidelines.  
Housing California is the statewide advocacy organization representing the nonprofit development and homeless shelter provider communities.  We advocate for policies and funding to end homelessness and increase the supply of homes affordable to all Californians.  Public Advocates is a nonprofit law firm and advocacy organization that challenges the systemic causes of poverty and racial discrimination by strengthening community voices in public policy and achieving tangible legal victories advancing education, housing and transit equity.  The California Rural Legal Assistance Foundation is a non-profit law firm serving low-income residents, with an emphasis on the needs of rural Californians.  Our organizations are members of the ClimatePlan partnership.
We offer the following comments in the order they arise in the RTP Guidelines.  

1. Pages 52, 55, 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. 

2. Page 60, in Section 3.4 RTP Modeling Quality Control and Consistency, Modeling Sensitivity, Recommendations, #2(h) and (i), modify as follows:

2. As part of the model development process, all models should, as applicable to the region, be sensitive, or acknowledge the model limitations to the following items:

a. Price sensitivity, such as in tolling or congestion-pricing applications, or affordability of transit fares
b. Destination-proximity:  accessibility of an area to other activities

c. Density, or clustered development

d. Diversity, or mixture of land uses
e. Distance to transit
f. Design and layout of an area’s transportation facilities
g. Evaluation of development in known industrial areas

h. Equity and environmental justice sensitivities, such as effects of transportation and development scenarios on low-income, minority and/or transit-dependent households

i. Sensitivity to different types of transportation options, including transit (broken down by mode), walking and bicycles

j. Sensitivity to different economic/income growth rates

   

3. Page 67, under Section 4.2 Social Equity and Environmental Justice Considerations in the RTP, add to the citations as follows:

Requirements (Shalls)

Federal: Title VI of the federal Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title 49 CFR Part 21.5, Title 42 USC Chapter 21 Section 2000(d); implementing orders under Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice (1994):  US DOT Order 5610.2, 62 Fed. Reg. 18,377 (1997); US DOT Order 6640.23 (1998). 

State: Government Code Section 11135; Caltrans Director's Policy, Title VI <http://admin.dot.ca.gov/bfams/Policies/DP-28%20Signed.pdf>; Caltrans Director's Policy #21: Environmental Justice <http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/opar/ejandtitlevi_files/EJ_Deputy_directive.pdf> 
4. Page 67:  Move the new Section 4.2 (“Social Equity and Environmental Justice Considerations in the RTP”) from Chapter 4 to Chapter 1.  We suggest making it Section 1.7, following Section 1.6 on SAFETEA-LU.  The social equity and environmental justice language currently 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 (e.g., as a new Section 1.7) is a more appropriate location for the section.  Moreover, including the section in Chapter 1 more effectively integrates mandated social equity and environmental justice considerations into the entire document.

(Note: any changes in the location of Section 4.2 will also require an update to the language in Section 6.24 on pages 130-131, which refer to the section on Social Equity and Environmental Considerations in the RTP.)

5. Page 67, regarding Section 4.2 Social Equity and Environmental Justice Considerations in the RTP:  In addition to moving this section to Chapter 1, we would like to add the following language:

Title 23, CFR part 450.316(b)(1) requires the metropolitan transportation planning process to “[i]nclude a proactive public involvement process that provides complete information, timely public notice, full public access to key decisions, and supports early and continuing involvement of the public in developing plans and TIPs and meets the requirements and criteria specified as follows . . . (vi) Seek out and consider the needs of those traditionally underserved by existing transportation systems, including but not limited to low-income and minority households.”  
MPOs should ensure the involvement of low-income and minority households by proactively seeking the input of these households and making public meetings as accessible as possible.  Recommended practices include: holding meetings outside of traditional working hours (e.g., evenings and weekends); locating meetings in low-income communities and communities of color; locating meetings at sites accessible via affordable transit; translating meeting materials for non-English speakers; providing interpretation at meetings for non-English speakers; and ensuring meetings are attended by MPO decision-makers in addition to MPO staff. 

(Note: Title 23, CFR part 450.316(b)(1) should be added to the Federal regulations cited in this section.)

6. Page 127: In the first sentence of last paragraph, expand on the phrase “the SCS is required to accommodate the RHNA” to reflect the Housing and Land Use Workgroup 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.) 
7. Page 150-151, in Appendix C - RTP Plan Checklist, under the “Consultation/ Coordination Section,” edit as follows:

Question 1. Does the RTP contain a public involvement program that meets the requirements of Title 23, CFR part 450.316(b)(1)(i-xi)?
Add the following question after Question 1:

Question 2. Is the RTP consistent with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Title VI assurance executed by each State under 23 U.S.C. 324 and 29 U.S.C. 794, which ensure that no person shall, on the grounds of race, color, sex, national origin, or physical handicap, be excluded from participation in, be denied benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimination under any program receiving Federal assistance from the United States Department of Transportation? (See Title 23, CFR part 450.316(2).)

8.
Page 150-151, in Appendix C - RTP Plan Checklist:  We support the comments of HCD’s Linda Wheaton regarding inclusion of SCS provisions in the RTP Plan Checklist.

Thank you for considering our comments.  We appreciate your hard work on these guidelines and look forward to continuing to work with you.

Sincerely,

/s/ Parisa Fatehi

Parisa Fatehi

Equal Justice Works Fellow

Public Advocates

/s/ Julie Snyder

Julie Snyder

Policy Director

Housing California

/s/ Brian Augusta

Brian Augusta, Esq.

Project Director 

California Rural Legal Assistance Foundation
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