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Date: January 20, 2016

The Honorable City Council, City of Los Angeles 
c/o City Clerk, Room 395, City Hall
Attention: Honorable Mike Bonin, Chair, Transportation Committee 
Attention: Honorable Jose Huizar, Chair, PLUM Committee

To:

Seleta J. Reynoldsrpfeneral Manager 
Department of Transportation

From:

DRAFT 2016 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN / SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES 
STRATEGY

Subject:

Summary

This report recommends that the City Council authorize the Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(LADOT) to submit comments on behalf of the City of Los Angeles to the Southern California Association 
of Governments (SCAG) on the draft 2016 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (RTP/SCS).

Recommendations

1) APROVE the comments provided in this report as the City of Los Angeles' comments to the SCAG 
draft 2016 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS).

2) DIRECT LADOT to transmit comments to SCAG that are substantially consistent with those 
contained in this report, including the attached comments from other departments.

DIRECT LADOT to work with SCAG to incorporate the comments into the final RTP/SCS and 
related Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR).

3)

Background

Every four years the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) prepares a Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) for the six-county region. The 2016 RTP/SCS includes planned transportation 
projects and demographic projections through the year 2040. The plan presents a strategy for the 
investment of $556.5 billion in the region's transportation system between 2016 and 2040 and for a 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) for the six-county region.

As required by SB 375, the SCS focuses on reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from cars and light 
trucks by means of several strategies, including integration of land use and transportation planning, 
transit system expansion, and transportation demand management (TDM). The California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) established regional GHG emission reduction goals of eight percent per capita by 2020 and 
thirteen percent per capita by 2040, compared with 2005 levels. SCAG's analysis indicates that the draft 
RTP/SCS would achieve the 2020 target, and would exceed the 2040 target with a GHG emission
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reduction of twenty-two percent.

According to SCAG's analysis and modeling, the draft RTP/SCS also meets the federal conformity 
requirements for air quality. It is important to note that reducing GHG emissions is not required for 
achieving air quality conformity. Therefore, although many of the strategies that achieve air quality 
conformity also assist with GHG emission reductions, the two analyses are generally independent of each 
other.

A Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) also requires that there be reasonably available funding sources. 
The RTP proposes expenditures of $556.5 billion, and SCAG states that without new revenue sources the 
RTP faces a funding shortfall of approximately $200.4 billion. Various means to make up the shortfall are 
identified as being reasonably available. The RTP suggests that $130.8 billion of the shortfall could be 
addressed by action at the State or Federal level to adjust gas excise tax rates over the short-term and 
replacement of gas taxes over the long-term with mileage based user fees. Specifically, the RTP assumes 
an additional $0.10 per gallon gasoline tax imposed at the State and the Federal levels starting in 2020 to 
2024 to maintain purchasing power. The RTP states the State and Federal government could then 
replace the gas tax with an indexed mileage-based user fee of about $0.04 per mile beginning in 2025. If 
the mileage-based fee is not implemented, then there would be a need to further increase fuel taxes to 
generate the revenues that would have been created by the mileage-based user fee. Although these 
revenue sources depend primarily on State and/or Federal action, they deserve further discussion within 
the City as the implementation year of 2020 approaches.

SCAG is to be commended for a multi-year effort to develop the 2016 RTP/SCS, including an extensive 
outreach effort. The passage of SB 375 has required a continuing public education campaign including 
outreach to cities, environmental, public health and business groups. SCAG has recently conducted a 
series of periodic workshops across the region, which included preparation of in-depth graphic and 
narrative presentation materials. The City appreciates the outstanding outreach effort, both to the City 
itself and across the region.

In accordance with past practice, LADOT has reviewed the draft 2016 RTP/SCS and compiled proposed 
comments to SCAG. In addition, LADOT has coordinated the preparation of these comments on the 
RTP/SCS with other City departments that are most impacted by the RTP. LADOT appreciates the 
cooperation of the departments of Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) and City Planning each of which 
have provided attached comments. The Port of LA has indicated that it will be providing comments 
under separate cover to SCAG. The Metro staff report containing technical comments on the RTP/SCS is 
attached as Attachment A, for information purposes only.

Discussion of Policy Concerns and Comments

LADOT has identified areas of concern with regard to the draft 2016 RTP/SCS, which was released for 
public comment on December 4, 2015.

LADOT has comments and concerns in the following areas:

Project List for RTP/SCS

The RTP includes an extensive project list. As stated in the Project List appendix, the list is divided into 
three primary sections, as follows: 1) The Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP), which
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forms the foundation of the RTP project investment strategy and represents the first six years of already 
committed funding; 2) the Financially Constrained list of projects not included in the FTIP but which have 
"reasonably available" funding; and 3) Strategic Plan projects representing an unconstrained list of 
potential projects that the region would pursue given additional funding and commitment.

As with past RTP cycles, LADOT has reviewed all three project lists. As a result of this review, several 
needed additions and/or revisions to the FTIP and Financially Constrained lists have been identified. The 
corrections, largely technical in nature, will be provided to SCAG under separate cover.

Regarding the Strategic Plan list, since the approval of the 2012 RTP, the City of Los Angeles has adopted 
significant mobility-related policy directives aimed at creating a safer and more sustainable City with 
convenient mobility choices for all users of the transportation system. Namely, Mobility Plan 2035, the 
Great Streets Initiative, Great Streets for Los Angeles - LADOT Strategic Plan, and the Vision Zero 
Initiative have been released or adopted since the last RTP cycle. Also, in April 2015, Mayor Eric Garcetti 
released the City's first ever sustainability plan - the Sustainable City pLAn. The Plan includes mobility 
and environmental targets including GHG reduction goals (60% reduction by 2035), VMT-per-capita 
reduction goals (10% reduction by 2035) and mode share targets (50% of all trips by walk, bike or transit 
by 2035). Together with SCAG's continued leadership at the regional level, these local plans and 
initiatives will help achieve the goal of a truly sustainable transportation future.

Working with Metro on the update of the Long Range Transportation Plan (last adopted in 2009), the 
City of Los Angeles has developed a comprehensive list of projects that include rail, transit, shared-use 
mobility, active transportation, first/last mile solutions, goods movement, and highway and freeway 
improvements. Collectively, these projects are expected to enhance safety, mobility and accessibility for 
all transportation users, while helping to achieve the goals of the Sustainable City pLAn. These projects 
should be included in the RTP Strategic Plan, pending further refinement and funding availability. 
Inclusion in the Strategic Plan does not obligate the City to implement the projects, but facilitates further 
consideration of the projects. The project descriptions will be provided to SCAG under separate cover 
for inclusion in the Strategic Plan.

Eligibility for Funding based upon Consistency with the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS)

Consistency with the SCS has recently been a key requirement, and will likely become more so, for 
proposed affordable housing and other projects to receive State funding. For example, the recent 
Affordable Housing & Sustainable Communities (AHSC) grants required consistency with the SCS. It is 
likely that in the future consistency with the SCS for funding opportunities will also apply to certain types 
of proposed transportation projects. Accordingly, the City requests that the RTP/SCS include language 
that states that SCS "consistency" for funding and other incentives will be determined using data 
approved by the local jurisdictions for such purposes. The objective of this comment is that only SCS 
data that the City has reviewed and approved shall be utilized.

Inserting such language into the SCS is particularly important given the magnitude of funding likely to be 
available that is linked to consistency with the SCS. It is anticipated that billions of dollars in Cap and 
Trade funding will be available statewide over the next several years for programs and projects that are 
consistent with the SCS, pursuant to the goals of AB 32 and SB 375. In addition, other recent laws, 
including SB 628 pertaining to Enhanced Infrastructure Financing Districts (ElFDs), are also linked to 
implementation of the SCS. The City wishes to meet the threshold requirements and effectively compete 
for these types of funding programs and qualify for these incentives.
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The Scenario Planning Model of the SCS is based on modeling several datasets, including Tier Two Traffic 
Analysis Zone (TAZ) demographic data, and Tier Three Scenario Planning Zone (SPZ) land use place types. 
For the City, there are approximately 2,000 TAZs and 25,000 SPZ place types (about a 1:12 ratio). Each 
of the 25,000 SPZs is assigned one of 35 possible place types for modeling purposes. The City Planning 
staff has reviewed the 2,000 TAZ dataset for the City's projected population, housing and employment 
through 2040, but has not reviewed or approved either the SPZ methodology or actual place type maps 
for the City. It should also be noted that the Tier 3 SPZ data and place type maps have not been 
reviewed by staff of SCAG's fifteen subregions.

Therefore, the City requests that language substantially similar to the following be inserted into both the 
appropriate maps and text of the Background Documentation appendix of the SCS:

"For purposes of qualifying for future funding opportunities and/or other incentive programs, 
advisory sub-jurisdictional data used to determine consistency with the Sustainable Communities 
Strategy should only be used at the discretion and with the approval of the local jurisdiction. Sub- 
jurisdictional data includes, but is not limited to, the Tier 2 Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) dataset and 
the Tier 3 Scenario Planning Zone (SPZ) data and maps."

Comments from Other City Departments

Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA)
LAWA has provided supportive comments regarding the 2016 RTP/SCS planning process, including 
SCAG's modeling of the proposed Landside Access Modernization Program in the RTP update. LAWA's 
comments are attached as Attachment B.

Department of City Planning (DCP):
The Department of City Planning has provided important comments regarding the local input process 
and SCS consistency for funding eligibility, which are attached as Attachment C.

Conclusion

The draft 2016 RTP/SCS and PEIR, released by SCAG on December 4, 2015, represent an outstanding 
effort to meet both State and Federal planning requirements, as well as provide for the multifaceted 
needs of the region. As described in this report, including comments from other departments, City staff 
has provided comments in the areas of transportation and land use. City staff has provided 
recommended comments to SCAG for City Council and Mayor review regarding these proposals.

Fiscal Impact

This report contains comments regarding proposed policies and projects included in the draft 2016 
RTP/SCS and related PEIR. The comments to be transmitted to SCAG will not impact the City's General 
Fund.

If we may provide additional information, please contact Miles Mitchell of my staff at 
(213) 972-8475.

SJR:mm
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Attachments

A) Metro technical comments, dated January 20, 2016, regarding the draft RTP/SCS. 
Los Angeles Work Airports comments, dated January 15, 2016, regarding the draft 
RTP/SCS.
Department of City Planning comments, dated January 20, 2016.

B)

C)

c: Borja Leon, Mayor's Office
Sharon Tso, Chief Legislative Analyst 
City Planning Department 
Los Angeles World Airports 
Port of Los Angeles

I



Attachment A

Metro Technical Comments on Draft 2016 RTP/SCS 
January 20, 2016

Active Transportation Appendix
Pg. 4, column 2, bullet 2 -
Reads: "Utilitarian walkers requiring easy, attractive and safe access to retail, dining and other 
attractions." Suggested edits: Utilitarian walkers requiring safe access to vital services 
including medical, grocery, public transit, child care, retail, and other key destinations.

Pg. 4, column 2, bullet 3
Reads: "Recreation and fitness pedestrians requiring good quality infrastructure for fast 
walking/jogging." Suggested edits: Recreation and fitness pedestrians requiring safe and 
unobstructed quality infrastructure for unimpeded walking/jogging.

Pg 15
Discussion of LA County does not recognize adopted and current efforts by Metro, e.g.: 
Complete Streets Policy, First/Last Mile Strategic Plan, Bike Share, LA River Bike Path Gap 
Closure, etc. and forthcoming Metro Active Transportation Strategic Plan. Also several cities in 
the San Gabriel Valley have adopted a regional bike plan. The RTP should be updated to reflect 
current activities for LA County.

Pg 15
Bike lockers and secure bike rooms (self-serve and attended) currently exist for long term.

Need to better define/describe what bike parking stations are as some provide additional 
attended services to support bike commuters such as at El Monte, Long Beach and Santa 
Monica. Pasadena does not have a bike station. Also Burbank, Covina and Claremont have self
serve bike stations.

Should note to mention that bicycle lockers also have issues with maintenance and the required 
space and footprint they take up.

Document should also recognize education on how to properly lock a bicycle. Often time 
people use cable locks for locking their bike that are easily defeated. Important for people to 
be responsible for their own property through preventable measures.

Pg. 18
Statement "Bicycle-racks are often located within an office building's parking garage (providing 
increased security over bicycle racks on public sidewalks)..." This is not necessarily true as bike 
racks at the street level have more "eyes" on them. Whereas, bike racks in hidden places such 
as parking garages can be very susceptible to theft.

Pg. 19
Include 2014 existing LA County bikeway conditions not 2012:

1



Facility Type as of 2014 
Class 1 305.29 
Class 2 835.5 
Class 3 522.26 
Cycle Track 4.2

Pg. 18
The 2012 National Household Travel Surveys indicated that bike trips for SCAG region were 
calculated at 1.9%. In the 2016 draft it indicates that the bike mode share for the CA household 
survey is 1.12%. This is a significant reduction; please verify that the figures are accurate.

Pg. 20
Same for Pedestrian mode share 2012 NHTS CA SCAG region indicated 19.24% and now for 
draft 2016 it is 16.8%. Please verify accuracy of figures and/or provide discussion on 
reduction/change.

Pg. 25
"...has developed a bicycle to transit access plan Bicycle Transportation Strategic Plan (2006)...

Pg. 28
Verify that preliminary cost estimates are carefully identified. For example, $194 million 
identified for 755 miles of "Greenways" comes out to $256,954/mile. This is a very low 
estimate for Class 1 and Class 4 bikeway construction costs. Bike path projects estimated for 
FHWA by the UNC Highway Safety Research Center in 2013 were between $500K to $4.2 
mil/mile (pg. 12).

Pg. 28
Total estimate for active transportation needs seem low. Provide details on the underlying 
assumptions.

Suggest providing clear performance metrics and benchmarks to evaluate how the region is 
doing to meet the goals laid out in the 2016 Active Transportation Plan.

Pg. 55 (4th paragraph)
A "plan" for bike share is cited with no reference. These appear to be general statistics for bike 
share programs worldwide rather than assumptions made for a specific plan and should be 
reflected as such. Reflect information on Metro's Countywide Bike Share Program.

Pg. 61
Regional bikeways should include those recommended by Metro's ATSP.

Aviation and Airport Ground Access Appendix

2



Pg. 20, paragraph 6, last line-states that the scenarios and sensitivity tests yielded a range of 
airfield capacities from 82.9 to 96.6 MAP, but does not state the year(s). Please specify the 
year(s) for the MAP projections.

Goods Movement Appendix

Pg. 5 (Exhibit 3), the 1-210 east of Glendora is not included in the Final Primary Freight Network, 
yet SCAG's many analyses include this stretch along 1-210 to 1-15 and indicate serious 
congestion. SCAG should address this inconsistency.

Pg. 13, under"... Drivers", the Air Quality subject should be expanded to a discussion of C02 
emissions concerns and reference SB2, etc., as developed on Page 40.

Pg. 44, there is no mention of Cap and Trade Program's Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund as a 
funding source for the development of vehicle prototypes and infrastructure demonstrations. 
This should be highlighted as an opportunity for zero-emission technology research and 
development.

Highways & Arterials Appendix

Pg. 6 - Additional System Initiatives - Recommend adding Caltrans ATM Study on 1-105 and the 
RUTS and IEN Data Exchange efforts.

Overall - Comment - Recommend discussing Freight Signal Priority.

Mobility and Innovations Appendix

Page 7 - First/Last Mile Strategies - Recommend discussing Ride Sourcing as a potential 
strategy.

Page 7 - Automated/Connected Vehicles - Recommend discussing potential impact of AV/CV on 
age profile of licensed drivers.

Page 9 - ITS-Roadways - Recommend adding discussion on ATM (Active Traffic Management) 
strategies.

Natural/Farm Lands Appendix
There is currently policy language supporting urban greening as a component of a larger natural 
lands strategy. We support this as consistent with Metro's Urban Greening Plan and Toolkit,

3



but would further request that SCAG include in "Strategies, Next Steps and Recommendations' 
a commitment to further integrate greening strategies into regional planning efforts.

Passenger Rail Appendix

Pg. 2, First paragraph under Metrolink--The South Perris connection will be in operation in 
2016.

Pg. 2, Second paragraph under Metrolink-Metro owns 40% of the Ventura County Line within 
L.A. County. "Much of the track is owned by the the Member Agencies of Metrolink and/or the 
freight railroads." Suggest referring to the CTCs that are Member Agencies of Metrolink as 
being a Member Agency.

Pg. 2, Third Paragraph--Perris Valley will begin operations in 2016. PTC will begin operations in 
2016.

Pg. 4, Second paragraph-Metrolink will be operating the efficient locomotives in 2017.

Pg. 4, First paragraph under Metrolink's history-The Ventura line started in 2002.

Pg. 4, Second paragraph under high speed rail—It has been almost 20 years for the development 
of HSR.

Pg. 7, In the MOU paragraph--The language should state "$1B from Proposition 1A and other 
funds" That is the language in the MOU.

Pg. 9 and throughout the document--Should state that the projects are for operational 
efficiency. Although ultimate capacity is a benefit, operational efficiency is the key.

Under the Master Plan--SCRIP preceded the Master Plan. The Master Plan accommodates 
SCRIP.

Pg. 11, Under the Freight paragraph include language about the agencies owning the right of 
way that the freights operate on as tenant railroads.

Pg. 13, Add two projects--Bob Hope Airport/Hollywood Way Station; and Bob Hope Airport 
Station Pedestrian Bridge i

Pg. 18, The Perris Valley Line will open for revenue service in 2016.

Pg. 24, The pedestrian bridge at the Bob Hope Airport Station is not Phase 2 of RITC. Add 
language about the new Bob Hope Airport/Hollywood Way Station.

4



Pg. 26, The Metro Orange Line is connected to SCRRA in Chatsworth.

Pg. 9, Los Angeles Union Station Master Plan, 1st bullet, add "expanded multi-modal" between 
"new" and "passenger concourse" and replace "the current tunnel" with "currently called the 
"tunnel"" ("a new expanded multimodal passenger concourse (the current tunnel currently 
called the "tunnel") that would be widened)"

Pg. 9, 5th bullet add "accommodating" before "future tracks"—it should read "accommodating 
future tracks and platforms for the CA HSR project";

Pg. 9, 7th bullet delete "new and" and replace with "3.25 million square feet of" It should read, 
"3.25 million square feet of improved retail and transit-oriented development (TOD) uses."

Pg. 9, ADD 8th bullet: "improved pedestrian and bike network'

Pg. 12: insert "SCRIP run through tracks and to incorporate the" before larger passenger 
concourse and replace "has been approved" with "was developed". It should read: "An 
additional component of the work is to study the effects of raising the entire platform areas in 
order to accommodate the SCRIP run-through tracks and to incorporate the larger passenger 
concourse that was developed-as part of the Union Station Master Plan-

Project List Appendix

Pg. 140, RTP ID #1TR1012, California High-Speed Rail Phase I -Env/PE, should have the Lead 
Agency as "California High Speed Rail Authority". It is currently blank. The completion date is 
listed as 2011, and SCAG may want to update this.

Pg. 147, RTP ID # 1122005, SR-138 Loop Road - this project is not in the Metro 2009 LRTP, and 
the Lead Agency is listed as "TBD". This should be clarified that the project is not a Metro- 
funded project.

Pg. 148, RTP ID #1C0401, "1-710" project, Lead Agency should read "Los Angeles County MTA", 
as this is a project from Metro's 2009 LRTP. Lead Agency is currently blank.

Pg. 148, RTP ID # 1M1002, "1-710 Early Action Projects", Lead Agency should be "Los Angeles 
County MTA", as this is a project from Metro's 2009 LRTP. "Lead Agency" is currently blank. 
The completion year should be "2022" and it is currently "2025".

Pg. 150, RTP ID # 1120005, Metro Green Line Extension—this is a project assumed to be funded 
with innovative financing, and not a constrained project in Metro's 2009 LRTP.
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Pg. 150, RTP Project # 1TR1011, West Santa Ana Branch ROW Corridor -- this is a project 
assumed to be funded with innovative financing, and not a constrained project in Metro's 2009 
LRTP.

Pg. 154., RTP #10M08D01, this is TIP #LA0G159, and is nearly complete. This should be moved 
into the TIP section.

Pg. 157, RTP #UT101, Metro Purple Line Westside Subway Extension Section 3 - Century City to 
Westwood/VA Hospital—the completion year should be 2035 (12/31/2015), and the Project 
Cost is $2,157,100 (YOE). Also, this listing is duplicative of a listing on page 158. Please correct 
and list only once.

Pg. 157, RTP ID # 1TR0101 (TIP # LA0G1162), Airport Metro Connector, the completion date is 
07/01/2023.

Pg. 158, RTP ID #1TR1003 (EIR is TIP # LA0G642) - This appears to be a duplicate of the 
incorrect entry listed above on page 157. There needs to be only one "Metro Purple Line 
Subway Extension Section 3", completion date of 12/31/2035 with a project cost of $2,157,100. 
Please delete one of the duplicates.

Pg. 158, RTP ID #1TR1017 - please delete this project.

Pg., 158, RTP ID #1TR1020 - Please delete this project.

SCS Background Data Appendix

General - The SCS Technical Appendix provides a clear and sound description of how the 2016 
RTP/SCS complies with SB 375, both from a content and process standpoint. We are confident 
that the Plan as presented will be approved by ARB.

Metro explicitly partners with SCAG on SCS development and implementation through the 
SCAG/Metro Joint Resolution and Work Program, most recently adopted by the Metro Board of 
Directors on May 28, 2015. The Plan and Appendix could be strengthened through further 
discussion of Joint Work Programs, including acknowledging completed efforts and identifying 
future initiatives that will advance the goals of the Plan. For example, the scenario planning 
exercise described in the appendix prompts preliminary steps in addressing sea level rise and 
other climate vulnerabilities as well as habitat protection needs. Through the plan, SCAG 
should describe and commit future planning activities in these areas or others.

Similarly, the Metro Board has adopted various sustainability policies acknowledging climate 
adaptation needs, and would suggest that sea level rise and climate vulnerabilities be explicitly 
included as priorities in the adopted plan, as opposed to a factor in a scenario exercise that 
does not influence policy and future activities.
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Also, of note, the updated SCAG/Metro Joint Work Program commits a coordinated effort on 
deploying future planning funding, particularly from SCAG's Sustainability Planning Grant 
program. We would request that the Plan clearly acknowledge this commitment and further 
commit that future planning funding will be allocated in consultation with Metro such that 
priority activities are given consideration, and that local planning projects are structured 
appropriately for near term funding opportunities such as the Cap-and-Trade Affordable 
Housing and Sustainable Communities Program, the California Active Transportation Program, 
and the Metro Call For Projects.

Among other items, Metro collaborates with SCAG on the development and implementation of 
the First/Last Mile Strategic Plan. As such, we appreciate the emphasis on first/last mile 
implementation (transit/active transportation integration) with the Draft RTP/SCS and the SCS 
Technical Appendix. The appendix could do more to acknowledge and be consistent with 
Metro's recent work on this subject. In particular the estimated region-wide funding need for 
first/last mile, as reflected in the Active Transportation Appendix is substantially lower than our 
own estimates for Los Angeles County alone prepared for the current Active Transportation 
Strategic Plan effort. We encourage SCAG to coordinate with us on this aspect of the Plan.

We appreciate the inclusion emerging transportation technologies within the scenario planning 
exercises, as this is consistent with Metro's policies and work products including the 
Countywide Sustainability Planning Policy, First/Last Mile Strategic Plan and emerging pilot 
projects. As a technical matter, we are unclear on why the use of ride share and ride hailing 
services would be reflected in a direct reduction in VMT. It would seem more supportable 
through data as well as more consistent with policy goals to reflect these travel choices through 
an assumed reduction in vehicle ownership.

Transportation Finance Appendix

Pg. 10, near bottom of page (concept also applies to page 26): New Starts: "As with the FHWA 
sources, fuel consumption declines by 0.9 percent (in real terms) annually." We would like to 
suggest it state that, "As with the FHWA sources, fuel consumption declines by 0.9 percent (in 
real terms) annually making it increasingly difficult for Congress to back fill with general funds.

Pg. 23, top of page: ...State Transit Assistance (STA) are included under this source (meaning 
Local Agency Funds for LA County). STA should be included under State sources on page 24.

General Comment Concerning Above Appendix Comments
If any comment above pertains to any section of the main documents of the Draft 2016 
RTP/SCS, SCAG may also want to apply the changes beyond the appendices and into the body 
of the main document.
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Attachment B
Los Angeles 
World Airportsm

m
i
TM

January 15, 2016

Mr. Hasan Ikhrata 
Executive Director
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017

LAX

LA/Ontario

Van Nuys
Dear Mr. Ikhrata:

City of Los Angeles

The Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) is pleased to have worked with the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) and SCAG's Aviation Technical Advisory 
Committee on the update of the 2016 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). LAWA is 
especially appreciative of SCAG's inclusion and modeling of the Los Angeles 
International Airport (LAX) Landside Access Modernization Program (LAMP) in the draft 
2016 RTP.

Eric Garcetti 
Mayor

Board of Airport 
Commissioners

Sean 0. Bnrion 
Prnsidem

Valeria C Vblaseo 
Vice Prudent

As you know, LAMP proposes to transform LAX into a world-class airport by improving 
the travel experience for passengers, relieving traffic congestion, and improving air 
quality within the Central Terminal Area (CTA) and on the surrounding street network. 
The LAX Automated People Mover (APM) would connect passengers to off-airport 
intermodal facilities, a Consolidated Rental Car Facility, and the Metro regional rail 
system, providing alternative travel modes to and from LAX.

Ji ffei> J. Dc.ar 
Gabriel l Eshaghian 
Beatrice t Hsu 
Nolan V. Rollins 
Or. Cynthia A, Telles

Deborah Flint 
Executive Director

In an effort to further partner with SCAG's Aviation Technical Advisory Committee, LAWA 
recommends SCAG convene a working group of the region's airports, transportation 
agencies, SCAG members, and other key stakeholders to help identify strategies and 
policies aimed at distributing commercial traffic and goods movement across the region. 
LAWA looks toward to actively participating on such a SCAG Committee.

i

Should you need additional information or have any questions, please contact Lisa 
Trifiletti of my staff at LTrifiletti@lawa.org or (424) 646-5186.

Sincerely,

Executive Director

cc: Cynthia Guidry
Lisa Trifiletti

iSil*
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Attachment C
DEPARTMENT OF 

CITY PLANNING
EXECUTIVE OFFICES

200 N. Swung Street, Room525 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-4801City of Los Angeles

CALIFORNIACITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

DAVID H. J. AMBR02
PRESIDENT

RENEE DAKE WILSON
VICE-PRESIDENT

ROBERT L. AHN 
CAROLINE CHOE 
RICHARD KATZ 
JOHN W MACK 

SAMANTHA MILL MAN 
VERONICA PADILLA 
DANA M. PERLMAN

MICHAEL J. LOGRANDE 
DIRECTOR 

(213) 978-1271 
LISA M. WEBBER, AICP

DEPUTY DIRECTOR
(213)978-1274
JANZATORSKI
DEPUTY DIRECTOR
(213)978-1273

FAX: (213) 978-1275

INFORMATION
http:ffplannlng.lacity.org

*2

ERIC GARCETTI
MAYORJAMES K. WILLIAMS 

COMMISSION EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT

(213) 978-1300

January 20, 2016

Ms. Hasan Ikhrata
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. Seventh St., 12» Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Mr. Ikhrata:

DRAFT 2016-2040 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN/SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES 
STRATEGY

The purpose of this letter is to provide comments from the City of Los Angeles Department of 
City Planning (DCP) regarding the Draft 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). DCP very much appreciates the collaborative relationship with 
SCAG in developing this plan, which included extensive cooperation from your staff on the 
integrated growth forecast and understanding the City’s land use plans and programs.
The Department has identified the following issues and recommends changes to the plan in order 
to better address the regional challenges faced in Southern California:

1. Include a greater emphasis on housing affordability as a key strategy to achieving plan 
goals;

2. Provide greater clarity in the discussion of gentrification and displacement
3. Provide greater clarity in terms of how local jurisdictions are to determine SCS 

Consistency of a given project

1. Include a greater emphasis on housing affordability as a key strategy to achieving plan 
goals

Given the severity of the housing affordability crisis faced by the region, and the direct impact 
unaffordability has on Plan goals such as mobility, air quality and economic well-being, the City 
of Los Angeles expected the housing topic to receive a higher overall profile throughout the report. 
When the topic was addressed in detail, it often did so in ways that may inadvertently be counter
productive to many of the Plan’s goals.

SB 375, which established the requirement to create a sustainable communities strategy, is meant 
to better coordinate planning for transit and housing. Planning for housing is one of the primary 
purposes of the SCS. Three of the eight statutory requirements in Health and Safety Sec. 65080 
(b)(2)(B) involve housing, including a consideration of the state housing goals and the 
identification of areas within the region sufficient to house “all the population of the region, 
including all economic segments of the population” as well as “an eight-year projection of the 
regional housing need for the region.”

;
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It is not clear in the Plan how or where these housing-related requirements would be satisfied. 
The 2016 RTP/SCS acknowledges that the region only built 10% of the housing necessary for 
those with low incomes during the previous period and missed its targets for above moderate 
income households as well. The 8-year regional housing needs assessment for the SCAG region 
is for 412,000 new housing units, more than 270,000 of which are supposed to be affordable for 
those with moderate income or less. The SCS should help answer how and where the region 
should grow to ensure the housing needs of more are met and lead on the hard policy choices 
that need to be made around housing, particularly in this time of limited public funding.

Examples of an overall lack of focus on housing affordability includes:

• The list of nine 2016 RTP/SCS Goals (pg. 60) does not mention housing.
• The sections titled “What Will We Accomplish” and “How Will We Ensure Success” in the 

Executive Summary (pg. 8 and 9) do not mention any housing related goals.
• There is little discussion of how unaffordability undermines the goals of the RTP/SCS, 

including suburban sprawl, longer job commutes, higher vehicles mile travelled and 
greenhouse gas emissions, etc. While the Plan contains a statement that transit 
investments and strategies will be most effective if “coordinated with land use strategies 
such as TOD and providing affordable housing” (pg. 92), this discussion should occur 
earlier in the document and be expanded.

• The scale of the housing problem is not adequately addressed. For example, under the 
“Challenges We Face” section (pg. 3 - Executive Summary), the Plan summarizes the 
region’s housing problems simply as: “Housing prices are increasing: Housing prices are 
rising steadily and affordability is declining...” This language simply fails to capture the 
magnitude of the crisis facing the region. The Los Angeles metro area not only has the 
lowest affordability rate in the country, but no area of the country has ever seen incomes 
and housing costs so out of whack as they are today in Los Angeles. When taking into 
account the high cost of housing, LA County has been recently identified as having the 
highest effective poverty rates in the State1.

• The section titled “Our Progress Since 2012” does not mention the progress towards 
meeting the region’s housing needs as expressed through the required Regional Housing 
Need Assessment (RHNA) allocation. Nor does it describe how past residential growth 
trends met prior goals. These are two of the primary components of the Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (per 65080 (b)(2)(B). State legislation around housing funding is 
mentioned, but not other significant laws such as AB 2222 (2014) and AB 744 (2015).

2. Provide greater clarity in the discussion of gentrification and displacement

Demographic change is an important contributor to regional land use outcomes and equity 
concerns. The Department appreciates the Plan’s interest and concern for the issues of 
gentrification and displacement, particularly in relation to areas around transit stations (e.g. pgs. 
12, 54, 69, ), and is grateful for the amount of data and research devoted to this complicated 
subject. We also agree with the assessment that jurisdictions need to be sensitive to this topic 
and work to employ strategies that mitigate potential negative impacts on communities.

Unfortunately, some of the discussion and conclusions on these topics, as presently worded, 
could be misconstrued or cause confusion about intended policy objectives, and potentially result 
in less housing affordability. Given the importance of the topic, the Department requests that the 
sections below be reconsidered.

• The definition of “displacement” in the Glossary may be partially responsible for potential 
confusion. The definition appears to refer only to a process that “drives out” existing
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residents and businesses. It does not include the (much more common) process whereby 
lower income residents become unable to access properties in certain areas due to 
increasing housing prices (often referred to as “exclusionary displacement”). This limited 
definition influences the discussion of the process and strategies to respond.

• There is an apparent disconnect between the evidence on gentrification presented in the 
Plan and some of the claims being made. The detailed study in the Environmental Justice 
Appendix found “no statistical significance" in the difference of demographic change 
occurring in transit-oriented areas of the SCAG region versus outside them. Despite this 
lack of evidence, the Plan often discusses new investment in transit-oriented communities 
as a cause for rising home prices and displacement (pgs. 3, 55,163). This language needs 
to be carefully worded to avoid inadvertently undermining transit-oriented investment 
(such as transit infrastructure and housing) that is complementary to the Plan’s objectives.

• The Environmental Justice Appendix relies on a variety of indicators to evaluate various 
equity issues in relation to Plan objectives like growth in transit-oriented communities 
(jobs-housing balance, median income, median rents, Hispanic population, etc.) We’d 
suggest adding some additional factors that are worthy of analysis and monitoring. These 
include cost burdens for renters and owners, transportation costs, the price of single-family 
homes versus condos and including Black and Asian households (in addition to Hispanic) 
in this metric.

3. Provide greater clarity on how local jurisdictions are to determine SCS Consistency of 
a given project

Increasingly, important areas of State land use and environmental policy are requiring a 
determination of “SCS consistency.” Examples include the recent CEQA streamlining efforts 
mentioned in the Plan but also Cap and Trade mitigation funding, Enhanced Infrastructure 
Finance Districts and, analyzing greenhouse gases for CEQA purposes. The ability for a local 
jurisdiction to be able to accurately and efficiently establish whether a project, plan or program is 
consistent with the SCS has therefore gained prominence.

The current RTP/SCS is a high-level planning document that sets out transportation policies for 
the region, but does not provide specific policies for local agencies to use in advancing land use 
strategies. To the limited extent SCS consistency is discussed in the Plan, is the statement that 
“lead agencies such as local jurisdictions have the sole discretion in determining a local project’s 
consistency with the 2016 RTP/SCS” (for example, pg. 65 and throughout the SCS Background 
Documentation Appendix). This statement, unfortunately, does not provide much direction or 
clarity as to how local jurisdictions, or anyone else, should evaluate consistency with the SCS.

SCS consistency is an emerging area of state law without many precedents or interpretations. 
Other MPOs have provided guidance in their Plans, as well as separate consistency checklists, 
for their local jurisdictions. The current draft 2016 RTP/SCS offers insufficient information on 
which to base sound decisions. An unintended result is that projects, plans and programs in the 
SCAG region could be at a disadvantage with other regions.

As an example, SB 375 references project consistency (for Transit Priority Projects using CEQA 
streamlining) as whether or not the project matches the “general use designation, density, building 
intensity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in the SCS." We believe there are 
several issues associated with the Plan that make this task very difficult for local jurisdictions. 1

1) In order for a local jurisdiction to claim SCS consistency, it should be shown that a project 
or plan is in line with the “applicable policies” mentioned in the Plan. While six Land Use 
Strategies are presented in Chapter 5, the Plan does not clearly identify local policies that 
could advance its Policy Goals. Policies can be inferred from the Plan's text, but nowhere 
are they specifically identified or described. Although SB 375 does not empower SCAG to



impose its land use strategies or policies on its member local jurisdictions, SCAG can 
suggest or recommend the sorts of local policies that would advance the six Land Use 
Strategies at the local level. This would be useful to the city in its effort to promote the 
RTP/SCS’s vision and benefit from the opportunities established understate law. As such, 
the utility of the 2016 RTP/SCS Land Use Strategies would be substantially improved by 
adding a discussion of “Supportive Local Policies” to the discussion of each in Ch. 5.

2) Within the 2016 RTP/SCS, two new concepts are introduced around the idea of creating 
“complete communities.” They are “Livable Corridors," and “Neighborhood Mobility 
Areas.” The discussion of Livable Corridors beginning on page 74 (Chapter 5) is an 
example of insufficient policy guidance. It states that “The Livable Corridor Strategy 
specifically advises local jurisdictions to plan and zone for increased density at key nodes 
along the corridor and replacement of single-story under-performing strip retail with well- 
designed higher density housing and employment centers.” (emphasis added) Similarly, 
the discussion of Neighborhood Mobility Areas that follows states that: “The Neighborhood 
Mobility Areas strategy represents a set of state and local policies to encourage the use 
of active and other non-automotive modes of transportation, particularly for shorts trips in 
many suburban areas...” (emphasis added). Unfortunately, the Department does not see 
that any such advice is actually provided, nor are any state and local policies identified in 
the RTP/SCS. Further, there are no maps nor figures in the RTP/SCS that identify Livable 
Corridors or Neighborhood Mobility Areas. Without maps, the city cannot readily determine 
where Livable Corridors or Neighborhood Mobility Areas are located (or should be located) 
within its jurisdiction, limiting its ability to apply these strategies. Exhibits to illustrate the 
general locations of Livable Corridors and Neighborhood Mobility Areas would be helpful.

3) Although not explicit in the RTP/SCS, the City of Los Angeles understands the 2040 
“Forecasted Regional Development Types” maps” found in the Background 
Documentation Appendix (Exhibits 1-33) are to be used in determining whether a project 
is consistent with the SCS. There are 2012 (baseline) and 2040 (proposed plan) maps for 
each geographic subregion. A SCS consistency argument for a project should show that 
a project or plan is aligned with the general use category and density and intensity shown 
on the 2040 maps. Unfortunately, the Development Type maps for the City of Los Angeles 
(Exhibit 13 and 14) are presented at such a scale to make them largely illegible from a 
user’s perspective. It simply is not possible to make an accurate determination in what 
color (i.e. Development Type designation) a given site in the City is located within. As 
such, the City respectfully requests the following:

The Development Type maps shown for the City of Los Angeles (and perhaps any 
other geography of a similar large scale) should be broken up into zoomed-in sub
regional quadrants, or at least be made available to local jurisdictions that request 
them.
Development Type maps should contain additional information such as major 
streets and transit lines to help orient users.
Even when the correct Development Type can be understood for a given parcel, it 
is unclear how exactly to interpret such information as to general use, density and 
intensity. There does not appear to be a guide that translates the three 
Development Types (Urban, Compact, Standard) into use categories or density 
and intensity ranges. As far as we can tell, there is only a paragraph description of 
each of these critical SCS designations (pg. 20 of the Plan). Through use of the 
Scenario Planning Model, Place Types are the foundation of the forecasted 
Development Types maps. Place Types do have uses, densities and intensities 
expressed in a usable manner in the Plan, however local jurisdictions don’t have 
ready access to the information. Therefore, background data on Development 
Type, including the underlying Place Type should be provided to local jurisdictions

a.

b.

c.



that request it. The information would remain advisory in nature, but could be 
helpful in supporting a SCS consistency analysis in many critical instances. In 
addition, more information to translate the three Development Type categories into 
use categories or density and intensity ranges, 

d. It is unclear how gradations between each Development Type category should be 
treated (e.g. the orange color between Urban red and Compact yellow). The 
gradations effectively create five Development Type categories, two of which are 
completely undefined.

4) The footnote at the bottom of each Development Type map in the SCS Background 
Documentation Appendix (Exhibits 1-3) raises several questions and concerns.

One sentence in the footnote says “Data at the TAZ level or at a geography smaller 
than the jurisdictional level are advisory only and non-binding, because SCAG sub- 
jurisdictional forecasts are not to be adopted as part of the 2016 RTP/SCS.” While 
the Department understands the meaning, this sentence could be read as meaning 
that the Development Type maps, which are based on the TAZ level data, should 
not be used as part of establishing SCS consistency. When combined with a lack 
of other direction in the Plan, the phrase may raise unnecessary confusion.

a.

b. Another sentence in the footnote says “For the purpose of determining consistency 
for California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) streamlining, lead agencies have 
the sole discretion in determining a local project's consistency with the 2016 
RTP/SCS.” This sentence should be broadened to include the increasingly diverse 
areas of state policy that references SCS consistency.

The 2016 RTP/SCS Plan appears to use three different terms to refer to the same thing. 
The Plan uses the term “Development Category”, to refer to the Urban Compact and 
Standard designations, while the SCS Background Documentation Appendix uses the 
terms "Development Type” on the maps and “Land Development Category.” This should 
be reconciled to avoid confusion.

5)

6) To address many of these concerns, SCAG could create a “SCS Consistency" section of 
the plan. Key factors should include means to interpret consistency with Development 
Type maps, a list of key GHG-related policies, a list of relevant SCS EIR GHG mitigation 
measures, and quantitative analysis that a project does not conflict with the GHG reduction 
target with the county or region where relevant. Other metropolitan planning organizations 
have created “SCS Consistency Checklists” and other more helpful information to guide 
decision-makers.

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments. If you have any questions or would like 
additional information, please contact Matthew Glesne at (213) 978-2666 or by email at 
Matthew.Glesne@lacity.org.

Sincerely,

hAEL J. LOGRANDE1° ' MIC
Director of Planning

mailto:Matthew.Glesne@lacity.org

