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MTC’s Equity Analysis
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
MTC’s Equity Analysis: http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/equity.htm
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The region as a whole was 50.1% minority and 20.6% low income in 2000.
Residents as a whole in communities of concern were 76.9% minority and 34.9% low income in 2000.
Communities of concern represent a third of the population and a third of the TAZs.
65.5% of the residents of communities of concern were not low income.  Nearly half of the low income population live outside of communities of concern.


Equity Measures

# RTP Expenditures

® Access to low-income jobs by auto and
transit

® Access to non-work activities by auto and
transit

® Emissions

u Affordability (test measure)

Discipline Support System
the highway
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RTP Expenditures

Share of System Usage by Household Income Group

Transportation 2035 Expenditures per Household by Income Level

ALL Low Income ALL Other i
Households Households Households
T2035 Expenditures ($Billions) Share Share 3 :2
Transit Maintenance/Ops $119.7 $31.9 $87.7 T osw
Transit Expansion $29.2 $7.8 $21.4 i, A
Transit Subtotal $148.9 $39.7 $109.1 32
Road/Highway Maintenance/Ops $66.8 $1.6 $65.2 e
Road/Highway Expansion $9.7 $0.2 $9.4 i Lol Roads/Highways
Road/Highway Subtotal $76.4 $1.8 $74.6 - :::;T""‘m
Total T2035 Expenditures $225.3 $41.6 $183.7 SO TN Tk Phots o Aot L 2000 A A Tl S
Total Low-Income ALL Other
Number of Households (2006) 2,468,024 436,554 2,031,470
ALL Low Income ALL Other
Expenditures per Household (5000s) Households Households Households
Transit Maintenance/Ops $48.5 $73.0 $43.2
Transit Expansion $11.8 $17.9 $10.5
Transit Subtotal $60.3 $90.9 $53.7
Road/Highway Maintenance/Ops $27.1 $3.7 $32.1
Road/Highway Expansion $3.9 $0.5 $4.6
Road/Highway Subtotal $31.0 $4.2 $36.7
Total $91.3 $95.2 $90.4

Source: MTC Draft Transpoertation 2035 Plan and 2006 American Community Survey
Note: Some figures do not add to total shown due to rounding.



Presenter
Presentation Notes
As a regional-scale, program-level analysis, this assessment is quite coarse, and has several
limitations. Particularly with respect to assigning benefit from transit expansion projects to
low-income households, the question arises of what kinds of services are being added, and
whether the services ultimately offered would be affordable to low-income patrons or serve
the destinations they need. This analysis is limited to assuming that existing operator
demographics apply to expansion projects, since current demographic surveys of agency
ridership do not include future riders who will be attracted to the areas served by these
expansions either as origins and destinations. Moreover, the roadway-usage share doesn’t
account for the fact that most of the region’s transit vehicles share roads and highways with
private automobiles; obviously, roads in a poor state of repair would have negative
ramifications for most transit systems and their users. Conversely, investments in local road
maintenance and rehabilitation has some benefit to bus users not accounted for in this
analysis.
Given these limitations, this analysis attempts to take a relatively conservative approach to
assigning benefit to low-income households.


Low-income Job Accessibility <"~
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Presentation Notes
This indicator measures for each alternative the total number of low-income jobs that can be
accessed within 30 minutes’ door-to-door travel time by both the AM-peak period congested
highway network and the AM-peak period walk-access transit network. Estimates are
produced for each travel analysis zone-of-residence, then aggregated to all communities of
concern or the remainder of the region. The aggregate results produce averages for all
communities of concern and the remainder of the region, weighted by the number of low and
moderately low income households in each zone-of-residence. Year 2035 estimates are based
on ABAG’s projections of the number and residential location of low and moderately low
income households, and Census 2000 data on location of work by workers’ income level.
For this indicator, “low-income jobs” are defined as those jobs held by workers in low or
moderately low income households (households with incomes less than $75,000 in current
Dollars -- 2006).  This is between a GS-12/2 and 3 in 2006 in San Jose - San Francisco – Oakland, CA locality pay area.


Low-income Job Accessibility =

(Transit)

Low-Income Jobs Accessible in 30 Minutes by Transit
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Source: MTC estimates
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Non-work Accessibility (Auto)

Non-Work Activities Accessible within 30 Minutes by Auto
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Presentation Notes
This indicator measures the total number of non-work activities within 30 minutes door-to door
travel time by both the midday period highway network and the midday period walk only
transit network. These activities represent the sum of all trips to high schools and
colleges or universities, shopping, medical/dental, personal services, and social and
recreational trips (including eating meals, recreation, entertainment, and visiting).
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Non-work Accessibility (Transit)

Non-Work Activities Accessible within 30 Minutes by Transit
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Narrowing Accessibility Gap: =~
Auto vs. Transit

Ratio of Accessibility by Auto to Accessibility by Transit

Low-Income Jobs Non-Work Activities
2006 2035 2006 2035
Communities of Concern 5.0 3.9 9.1 6.4
Remainder of Region 8.6 6.3 16.5 12.2
Low-Income 4.0 3.2 8.0 5.7
Not Low-Income 9.5 7.0 16.9 12.5

Source: MTC estimates




l\ Discipline Suppart System

theleaminghighway

Emissions

Mobile Source Air Toxics Emissions Density
Diesel Particulates, Benzene, and Butadiene: Kg per average weekday per square mile

2006 No Project Project Pricing Land Use
Communities of Concern 5.92 1.29 1.26 1.24 1.29
Remainder of Bay Area 2.26 0.48 0.46 0.47 0.47
Total Region 2.94 0.64 0.61 0.61 0.63

Source: MTC estimates
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Presentation Notes
This equity analysis focuses on pollutants from on-road mobile sources believed to have greater health impacts
from localized exposure, including diesel particulates, benzene, and 1,3-butadiene. (Other
mobile-source pollutants that pose risks at the broader, regional scale, such as smog
precursors, are evaluated in the Environmental Impact Report.) Diesel particulates represent
approximately 70% of the inventory of mobile source air toxics included in this analysis.

To approximate the potential of risk from exposure to diesel particulates, benzene, and
butadiene from on-road mobile sources, this analysis uses a localized emissions inventory as
a proxy for exposure risk. MTC uses a new California-specific transportation air quality
analysis tool, CT-EMFAC, to model mobile-source air toxics based on estimated VMT and
vehicle speeds in each planning alternative. Vehicle travel and associated emissions are
assigned either to communities of concern or the remainder of the region, depending on
where the travel takes place on the region’s network of freeways, expressways, and major
Arterials.

To control for the differing geographical extents of communities of concern (around 18% of
the region’s land area) and the remainder of the region (around 82%), the average weekday
emissions inventory is divided by the area of developed land in communities of concern and
the remainder of the region: this area is the sum of all residential, commercial, and industrial
land, representing areas where people and activities are typically located. This is a more
effective indicator than a per-capita measure of emissions, since a per-capita measure could
show results for an area of high population and high emissions as being similar to an area of
low population and low emissions, even though the potential associated risk may be quite
different for both areas. Thus, normalizing the total inventory by square mileage of
developed land to create an emissions-density measure is likely to be a better proxy for
exposure risk and thus for measuring potential burdens of the Transportation 2035
alternatives.

The density of diesel particulate, benzene, and butadiene emissions goes down substantially under all 2035 alternatives. This is largely due to the projected impacts of
technology and regulatory changes on vehicle emissions that will take effect in the next few
years. Some of these changes include:
• Federal regulations on benzene content in gasoline and fuel containment (going into
effect 2011);
• The California Air Resources Board’s vehicle fleet-efficiency standards under AB1493
(known as Pavley rules) which are more stringent than federal Corporate Average
Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards (beginning 2009 and ramping up through 2016);
• CARB’s Pavley Two standards that further raise average vehicle efficiency of
California’s statewide fleet (beginning 2017 to 2020).

Overall, these results indicate the substantial impact of technology and regulations on
emissions, impacts which, when compared to the base year 2006, overwhelm any realized by
infrastructure investments in the Project or policy alternatives in the Pricing and Land Use
scenarios.
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Affordability

Average Housing Cost + Average Transportation Cost

Atfordability =

Average Household Income

Housing + Transportation Affordability for
Low and Moderate-Low Income Households:
Housing and Transportation Costs as Share of Mean Household Income

Share of Average Household Income

70%

65%

60%

55%

50%

45%

2006 No Project Project Pricing Land Use

[[] Communities of Concern

[ Remainder of Bay Area
Source: MTC estimates
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Presentation Notes
Performance-based planning performance measure.

According to MTC’s estimates for 2006, low-income households earning less than $40,000 had an average income of $23,472 and spent an average of 50.3% of income on housing costs ($11,812 per year, or $984 per month). Obviously, this average housing cost as a share of income for low-income households is far higher than the typical 30% guideline for housing affordability. When low-income households’ transportation costs are added to housing costs these costs combined climb to 77.0% of average income. Low-income households’ housing and transportation costs as a share of income are more than twice the regional average share of 36.5% for all households.

The region’s moderately low income households ($40,000 - $75,000, with an average income of $61,000) spend an
average of 53.1% of income on housing and transportation combined.


Summary

&
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Low-Income | Low-Income | Access to Access to
Jobs Jobs Non-Work Non-Work

Accessible = Accessible Activities | Activitiesby | Emissions
Key questions by Auto by Transit by Auto Transit Density | Affordability
Are conditions in communities
of concern better overall than Yes Yes Yes Yes No No
the remainder of the region?
Do conditions in communities
of concern improve under the No
Project relative to the No ves L 1% 1 L Change
Project?
Do communities of concern
receive similar or greater
benefit compared to the Yes No Yos Yes Yes Yes

remainder of the region under

the Project, relative to the No
Project alternative?
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Presentation Notes

Explanations for “No” in Summary:

Low-income jobs accessible by transit / Do communities of concern receive similar or greater benefit compared to the remainder of the region under the Project, relative to the No Project alternative? No
     Comparing the Project to the No Project alternative it is the remainder of the region that appears to have a slightly greater accessibility gain than communities of concern: on average the remainder of the region gains access to 1,300 additional jobs under the Project, compared to an average of 1,000 additional jobs in communities of concern. A closer examination of the results broken out by county (see Table B4 in the Appendix to MTC’s Equity Analysis) suggests that the accessibility gain for the remainder of the region is weighted heavily by the effects of substantial accessibility gains in San Francisco’s non–communities of concern. Recall that these regional averages are weighted by the number of low-income households in each zone of- residence; since the number of affected households in San Francisco is so large, they are readily able to impact the regional averages.

Emissions Density / Are conditions in communities of concern better overall than the remainder of the region? No
     Overall, communities of concern have higher density of diesel particulates, benzene, and butadiene than the remainder of the region. This is principally due to the proximity of many communities of concern to the region’s freeway network, with the result that a relatively greater share of vehicle miles of travel on the region’s major roadways occur in communities of concern compared to the remainder of the region.

Affordability / Are conditions in communities of concern better overall than the remainder of the region? No
     Low and moderately low income households in communities of concern spend a higher percentage of income on housing and transportation (62.5%) than low and moderately low income households in the remainder of the region (59.5%), a trend that continues in all 2035 alternatives, as shown in Figure 4-7. This trend is largely due to average incomes in communities of concern being lower ($37,227 for all low and moderately low income households in 2006) than those for the remainder of the region ($42,867 in 2006), since both housing and transportation costs are lower on average in communities of concern than the remainder of the region.


\

Other Features of MTC’s Equity “ ™
Analysis

ldentify assumptions and limitations of
analysis

Discussion of alternative equity measures and
why they are not used

ldentify sub-regional differences with respect
to an equity measure

Data Sources

Alternatives
Regional Trends
Next Steps
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Presentation Notes
Limitations: Since it is not possible to forecast future concentrations of minority or low-income populations in the region, the analysis compares conditions now and in 2035 in areas currently considered minority and low-income communities

Alternative equity measure: This is a more effective indicator than a per-capita measure of emissions, since a per-capita measure could show results for an area of high population and high emissions as being similar to an area of low population and low emissions, even though the potential associated risk may be quite different for both areas. Thus, normalizing the total inventory by square mileage of developed land to create an emissions-density measure is likely to be a better proxy for exposure risk and thus for measuring potential burdens of the Transportation 2035 alternatives.

Sub-regional differences: Low-income jobs accessible within 30 minutes. Greatest accessibility gains from Project relative to the No Project in central and southeastern San Francisco, western Alameda County, and Marin City.  Communities of concern in Solano, Napa, Sonoma, and eastern Contra Costa Counties see little or no gain in accessibility.

Data Sources: (also, data sources for each table is cited in an appendix)
Decennial census
American Community Survey
Bay Area Travel Survey
MTC Transit Passenger Demographic Survey
ABAG Projections
MTC Forecasts

Alternatives: 
Project: Transportation 2035 Plan 
No Project
Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection + Pricing Strategies
Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection + Land Use Strategies

Regional Trends:
Increasing Minority Population
Rise in and Decentralization of Low-Income Population
Increased Access to Autos
Housing and Transportation Affordability Challenges
 
Next Steps:
1. Promote Involvement in Activity-Based Model Development: MTC will work with
stakeholders in the development of MTC’s next-generation activity-based travel model.

2. Develop a Regional Mobility Snapshot Analysis: MTC will undertake a neighborhood-level
assessment of transit service and accessibility to analyze in greater detail how and whether
mobility is improving in communities of concern.

3. Monitor and Evaluate the Lifeline Transportation Program: MTC will continue to monitor
and evaluate the Lifeline Transportation Program to ensure it meets its goals of improving
mobility for the region’s low-income population.

4. Complete Remaining Community Based Transportation Plans: MTC has fully funded
locally based transportation needs assessments for 43 communities of concern.

5. Support the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s CARE Program: The Community
Air Risk Evaluation (CARE) Program seeks to identify significant sources of toxic air
contaminant (TAC) emissions (including on-road mobile sources from vehicles) and
prioritize use of resources to reduce TACs in the most highly impacted areas.

6. Further Evaluate Housing and Transportation Affordability in the Region: MTC is
conducting a more detailed study of housing and transportation affordability in the region.
This study is expected to be available in spring 2009.
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Presentation Notes
Kern COG 2011 Regional Transportation Plan: http://www.kerncog.org/docs/rtp/KernCOG_2011_RTP.pdf  See Chapter 2 for equity analysis.
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RTP/EJ Performance Measures

® Mobility

® Accessibility/Economic Well Being

Reli
Reli

Ie

Ie

o]

o]

ity/Congestion
ity/Safety

s Efficiency/Cost Effectiveness

® Livability/Consumer Satisfaction

® Equity
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Av. Trip time by mode (auto & transit) from EJ TAZs
and countywide

Table 2-4 Average Travel Time — Peak Highway Trips (in minutes)

Place Type 2006 /2035 Build 2035 No Build
Urban/Metro 12.67 13.39\ 14.47
Rural Areas 20.58 20.78 21.37
Countywide 16.26 16.94 18.75

Table 2-5 EJ TAZs Average Travel TimﬁL — Peak

Highway Trips

Place Type 2006 2035 Build 2035 No Build
Urban/Metro 12.40 13.00 | 13.51
Rural Areas 20.31 20.69 / 21.34
Countywide 14.14 15.23

\14.71/
\\4



Mobility

Table 2-6 Average Travel Time — Peak Transit Trips?

the

Place Type 2006 /£035\Build 2035 No Build
Urban/Metro 44,77 /46.10\ 45.50

Rural Areas N/A [[NA N/A
Countywide* 47.54 [147.98 | 49.07

*includes portions of trips outside of Metro that dijve to use n‘nr,tro transit

Table 2-7 EJ TAZs Average Travel Time — Peak Transit Trips

Place Type 2006 2035 Bpild 2035 No Build
Urban/Metro 43.86 45.38 | 44.14

Rural Areas N/A NA |/ N/A
Countywide* 48.63 45.65/ 4473

*includes portions of trips outside of Metro that drive Y€ metro transit
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Accessibility/Economic Well Being

Av. Trip time by mode (auto & transit) from EJ TAZs
and countywide

Table 2-8 Average Travel Time to Major Job Centers — Highway

Place Type 2006 2035 Build 2035 No Build
Urban/Metro 12.13 12.12 13.24
Rural Areas 27.26 27.16 27.73
Countywide 19.69 19.39 21.55

Table 2-9 Average Travel Time from EJ TAZs to Major Job Centers — Highway

Place Type 2006 2035 Build 2035 No Build
Urban/Metro 11.85 11.78 12.20
Rural Areas 25.31 24.73 25.27
Countywide 14.80 14.65 15.08

Table 2-10 Average Travel Time to Major Job Centers — Transit 3

Place Type 2006 2035 Build 2035 No Build
Urban/Metro 43.98 46.23 44 91

Rural Areas N/A N/A N/A
Countywide™ 47.07 49 .35 49.02

*includes portions of trips outside of Metro for those who drive to use metro transit

Table 2-11 Average Travel Time from EJ TAZs to Major Job Centers - Transit

Place Type 2006 2035 Build 2035 No Build
Urban/Metro 43.88 45.29 4473

Rural Areas N/A N/A N/A
Countywide™ 44 42 4562 171

*includes portions of trips outside of Metro for those who drive to use metro transit

highway
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Reliability/Congestion

Distance of LOS D & F links within EJ TAZs and
countywide

Table 2-12 Average Level of Congestion in Hours

Place Type 2006 2035 Percent increase
Urban/Metro 284,056 500,661 /6
Rural Areas 276 468 503,753 82
Countywide 560,524 1,004 414 79

Table 2-13 Average Level of Congestion in Hours - EJ TAZs

Place Type 2006 2035 Percent increase
Urban/Metro 122,791 183,661 50
Rural Areas 04,257 116,046 81
Countywide 187,048 299 896 60
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Reliability/Safety

Percentage increase between property damage,
injury, fatal accident rates between 2006 and 2035

Table 2-14 Annualized Accident Statistics for Annual Average Daily Traffic

Place Type 2006 2035 Percent increase
Urban/Metro

Property damage 1,537 2,862 86

Injury 879 1,636 86
Fatality 55 103 87

Rural

Property damage 2,239 4,092 83

Injury 1,279 2,338 83
Fatality 81 147 81
Countywide

Property damage 3,778 6,954 84

Injury 2,158 3,974 84
Fatality 136 250 84

Table 2-15 Annualized Accident Statistics for Annual Average Daily Traffic
- EJTAZs

Place Type 2006 2035 Percent increase
Urban/Metro

Property damage 647 1,001 55

Injury 370 572 55
Fatality 23 36 57

Rural

Property damage 490 911 86

Injury 280 521 86
Fatality 18 33 83
Countywide

Property damage 1,137 1,912 68

Injury 650 1,093 68
Fatality 41 69 68
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Efficiency/Cost Effectiveness

Planned expenditure per passenger mile traveled
inside EJ TAZs and countywide

Table 2-16 Average Daily Investment per Passenger Mile Traveled — Highways

Place Type 2035 Build

Urban/Metro $.009

Rural Areas $.004

Countywide $.007

Table 2-17 Average Daily Investment per Passenger Mile Traveled — Highways —
EJ TAZs

Place Type 2035 Build

Urban/Metro $.015

Rural Areas $.006

Countywide $.0105

Table 2-18 Average Daily Investment per Passenger Mile Traveled — Transit*

Place Type 2035
Urban/Metro $.11
Rural Areas N/A
Countywide $.13

Table 2-19 Average Daily Investment per Passenger Mile Traveled — Transit —
EJ TAZs

Place Type 2030
Urban/Metro $.0723
Rural Areas N/A
Countywide $.06




Livability/Consumer Satisfaction
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Average trip delay after feedback from constrained
and unconstrained roadways on links within EJ TAZs

and countywide

Table 2-20 Average Trip Delay Time in Hours

Place Type 2006 2035 Percent increase
Urban/Metro 61,929 105,837 71
Rural Areas 24 703 48,163 95
Countywide 86,632 154,000 /8

Table 2-21 Average Trip Delay Time in Hours for EJ TAZs

Place Type 2006 2035 Percent increase
Urban/Metro 27,134 43,190 59
Rural Areas 8,905 15,344 72
Countywide 36,039 58,534 62
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Equity

Passenger miles traveled vs. percent of investment
in EJ areas and urban and rural place types

Table 2-25 Percent of Expenditures Versus Passenger Miles Traveled in 2035 -

Highways
Place Type | 2035 PMT Total investment | PMT (percent) Investment
(percent)
Urban/Metro | 23 381 541 $2.403,140,132 41 63
Rural Areas | 33427754 | $1.435741,868 59 37
Countywide | 56,809,295 |$3,838,882,000 100 100

Table 2-26 Percent of Expenditures Versus Passenger Miles Traveled in EJ TAZs

by 2035 - Highways

Place Type | 2035 PMT Total investment | PMT (percent) Investment
(percent)
Urban/Metro | 8,179,260 $1,303,108,495 52 73
Rural Areas | 7 443 927 $481,971,635 48 27
Countywide | 15,623,187 | $1,785,080,130 100 100
Table 2-27 Percent of Expenditures Versus Passenger Miles Traveled in 2035 —
Transit
Place Type | 2035 PMT Total investment | PMT (percent) Investment
(percent)
Urban/Metro | 95,045 $96,000,000 100 85
Rural Areas | N/A $16,800,000 N/A 15
Countywide | N/A $112,800,000 100 100

Table 2-28 Percent of Expenditures Versus Passenger Miles Traveled in EJ TAZs by

2035 - Transit

Place Type | 2035 PMT Total investment | PMT (percent) Investment
(percent)
Urban/Metro | 64,610 $46,944,000 N/A 90
Rural Areas | N/A $5,410,000 N/A 10
Countywide | N/A $52,354,000 100 100
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Common Equity Analysis Errors

Define EJ TAZs as a neighborhood that
contain X% or more of the county average
percentages of minority, low income,
elderly or disabled populations.

No “burdens” measure(s).

Discussion of benefits and burdens of RTP,
but no quantitative analysis (cannot
determine disproportionate impact).
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Presentation Notes
     Conducting an EJ analysis based on EJ TAZs defined so broadly may conceal disparate impacts on minority and low income TAZs.
     Analysis of the benefits and burdens of the transportation planning process is required. In fact, the EJ Executive Order places an emphasis particularly on the burdens portion of the analysis.  The EJ Executive Order directs each Federal agency to “identify and address disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects, including social and economic effects. . .”  The US DOT EJ Order specifically cites planning and programming activities.  It states that minority and low income populations have access to public information concerning the human health or environmental impacts of programs, policies, and activities, including information that will address the concerns of minority and low-income populations regarding the health and environmental impacts of the proposed action.  Further, it states that statutes governing DOT operations will be administered so as to identify and avoid discrimination and avoid disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority populations and low-income populations by: 1) identifying and evaluating environmental, public health, and interrelated social and economic effects of DOT programs, policies and activities.  Similar language is found in the FHWA EJ Order.
      Additionally, the October 7, 1999 Joint FHWA/FTA Memo regarding Implementing Title VI Requirements in Metropolitan and Statewide Planning requests that during certification reviews that we raise questions that serve to substantiate MPO self-certification of Title VI compliance.  This includes the following question: Does the planning process have an analytical process in place for assessing the regional benefits and burdens of transportation system investments for different socio-economic groups?
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Common Equity Analysis Errors

® Equity analysis for the RTP addresses
distribution of equity measures for
low-income populations only.

# Define EJ area with minority and
income thresholds below the regional
averages.

\ Discipline Suppart System


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Need to conduct analysis that analyzes disparities based on ethnicity and low income.
Need to define EJ areas that will permit the identification of disparate impacts on minorities and low income populations.
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Public Involvement Requirements

TMA Certification Process Field Handbook

# Development and use of a documented participation
plan providing for . . . reasonable opportunities to be
involved in the metropolitan planning process.

® Adequate public notice of public participation activities
and time for public review and comment at key decision
points.

® Timely public notice and reasonable access to
information about transportation issues and processes.

® Visualization techniques to describe MTPs and TIPs.

® Publicinformation and meeting available in
electronically accessible formats and means, such as
World Wide Web.

® Public meetings at convenient and accessible locations
and times.
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Presentation Notes
FHWA/FTA TMA Certification Process Handbook: http://staffnet.fhwa.dot.gov/hep/staffepp/
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Public Involvement Requirements

TMA Certification Process Field Handbook

® Explicit consideration and response to public input
received.

® Seeking out and considering the needs of people
traditionally underserved by existing transportation
systems.

® Providing additional opportunities for public comment if
the final MTP or TIP differs significantly from the version
that was made available for public comment.
Coordination with statewide public involvement and
consultation processes.

® Provide a summary, analysis, and report on the
disposition of significant written and oral comments
received.
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Public Involvement Requirements

TMA Certification Process Field Handbook

® A minimum public comment period of 45 days before adoption
or revision of the public involvement process.

® Consult with agencies and officials responsible for other
planning activities that are affected by transportation or
coordinate the planning process with such planning activities.

Periodically reviewing the effectiveness of t
procedures and strategies contained in the
participation plan to ensure a full and open
narticipation process.

See TMA Certification Field Handbook for more public involvement
requirements.
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Review of Public Involvement

# MPO should periodically review its
public involvement process to ensure
that it provides full and open access to
all, including those traditionally
underserved by existing transportation
systems, such as minorities and low
income households.




MTC’s Public Involvement

Performance Measures

u Diversity:

— The demographics of targeted groups (age, ethnicity,
income, geographic location, disability) roughly mirror
the demographics of the Bay Area’s population.

— Participants represent a cross-section of people of
various interests, places of residence and primary modes

of travel, as reported on evaluation forms distributed at
meetings.



Presenter
Presentation Notes
MTC’s Public Outreach and Involvement Program Evaluation Report: http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/FINAL/Final_T2035PublicInvEval%20Report.doc 
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MTC’s Public Involvement

Performance Measures

® Reach:

— 2,500 or more comments are logged.

— 2,500 individuals actively participate in the
Transportation 2035 Outreach and Involvement Program,
as measured by survey responses and meeting
attendance (excluding repeat attendance).

— There are 30,000 visits or “views” to the 2035 section of
the MTC Web site during active periods of the public
outreach and involvement program.

— The 2035 Plan or elements of it are mentioned in at least
70 radio or TV broadcasts, newspaper articles, editorials,
commentaries, or other printed media.

Discipline Support System
the highway



MTC’s Public Involvement

Performance Measures

u Accessibility:
— Meetings are held in all nine counties.

— 100 percent of meeting locations are accessible by
transit.

— Meetings are linguistically accessible to 100 percent of
participants, with 3 working days’ advance request for
translation.* (Meeting announcements will offer
translation services with advance notice to participants
speaking any language with available professional
translation services.)

— All meetings are accessible under the requirements of
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).




MTC’s Public Involvement

Performance Measures

®/mpact:

— 100 percent of written comments received are logged,
analyzed, summarized and communicated in time for
consideration by staff or Commissioners.

— 100 percent of the written comments are acknowledged
so that the person making them knows whether his or
her comment is reflected in the outcome of a
Commission action or, conversely, why the Commission
acted differently.




MTC’s Public Involvement

Performance Measures

“High-quality” Input and Participation,
Education and Participant Satisfaction

— 60 percent of participants “strongly agree or
agree” with statements that rate the
Transportation 2035 Outreach Program. The
statements cover the following performance
dimensions:

e Accessibility (meeting locations, materials
presented in appropriate languages for targeted
audiences, with sufficient advance notice, etc.)

e Sufficient opportunity to comment

e Clear information at an appropriate level of detail



MTC’s Public Involvement

Performance Measures

e “Educational value of presentations and
materials

e Understanding of other perspectives and
differing priorities

e Quality of the discussion



Common Public Involvement =~

Assessment Errors

# Only tally how frequently the MPO
used various public involvement
activities.

# Public involvement assessment
methodology is described in Public
Involvement Plan, but not
implemented yet.
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