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Re: Comments on TCAG’s 2018 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy/ Programmatic Environmental Impact Report

Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability is an environmental justice nonprofit
that works with rural and low-income communities affected by degraded environmental
conditions, inequitable access to public transit, and adverse public health metrics. Sequoia
Riverlands Trust is a Visalia-based, accredited land trust that inspires love and lasting protection
for important lands, including habitat and farmland in Tulare County. We collectively have also
held the Environmental and Environmental Justice seat on the RTP Roundtable and submit these
comments to the TCAG policy board and staff with the intent to meaningfully shape the 2018
RTP/SCS to meet Tulare County’s transit and environmental sustainability needs for all residents
with particular emphasis on low-income, disadvantaged, and rural communities in the region.
TCAG has made several improvements over the last two cycles of updates however, we believe
there are several substantial and minor policy and programmatic improvements that can be made
to ensure both GHG reduction targets and social equity are realized in Tulare County.

L. Recommended Changes to Policy Element

a. Identify and Include Rural Transportation Issues as a Regional Concern -

Gov. Code § 65080(b)(1) states the RTP shall include a “policy element that describes
the transporiation issues in the region, identifies and quantifies regional needs, and describes the
desired short-range and long-range transportation goals, and pragmatic objective and policy
statements” (emphasis added). Furthermore, according to Caltrans” RTP Guidelines:

The consideration of rural communities within the region in the development of the RTP
(including the SCS) is a key element in the process, to ensure that regional GHG
reductions and associated co-benefits such as improved access to jobs and services are
not achieved at the expense of small towns and rural communities where high frequency
transit and/or high-density development is not feasible. The RTP process should consider
policies and programs for investments in rural communities that improve sustainability
and access 10 jobs and services and that protect resource areas, farmland, and agricultural
economies.”

We believe that the Draft RTP does not fulfill its potential or the direction of the Government
Code or the RTP Guidelines to consider and respond to the transportation needs of the Tulare

' CTC RTP Guidelines for MPOs, p. 153.
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County region and disadvantaged unincorporated and rural communities in particular. With
roughly one-third of Tulare County’s population living in unincorporated communities, a
significant portion of residents face unique mobility needs and transit dynamics compared their
urban counterparts. For example, many unincorporated communities have lower than average
street conditions, unsafe pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, lack robust transit, and face longer
commutes.

To complete this addition, TCAG should use existing data including but not limited to
Complete Streets studies, Community Infrastructure Plans, the Regional Active Transportation
"Plan, surveys collected for planning purposes and other sources of existing data to inform this
section and identify short-range and long-range transportation goals to lower vehicle emissions
and meet existing needs.” These short- and long-term goals should be accompanied by the
identification of potential funding sources and actual allocations as needed to ensure any
@ning and project applications are completed in a timely fashion.!We strongly encourage the
completion of all remaining Complete Streets studies for unincorporated communities in addition

_ to identifying vulnerabilities and barriers relating to transportation investments in rural
communities including but not limited to risk of ground subsidence, impact of truck traffic on
active transportation infrastructure, dust, and the role that streets play in absorbing heat during
summer| Increasing below-state average transit ridership and bike/pedestrian trips via improved

“safety aid operational measures, provision of active transportation infrastructure, and innovative

. ‘Solutions to rural barriers should be a pillar of the 2018 RTP/SCS.

7

F

Through a series of community meetings in addition to the June 25th TCAG workshop,
several overarching themes were identified by residents including:
e Need for safety protection from high velocity corridors that intersect or are adjacent to
communities
e Need for increased prioritization of projects for intra-community navigation
e Need for improved transit that increases intra-community accessibility and increases
inter-community connectivity
e Desire for incorporation of climate adaptation for resiliency of infrastructure including
support facilities like bus shelters to increase conveniences and reduce barriers to access
e Increased consideration for social and mobility needs of youth and residents without
personal vehicles
e Full inclusion for communities in regional and local planning
e Urgency for long-term, sustainable solutions to poor road quality
We recommend that TCAG fully incorporate the feedback from community residents to reassess
Kthc current policy element.

b. Policy Element Must be Pragmatic, Action-Oriented to Meet Needs of
Disadvantaged Communities

State law requires that the RTP be “action-oriented and pragmatic, considering both the
short-term and long-term future,” and that it “present clear, concise policy guidance to local and

2 8B 375 Sec 4. 65080 (b)(1)(F) The requirements of this section may be met utilizing existing sources of
information.
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state officials.” " As written, many of the policies are phrased to avoid the directive terms “must”
and “shall," and instead, use suggestive terms like "should", “encourage™ or “support”. This
language renders the Policy Element vague and does not provide the clear, action-oriented, and
pragmatic guidance called for by state law. TCAG must revise the Draft RTP to address this
‘deficiency and strengthen its language to create “pragmatic “and “action-oriented policies™ that
serve all segments of the population in both the “short-term and long term.” Below is a list of
recommendations and modifications to existing policy we believe will further these goals:*

GOAL: PROVIDE AN EFFICIENT, INTEGRATED, MULTI MODAL TRANSPORTATION
SYSTEM FOR THE MOVEMENT OF PEOPLE AND GOODS THAT ENHANCES THE
PHYSICAL, ECONOMIC, AND SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT IN TULARE COUNTY REGION

Objective: Encourage and support a connected and multimodal regional circulation network that
is convenient, safe, and efficient
Policies:
2. Implement a Complete Streets Program whereby agencies will prepare plans to
accommodate all transportation users, including pedestrians, bicyclists, transit
riders, and motor operators and riders, and utilize existing revenue and other
Junding sources to coordinate with local agencies o implement completed plans
as aggressively as feasible by submitting at least 5-10 projects applications per
funding cycle -
an road and bridge maintenance a high priority

Objective: Support communities in developing walkable, bikeable, and transit-ready
neighborhoods that work in tandem with motor vehicle facilities for a safe and complement local
circulation system for people of all levels of income and various availability of resources
Policies
1. Bund Frontload the funding of feasibility studies, complete streets studies, and
community and neighborhood plan to evaluate for transit readiness, walkability,
and bike ability, as funds are available
4. Ensure and measure progress in achieving equitable access to effective and
viable transportation options for all, regardless of race, gender, income, national
origin, age, physical ability with a focus on benefiting the regions’ most
vulnerable populations and closing existing unmet transportation gaps that are

warranted
5. Censtder-eenduetitig Fund barrier studies, consistent with state
recommendations

SYSTEM PERFORMANCE

GOAL: ENCOURAGE AND SUPPORT AN EFFICIENT, MAINTAINED, AND SAFE
CIRCULATION NETWORK THAT MAXIMIZES CIRCULATION, LONGEVITY, AND
FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY WHILE MINIMIZING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

3 SB 375 Sec 4. 65080
* Within this section, proposed revisions to existing text are in italics and deletions are shown with strikethrough.
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Objective: Encourage and support and efficient regional road and circulation system that
provides maximum achievable mobility and accessibility for vehicles, bicycles, pedestrians, and

public transportation

Policies:
1. Maintain a Level of Service C or better on rural roads and Level of Service D

or better on urban roads
= 2. Assist member agencies with completion of new and partial systems, such as
gaps in bicycle paths and underserved locations requiring public transit
3. Maintain a PCI of at least 65 for rural and urban communities.

Objective:
Encourage and support a safe and reliable regional road system

Policies:
- 1.Consider safety improvement projects for regional and local traffic corridors.
Ly 3. Identify future local and regional road and circulation needs an an as-needed
basis
14 6. Prioritize benefits for disadvantaged communities

Objective: Plan for and implement cost-effective transportation improvements which utilize all
types of public funds, including federal, state, and local funds and funds allocated by formula,

competitive grants, or other sources

Policies:
I.Rank and score transportation projects based on regional significance, safety,

AD. cost-effectiveness, environmental benefits, benefits to disadvantaged communities
and project warrant based on specific funding guidelines and Measure R project
identification
3. Encourage and support alternative transportation improvements, such as

21, roundabouts and flexible micro transit, when feasible

77 5. By 2020 convene a public working group similar to the RTP roundtable to

R reevaluate and develop transparent scoring criteria including SB 32 and SB 375

oals and defining equity mefrics and benefits to disadvantaged communities to
ensure TCAG affirmatively removes the effects of discriminatory practices
pursuant to Title VI of the Civil of the Rights Act.

Objective: Encourage and support a sustainable regional road and circulation system
Policies:

72, 1.Encourage and support projects that are valuable to the local and regional road
and circulation system that reduce vehicle miles traveled, improve level of
service, contribute to a reduction in air quality pollutants and greenhouse gases,
conserve agricultural land, habitat, groundwater recharge areas, and create safe

travel corridors within the region
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Objective: Minimize environmental impacts of transportation projects and encourage the
coexistence of nature and human circulation needs

Policies:
1.Evaluate and assist agencies with mitigation possibilities, when feasible,
working with Measure R environmental funds and other funding opportunities, to
asset with mitigation of road projects found in the RTP
4. When feasible, encourage clean and mass transit as a mitigation measure fo
significant environmental impacts resulling from highway projects

Objective: Promote fair and equitable transportation improvements throughout the region

Policies:
2.Conduct an equity analysis using existing studies and expenditure data (o assess
historical lrends of inequilable development and needs for low-income and
@-advantaged communities

Objective: Allocate sufficient funding to perform public outreach to ensure the reasonable
satisfaction and meeting of needs of the public

Policies:
5. Identify funding to ensure public notices and key documents are readily
available in multiple languages, electronically and TCAG s office

. Provide response to oral and written comments with a transparent process for

goﬁ‘iderat:‘ou and incorporation in planning updates
7.Ensure translation and interpretation is available and hold meetings at
reasonable times and accessible locations for low-income residents
8. Provide follow-up meeting and outreach to stakeholders involved in scenario
selection and throughout the transportation decision-making process

TRANSIT
Objective: Encourage and support the development of a safe, efficient, effective, and economical
public transit system
Policies:
16. Launch community vanpools and flexible micro transit service with special

attention to rural and disadvantaged communities

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION
Objective: Encourage bicycle usage in Tulare County by providing safe and convenient bike
routes and facilities

Policies

9. Utilize Cap and Trade funds along with other sowrces of funds for bicycle and
pedestrian projects, if available, for projects in Tulare County
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10. Support the closure of gaps in the bicycle and pedestrian systems to improve
connectivity and attractiveness of these modes of transportation

12. Utilize SB-1 planning funds to continue completion of Complete Streets Plans
for rural communities, when funds are available

13. Double walking and triple biking in rural and urban communities in
g!{'gnmem with Calirans " State Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Objective: Educate, incentivize, and enable residents to utilize active mode of transportation
Policies:

3.Encourage and support maintenance and enhancement of existing bicycle and
pedestrian facilities
7. Prioritize projects thal increase safety and meet a communily's identified active
transportation needs
8. Design or modify active transportation outreach and educational materials,
including online resources specific to community needs and are relevant,

N/ accessible, practical, and available in the spoken languages of those communilties

Objective: Support safe pedestrian walkways within the transportation network in Tulare County
Policies:
2., Encourage cities and counly agencies to consider needs of pedestrians and
people with disabilities during the project review process and policies in their
general plans
6 Yitize-Actively seek out Cap and Trade and other funds, if available, for various
projects n Tulare County that will contribute to the reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions.

AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GASES
Objective: Plan for and implement coordination of land use and alternative mode of
transportation that would reduce vehicle miles traveled by providing residents transportation
options in multiple modes
Policies:
1. Plan for and implement coordination of land use and alternative modes of
transportation that would reduce miles traveled by providing rural and urban
residents transportation options in multiple modes

Objective: Prioritize projects that contribute to improved air quality and reduced greenhouse gas
emissions
Policies:
3.Promote the equitable adoption of clean, renewable energy technologies to
ensure a reliable energy supply, enhance the region’s economy, and improve air
quality locally and regionally.
4. Expand awareness of the need to reduce greenhouse gases fo both agencies and
the public and incorporate the latest scientific information into planning efforts.
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PUBLIC HEALTH
Objective: Consider effects on pubic health when investing in the transportation system, giving
specific attention to bicycle and pedestrian projects
Policies:
1.Support investment in bicycle and pedestrian systems, giving attention to
projects and networks that will allow residents to walk and bicycle to frequented

L\:\" destinations and key service providers, including transit stops
WG- 3. Prioritize projects lo reduce pedesirian-vehicle related injuries

: 4. Analyze the air qualily and pedestrian safety implications when considering
W highway expansion

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
Objective: Require regional transportation planning that is consistent with Title VI and
Environmental Justice Federal Requirements
Policies:
1.

distributed-throughout-theregion Prevent the denial of, reduction in, or
significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority and low-income
At populations throughout the region by frontloading projects within short- and
long-term planning horizons
} 2. Identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionality high and adverse
Wb human health or environmental effect of its programs, policies, and activities
on minority populations by ensuring low-income and disadvantaged
communities given first priority for investment in short and long-term
planning periods
3. Assure that TCAG avoid, minimizes, or mitigates disproportionately high and
adverse human health and environmental effects of projects it funds, including
W\ - social and economic effects, on minority populations and low-income
populations through development of equity analyses and incorporation of
community-identified benefits.

We believe with these policies will affirm TCAG’s intention to comply with existing obligations
under state and federal law. Furthermore we believe meaningfully implementing these policies
will allow TCAG to begin the 2018-2022 cycle with a more robust policy element in better
position to continue to meet resident need and to pursue grants for low-income and
disadvantaged communities.

IL. Recommended Changes to Action Element

a. Identify a Ti i ithi -2022 Cycle to Ensure Ti

=F Disadvantaged Communities

We appreciate the addition of many policies intended to further the goals of SB 375 and
to reduce VMT and meet GHG reduction targets such as providing first and last mile
connections, increasing public use of transit, and inclusion of barrier studies. However, while

5\
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the Draft RTP provides some timelines for potential construction projects, the timelines included

sL. in the RTP are deficient from lack of detail and potential for significant delay of benefits for
low-income and disadvantaged conmwnltles.f(f_lovernment Code § 65080(b)(3) requires that the
—  RTP include an Action Element that describes “programs and actions necessary to implement the
plan and assigns implementation responsibilities.”| Section 65080(b)(3) compliments and
=72, reinforces the requirement set forth in Section 65080(a) that the RTP be “action oriented and
i _pragmatic.” i Without these timelines, the Draft falls short of Section 65080°s mandate that the
= RTP be “action oriented and pragmatic™ and identify clear roles and responsibilities for
~ implementation. .
' We recommend that TCAG revise the timelines for projects identified to meet the needs
of the low-income Tulare County residents within each year to ensure the needs of disadvantaged
=%S- communities are met in a timely fashion within the 2018-2022 planning cycle and throughout the
2042 planning horizon. [Well-timed implementation of policy will facilitate TCAG’s goals of
= (- 18.6% GHG reductions per capita and assure TCAG is planning affirmatively to address
historical inequity. f\/lany projects for rural communities are small and inexpensive and their
S+~ impact on public safety is much more critical than other projects slated for more immediate
construction. [[CAG should include a policy to address the public health and safety risks
associated with absent or deficient infrastructure and take affirmative actions to remove or
ameliorate disparate adverse conditions impacting disadvantaged communities.

Identifying timelines will assist in planning and assuring protected classes within Tulare
County are adequately served within the 2018-2022 RTP Cycle. Federal Transportation
Administration Circular 4703.1 identifies three guiding environmental justice principles which
4. COGs must incorporate within the transportation decision-making process. The third principle

require COGs and other agencies to “prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in
the receipt of benefits by minority and low-income populations.”

To provide clear direction to address community needs and satisfy TCAG’s duty to
ensure timely delivery of benefits and services to minority and low-income populations, we also
ask that the 2018 RTP/ SCS include a description of specific investments, funding sources, and

(e actions that will be implemented during the first four years to address the needs identified and
prioritized by disadvantaged communities in existing planning documents or during public
comment periods.  Adequate incorporation into timelines is key to address the documented
‘creation of disadvantaged unincorporated communities as a product of redlining and
discriminatory real estate practices coupled with historic trends of disinvestment.

% Section 21.5 (b) (7) “Where prior discriminatory practice or usage tends, on the grounds of race, color, or national
origin to exclude individuals from participation in, to deny them the benefits of, or to subject them to discrimination
under any program or activity to which this part applies, the applicant or recipient must take affirmative action to
remove or overcome the effects of the prior discriminatory practice or usage. Even in the absence of prior
discriminatory practice or usage, a recipient in administering a program or activity to which this part applies, is
expected to take affirmative action to assure that no person is excluded from participation in or denied the benefits
of the program or activity on the grounds of race, color, or national origin.”

1.8 Dept. of Transportation, updated Environmental Justice Order 5610.2 (a) (amended 5/2/2012), pp. 14-15. App.
sec 1 (f); Federal Transit Administration Circular 4703.1, “Environmental Justice Policy Guidance for Federal
Transit Administration Recipients™ (Aug. 15,2012), pp.2)
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| of disadvantaged communities including fully mitigating the potential significant environmental

b. Revise Project Selection Criteris

TCAG’s project selection criteria should be developed to facilitate addressing the needs

impacts of the RTP identified in the PEIR As an internally consistent document, this selection

criteria would complement TCAG’s proposed objective to “Ensure equitable access to effective
and viable transportation options for all, regardless of race, gender, income, national origin, age,
physical ability with a focus on benefiting the regions’ most vulnerable populations and closing

' exiting unmet transportation gaps that are warranted.” We also encourage TCAG to create a

N

selection criterion for prioritizing projects for public participation throughout the project

planning and environmental review phases.

III.  Recommended Changes to Sustainable Communities Strategy
a. Maximize funding for healthy. equitable. and sustainable communities and the
transportation choices that make them ible

Despite the projected goals for GHG reductions, TCAG’s Blueprint Scenario projects
minimal increases for walking and biking by the 2042 planning horizon. As currently drafted, the
2018 RTP/SCS reads: “Walking and biking mode count are expected to increase by 0.63% and
0.08% percent, respectively, when compared to existing conditions. The growth will be more
significant in urban areas with the increase number of close destinations and activities, and less
so in rural areas whele distances and lack of infrastructure may make some walk and bicycles
trips impractical. nt

Larger increases in transit are needed to provide real and timely alternatives to residents
of Tulare County. Currently, transit ridership is lower than the state average since many barriers
prevent widespread usage thus perpetuating reliance on personal vehicles or informal carpooling
for transportation. For example, the draft document states “TCAT is the county connector service
for rural to urban areas with tl'ée largest area to cover and receives the lowest estimated ridership
in the county on some routes” . To increase use of transit especially in rural areas of the county
we suggest a policy to expand use of micro tlansn\Whl[e the existing partnership with CalVans
Vanpool program we encourage other models of micro transit like Cantua Creek Van Y Vienen, a

community-led rideshare program that provides reliable service, local hire, and flexibility in
destination to meet a community’s local needs. ~ This model provides valuable insight to

reducing VMT and GHG emissions through rural electrification and the flexibility to meet

community needs and destinations and has potential for implementation in Tulare County.

Furthermore, statute requires TCAG to “explicitly consider” the input of the public
participation proce: ocess. The results from the 71 outreach events identified barriers as to why survey

participants do not use transit. Data reveals that some of the most significant barriers to using

public transit were that transit:
A) does not stop near their homes

72018 RTP/SCS, Health Impact Assessment. Pg, 11
SIbid. pg 12.

?"Van Y Vienen" Brings Electric Vehicle Ride Sharing to Two Rural Fresno Communities. Retreived from:
http://kvpr.ore/post/van-y-vienen-brings-electric-vehicle-ride-sharine-two-rural-fresno-communitics
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B) does not stop where they need to go
C) does not run late
D) does not come often enough.

As a result, the policy element should include policies to explicitly consider, address and
overcome the barriers recorded through outreach. Meaningful actions may yield higher than
Eiﬁcctcd increases in transit ridership and help mitigate road congestion and improve farebox
recovery.

. Shift Funds Awav From Road Expansion and Toward I ents That

et Regi | Health, Equi Sustai ili als

———

It is well established that by 2042 Tulare County will experience a vast population
growth of roughly 133,000, an increase of 22% in vehicle trips per day by the year 2042 so
planning includes roadway expansion and congestion management i.e. “Caltrans and the Tulare
County region will be placing more emphasis on corridors as an important element of the
transportation system.”  However, minimal increases in transit and active transportation
fundamentally preserve a transportation system predicated on continued reliance of passenger
vehicles as the primary source of transit. The 2018 RTP/SCS states that, although the preferred
scenario will provide different mobility options, “the clear majority of Tulare County Residents
will still use automobiles to complete a majority of trips, especially those over three miles.”
Current assumptions conclude a -0.10% reduction in total mileage traveled and a 11.20%
increase in Transit ridership (from 35,700 to 39,700 rides per day).The Highway and arterial
investments included in the Plan attempt to optimize the existing system and expand it were
necessary to ensure that the mobility needs of the region are met yet still result in an estimated
287 new miles of road to be built. The new lane miles in TCAG’s 2018 RTP/SCS reduce

\, - congestion yet in doing so but creates various significant environmental impacts as a result.
-

The Draft RTP’s emphasis highway expansion and road development to facilitate travel
by car neglects existing and future active transportation and public transit needs of Tulare
County residents, and in particular, the needs of lower income residents and residents of color
who disproportionately lack access to personal vehicles to meet their transportation needs.[By
fa_liling to mvest adequately in these modes of transportation, the RTP entrenches existing
disparities in access to appropriate transportation options that impact historically disadvantaged
communities and runs counter to applicable law and guidance which emphasizes the importance
of holistic transportation planning to meet the needs of all users, including pedestrians, cyclists,
and residents of disadvantaged communities, and addresses resiliency needs. See e.g., 23 C.F.R.
§ 450.300 (setting forth the national policy that each MPO conduct a comprehensive
transportation-planning process which encourages and promotes the mobility needs of
pedestrians and cyclists); 23 C.F.R. § 450.305 (Requiring MPOs to conduct a comprehensive
planning process which increases the accessibility and improves resiliency of the transportation
system); 23 C.F.R. § 450.324(f) (providing that the metropolitan transportation system should
function as an integrated system with pedestrian and bicycle facilities). The Final RTP must

192018 RTP/SCS Action Element pg. B-50.

10
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.“ , c. Prioritize Existing Road Maintenance Needs

M

%,

correct this imbalance by dedicating additional resources to address active transportation and

*other transportation needs of people without access to a personal vehicle. Our recommendations

in other parts of this letter regarding improving allocations to address the transit needs of
disadvantaged communities generally support this aim.

Regional Transportation Plans adopted afte1 May 26, 2018 must “[e]mphasize the
preservation of the existing transportation system.” The 2018 RTP/SCS adds 287 miles of
roadway however does not identify the roads, active transportation, and public transit
infrastructure slated to be continually affected by deferred maintenance . Without the ability to
meet its current maintenance burden, the existing transportation system will further deteriorate
gver the 2042 horizon.

According to TCAG statistics, Tulare County has over 3,100 miles of rural roads that are
behind in maintenance. However, with current funding, the County estimates that overall
Pavement Condition Index (PCI) would drop from overall at 66 to 57 by 2027. To maintain the
existing PCI an additional $7 million is needed. The City of Visalia determined it will take an
additional $7.5 million to maintain its current PCI at a level of 60. With the current level of
funding, the City’s PCI is also estimated to decline. The City of Tulare estimates there is a $60
million in deferred maintenance that will necessitate ongoing expenditures of at least $4.5
million a year to maintain a PCI of 70. Porterville estimates there is a $13.15 mllllon shortfall for
road maintenances to reach its goal of increasing its current rating of 55 to 75"

Many unincorporated communities have PCls much lower than the averages of larger
metropolitan areas. In community meetings, residents from Matheny Tract, West Goshen,
Ivanhoe Tooleville, and Tulare claim that the general state of disrepair leads to increased costs

—bmdens concemmg genena] wear and teal on their pcrsonal vchxcles and pr events safe active

essential services.
Additionally, to the extent that active transportation and public transit infrastructure does
exist in disadvantaged communities and lower-income neighborhoods, it is more often than not

* crumbling or in a state of disrepair.

In keeping with MAP-21, we strongly urge that TCAG revise the Draft RTP to account
for the maintenance needs of existing roads and active and public transportation infrastructure
with emphasis in considering the needs disadvantaged communities. 'f’ Maintaining local roads
will also provide for increased traffic to be redirected from major highway corridors by personal
and transit vehicles, potentially lessening the need for costly highway expansion and subsequent
maintenance burdens. —=

' Title 23 U.S.C. § 134 (amended by Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) and Fixing
America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Acts, which apply to RTPs adopted after May 26, 2018) (H) emphasize
the preservation of the existing transportation system.

122018 RTP/SCS Action element pg. B 66 - B 68.

13 (23 C.F.R. 450.316(a)(1)(vii) (23 C.F.R. 450.316(a)(1)(vii).

Il
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d. Recognize That Road cxpa nduces More Drivi 2man d
ritize More Effective Str ate ies T]lat Not Only Reduce Congestion But_

,:\:3
5'

T Although congestion management is required through regulations, the 2018 RTP/SCS

~ allocates a disproportionate share of funding to this end rather than towards alternatives that
/_)\f V" ) make it easy and convenient for people to drive less and that support the state’s infill
\, development and greenhouse gas reduction goals. Research has found that expanding roadway
capacity has the potential to be counterproductive. It fails to alleviate congestion and leads to
both short- and long-term increases in vet and associated air pollution. Susan Handy concludes,
“A capacity e.xpansmn of 10% is likely to increase VMT by 3% to 6% in the short-run and 6% to
40 10% in the long-run, j Other research has demonstrated that mduced tl affic from highway
= axpansnon leads to increased congestion on feedelsstleets and on-ramps that offset some of the
air quality and congestion benefits of the project.

: Transit plays a key role in the regional effort to reduce traffic congestion, VMT and
[velncle emissions particularly in urbanized areas. The increased use of transit is a key element to
| meeting legislative requirements such as AB 32 and SB 375. Transit systems also play a key role
- in the mobility for those individuals who are unable to drive, including youth and the elderly, as
" well as low income individuals and people with disabilities. MAP-21/FAST Act added a new

Al / requirement for RTPs to also include transportation and transit enhancement activities, including
"\ consideration of the role that intercity buses ay play in reducing congestion, pollution, and
| energy consumption in a cost-effective manner and strategies and investments that preserve and
/ enhance intercity bus systems, including systems that are privately owned and operated,
\,kincluding transportation alternatives, as defined in 23 U.S.C. 101(a)

e. Incorporate Projects Other Than Highway Expansion Early On In Planni g

AN Pel iod to Meet Address Needs of Low-Income and Disadvantaged
401’ Commumt_l__q_s

/" While the 2018 RTP/SCS does reduce congestion overall compared to a no project scenario,
- TCAG claims “However, there is an insignificant amount of roadway experiencing poor service
levels in environmental justice TAZ’s overall.” However, service levels are not the only concern
| as identified in community meetings or TCAG’s public workshop on June 25th. As such, we
d:“'a / recommend that TCAG should analyze and frontload other community-driven projects which fit
. EJ communities’ needs including but not limited to improving safety and increased multi-modal
/ connectivity more appropriateiy to identify if these needs are met and if investments are as
equitable as TCAG claims otherwise.

" Handy, Susan. (2015) Increasing Highway Capacity Unlikely to Relieve Traffic Congestion. National Center for
Sustainable Transportation Retrieved from

http://www . dot.ca.gov/newtech/researchreports/reports/2015/10-12-2015-NCST_Brief InducedTravel CS6_v3.pdf
'* Font, Anna et al (2014) Degradation in urban air quality from construction activity and increased traffic arising
from a road widening scheme in Science of the Total Environment. Retrieved from
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0048969714010900. Vedantham, Ram et al (2011) Combining
continuous near-road monitoring and inverse modeling to isolate the effect of highway expansion on a school in Las
Vegas in Atmospheric Pollution Research. Retrieved on
https://wwyw.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1309104215304608.




For example, the Communities of Matheny Tract, Tooleville, Ivanhoe, Ducor, and West

. Goshen have expressed interest in increased access to micro transit in their communities. A
viable option which is currently in service is Van y Vienen, a community-operated on-demand
100% electric vanpool. This innovative partnership with Green Commuter and Fresno EOC fills
gaps in service for community residents in Cantua Clcc]c and El Porvenir, two disadvantaged
unincorporated communities in west Fresno County ® This program formalizes to some degree
an internal culture of carpooling that exists through necessity in many low income and
disadvantaged communities in the Valley and Tulare County.

We also recommend the explicit consideration of projects proposed by community
members. A recipient of federal funding may not “utilize criteria or methods of administration
which have the effect of subjecting persons to discrimination because their race, color, or
national origin.”'” TCAG’s method of selecting projects of allowing local jurisdictions to select
which projects are included in the RTP results in the near categorical exclusion of projects

- proposed by residents to benefit communities disproportionately comprised of protected classes
{5 ‘and therefore has an unlawful effect of denyuw transportation improvements based on residents’
inclusion in a protected class. Ithoul any analysis, TCAG effectively ignores that input.
TCAG's methodology therefore conflicts with the federal requirement that MPOs “explicitly
1o consider” input provided by the public and that carretera identified by the Department of

Ttanspmtatlon to assess TCAG’s Title VI comphance

-,
=
o

,

—
”~

f.Support Rural Smart Growth
; TCAG should implement effective policies for rural smart growth to comply with its
_obligation to address current disparities in transportation investment.'® Such a policy would also
preserve farmland and reduce GHG emissions by encouraging existing developments in rural
o communities and compliment the recently approved Community, Hamlet, and Legacy Plans
L ¥ e l conducted by Tulare County. In order to comply with law requiring requiring the RTP to be an

“internally consistent” document, TCAG should integrate rural smart growth throughout the
. document, including in the Policy Element, Action, Growth Scenario, and other chapters."

IV.  Environmental Justice Chapter

Define and provide metrics for “Fair Share”
While we appreciate TCAG’s initial analysis to identify projects’ adverse impacts on
disadvantaged and federally protected communities there is no clear definition as to what a
40[, 5, community’s’ “fair share” of project allocation is. Existing statue states “Each MPO is required
) by federal regulation and by state laws to plan for and implement transportation system
improvements that will plowde a fair share of benefits to all residents, regardless of race,
“‘ ethnicity or income level”.” A formal definition of “fair share” should be developed by TCAG in

' hitp://kvpr.org/post/van-y-vienen-brings-electric-vehicle-ride-sharing-two-rural-fresno-communities
749 CFR Section 21.5(b)(2); See also Gov. Code Section 11135

8 DOT Title VI Regulations 49 CFR 21.5(b)(7).

' Government Code Section 65080 (b).

20 CTC RTP Guidelines for MPOs, pg 74.
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4 fconsultatlon with community members to provide clear and actionable direction to inform the
i 2018 RTP/SCS’s 2018-2022 and 2018-2042 planning horizons.
To ensure the 2018 RTP/SCS incorporates a “fair share” of expenditures and benefits to
( low-incomc and disadvantaged communities we recommend referencing the California Air

Resources Board’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund expenditure guidelines as a measure of

equity. These guidelines require implementing agencies to “give priority to those [investments]
\ that maximize benefits to disadvantaged communities” by favoring projects which “provide. .

) .the most significant benefits to them.” More specifically, the Guidelines require that every
J{’\. investment intended to benefit a disadvantaged community and “provide direct, meaningful, and
assured benefits to one or more disadvantaged communities.” " ARB's guidelines specify the
benefit each GGRF investment must provide as “a benefit that meaningfully addresses an
important community need” in a disadvantaged community and as such we recommend a total
investment ratio at least between the 25% per recommendations of the GGRF and the 33%
which represents the percentage of total EJ] TAZ population for Tulare County utilized for
Lmodeling purposes.

b. Redefine Equitable Distribution of Benefits

As an internally-consistent document, TCAG’s 2018 RTP/SCS should be guided by a
.policy that states: “Ensure equitable distribution of benefils and burdens of transportation
. projects in alignment with TCAGs Title VI and Environmental Justice obligations through
AV “timeline implementation of projects identified in needs assessments and requested by
‘disadvantaged communities and environmental justice communities.” As an key planning
document, the RTP affords an opportunity to meet California’s climate goals relating to
drastically reducing vehicle emissions or incorporating climate adaptation into policy and
projects. Next, both state and federal law mandates TCAG to ensure the RTP incorporates equity
and does not cause intentional or disparate impacts and fully incorporates low-income and
disadvantaged communities into the transportation decision-making process. To this end, 23
CFR 450.316 (a)(1)(vii) states that TCAG must consider the needs of those traditionally
undmsm 'ved by existing transportation system, such as low-income and minority households,
who may face challenges.accessing employment and othe1 services.

As written the 2018 RTP/SCS provides for an inequitable share of projected investments
for Disadvantaged Communities in Tulare County. First, we do not endorse the metric of “Share
‘of Area in County” as an adequate environmental justice determinant when determining “fair
share”. If this calculation is based on population and proportion of vehicles over “Share of Area
{ AE.‘ in County”, logic would lead one to, Insist “Share of Roadway Projects in EJ Communities” were

W increased to 33% instead of 10.2%.” Asa result, we do not agree with TCAG’s claim that “EJ

Communities will be receiving a larger share of roadway projects than just the area that they

cover” being equitable.

Total Distance of RTP Road Projects (mi) 344

AV

2! Air Resources Board, Cap-and-Trade Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines for Agencies that Administer
California Climate Investments (Dec. 2015), p.2 A-6.
2TCAG RTP/SCS Environmental Justice Chapter, pg. 12. #

14
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Total Distance of Road Projects in EJ Communities 33.18

Share of Roadway Projects in EJ Communities 10.2%

EJ Communities Share of Area in County (Excluding National Park and 1.7%
unpopulated areas)

There is further inadequate analysis as to what percentages of total investment in the RTP
(A~ 2 serve disadvantaged communities (See figure below). We insist such an analysis be conducted
' prior to the adaptation of the 2018 RTP/SCS to ensure that timely projects are planned for
' communities. For consideration of historical inequity and investment trends over time we also
insist TCAG utilize current expenditure records to perform a retroactive analysis to identify the
percentages of roadway investments for the last 20 or 30 years to provide insight to possibzlse
inequity and trends of disinvestment that can be addressed through the 2018 RTP Update.

TCAG should also develop metrics for equitable investments in rural areas for overall
clectl lﬁcatmn o‘r"the: transit syslem w1thm the ploposed I:Iecluc Veh:cle Implcmentatlon Plan

R}Q\ Y infrastructure thus making alternative fuel sources effectively out of range. Access to charging
stations and alternative fueling infrastructure will be essential in overcoming barriers like range
. anxiety and inability to fully utilize a ZEV in Tulare County.

Investment Share of RTP Projects

Operation & Maintenance 36%
Transit 22%
Bike/Pedestrian 5%
Total Roadway* 38%
*SR-99 Widening 9%
*Regional Widening 12%
*Regional Interchanges 6%
*Local Road Projects 11%

28 Section 21.5 (b) (7) “Where prior discriminatory practice or usage tends, on the grounds of race, color, or
national origin to exclude individuals from participation in, to deny them the benefits of, or to subject them to
discrimination under any program or activity to which this part applies, the applicant or recipient must take
affirmative action to remove or overcome the effects of the prior discriminatory practice or usage. Even in the
absence of prior discriminatory practice or usage, a recipient in administering a program or activity to which this
part applies, is expected to take affirmative action to assure that no person is excluded from participation in or
denied the benefits of the program or activity on the grounds of race, color, or national origin.”
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‘ TCAG concludes that “environmental justice communities will receive more in roadway
| expenditures than the area that they cover in the Country, while also benefiting more from the
“; transit investments in the plan that non-environmental justice communities.” However, without
’ | an analysis based on total population vs total investments that applies to more than road way
N ® N investment, these conclusions are not robustly founded nor publicly transparent. Such an

analysis can be supported by TCAG’s claim that “TCAG is committed to refining and improving

the techniques its uses to measure impacts on Environmental Justice Communities, to better
assess the benefits and burdens of the planning process on the various populations within the

\ i 24
i 7%
\ Tulare Region.

Government Code 65080 (B)(1) requires the inclusion in the RTP of a Policy Element
which describes transportation issues and identifies and quantifies transportation needs

throughout the region. While the Environmental Justice section of the Draft RTP Policy Element

states generally that “TCAG seeks to assure that plan benefits and burdens are not inevitable
distributed within the region” the Policy Element includes no actual discussion of existing or
potential inequalities in transportation infrastructure or service in the County nor access to basic
services. The 150,000 residents in Tulare County’s unincorporated regions face unique and
heightened barriers to mobility in comparison to other areas other Country such as increased
carpooling due to inability to maintain a personal vehicle or general lack of physical

infrastructure.

To further assess equity, we recommend a Near-Term Equity analysis for Environmental

Justice Communities- identified in recent best practice lltelatme intending to “supplement the

standard, long-range forecasting approach [to analyzing T n,lg VI and EJ] with nearer-term

| analyses.” While these current patterns and conditions may have not been created by TCAG,

ab

~ the RTP and its investments pay a significant role in determining whether they will be
maintained, exacerbate, or ameliorate. Recommended steps include:

Identifying with the participation of affected low income and minority
residents, current patterns and conditions relating to an unfair share of the
burdens based on health metrics, race, ethnicity, and income

Identifying contributing factors

Setting a quantified goal for impacting the factors

Identifying actions and investments that will be made during the four-year

life of the RTP to achieve those goals
Tracking progress

" We believe including other metrics may provide a comprehensive view of equity that allows
TCAG to robustly inform short-term and long-term planning and investments to meet the needs
of low-income and disadvantaged communities in Tulare County.

#2018 RTP/SCS Environmental Justice Chapter, pg 17.

2 Karner, A. and D. Niemeier (2013). “Civil rights guidance and equity analysis methods for regional transportation

plans; a critical review of literature and practice.” Journal of Transport Geography 33: 126-134, pg. 132. “This
approach ‘allows for adaptive responses that can help guard against unexpected incremental inequities that lock in
larger effects, potentially improving the analytical treatment of race. Conducting these types of analyses would also
serve to increase responsiveness to public input.”
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V. PEIR - Highway expansion and significant impacts after mitigation
a. Hydrology
Although the Environmental Justice Chapter claims that TCAG “requires that these
projects to be financially and environmentally sustainable as to not fall intc;ﬁdiswpair or have
negative impacts on the surrounding environment following construction.”” However, with
concerns to hydrology the 2018 RTP/SCS contains many impacts that are deemed “significant
after mitigation” - particularly due to the addition of 287 new lane miles. This is a concern to our
organization because the Kaweah sub basin that provides groundwater to Tulare County is
already categorized as a critically overdrafted basin and is extremely vulnerable to impairment of
water quality. The expansion of the regional transportation systggns will affect the Sub basin’s
ability for recharge and anticipates increased stormwater runoff  and increased likelihood for
impairment of water quality. The PEIR identifies the following impacts Significant and
unavoidable after mitigation:
e Impact W-1: Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements
e Impact W-2: Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lower of the local groundwater table level
e Impact W-3: Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner
which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off=site or result in
substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil
e Impact W-4: Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on-or off-site
e Impact W-5: Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of
_existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff
e Impact W-6: Otherwise substantially degrade water quality
Impact W-9: Not have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and resources, so that new or expanded entitlements would
be needed

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act identifies groundwater contamination as
an undesirable result. When considering current communities with trends of water quality
impairment and the absence of a static source of funding for operations and maintenance,
increasingly impaired water bodies pose a disproportionate risk to unincorporated and majority
minority communities and as a result poses a significant environmental injustice. This is not

% 2018 RTP/SCS Environmental Justice Chapter, pg. 3.

? Title 23 U.S.C. Section 134, (I) improve the resilience and reliability of the transportation system and reduce or
mitigate stormwater impacts of surface transportation

(amended by Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) and Fixing America’s Surface
Transportation (FAST) Acts, which apply to RTPs adopted after May 26, 2018)
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internally consistent with the policy to “conserve agricultural land, habitat, groundwater recharge
area.”

While acknowledging the role of Highways in the current assumptions of the 2018
RTP/SCS, the expansion of highways creates a scenario that reduces GHG emissions at the cost
of the extremely vulnerable hydrology of the region. As an alternative to the creation of more
lane miles, it is suggested that TCAG sets a metric to triple transit ridership and increase

- maintenance of existing road infrastructure. Thtough a specitic goal, TCAG will have mctucs t
_gauge uge the effectiveness and efﬁcacy of its tmns;t policy.

B. air quality

A universal criterion listed in Guidelines tor the Selection of RTIP Projects (Table A-4)
cities that “capacity increasing highway projects must not degrade air quality. This will be
determined through the conformity process”. Title 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93 also state
“transportation conformity to a SIP means that on-road transportation activities will not produce
new air quality violations, worsen existing violations, or delay timely attainment of the
NAAQS.”" The protection of air quality is a priority of Leadership Counsel and several studies
illustrate linkages between capacity-increasing projects and increased emissions resulting from
induced driving on feeder streets.

The PEIR also claims that “given the unknown scale of construction over the 24-year
period covered by the 2018 RTP/SCS, it is possible that criteria pollutant emission could exceed
the annual SJVAPCD significance thresholds listed in Table 4.3-4. In addition, increased dust
from construction activities could increase the number of cases of Valley Fever. Consequently,
short-term emissions resulting from construction would have a significant impact.” This violates
the protections of 23 CFR 450.334(d) that state “Transportation conformity to a SIP means that
on-road transportation activities will not produce new au quality violations, worsen existing
violations, or delay timely attainment of the NAAQS.” It is the obligation of TCAG to ensure
that the 2018 does not result in any additional air quality violations with Tulare County havmg
many sensitive regions and h‘lghﬂl rates of asthma 1han state averages.

For example, the projects in the metropolitan areas of Tulare, Visalia, and Porterville may
have potential that may affect the nearby EJ TAZs of West Goshen, Matheny Tract, Soults Tract,
Lone Oak Tract, East Tulare Villa, Poplar, Woodville, Townville, Decor, Terra Bella, and
Strathmore.

V. Recommended Changes to Public Participation Plan

Sustained, Targeted Qutreach to Meet Identify and Address Needs of
Low-Income and Disadvantaged Communities
TCAG’s Public Participation Plan must be developed “in consultation with all interested
parties” and must, among other things, “at a minimum, describe explicit procedures, strategies,
and desired outcomes for . . . seeking out and considering the needs of . . . low-income and
minority households.” We applaud the robust round of outreach at 71 events during the scenario

2 CTC RTP Guidelines for MPQs, p. 107.

2% “Transportation conformity to a SIP means that on-road transportation activities will not produce new air quality
violations, worsen existing violations, or delay timely attainment of the NAAQS.” CTC RTP Guidelines for MPOs,
p. 107"
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Sclcction process. However, considering this initial round of. However statue also requires
“periodically reviewing the effectiveness of the procedures and st1 ategles contained in the

participation plan to ensure a full and open participation process.” ° As such, we recommend that

TCAG should include pollcles in the Publlc Patttcnpatlon Plan to ptovnde follow-up mcehngs to

languages other than English i ina t:mcly fashion in order to “provide the pubhc with the
mfo:matlon and tools necessary to provide a clear understanding of the issues and policy

A recommendation that affirms TCAG’s commitment to “ensure the full and fair
participation by all potentially affected communities in the transportation decision-making
process” can be incorporated as follows:

Goal: Increase opportunities for public involvement in transportation planning processes.
Strategy: Provide varied opportunities for public review and input and be responsive to that
input.
Procedures:
e Provide timely public notice of meetings.
e Conduct or attend project/process focused meetings outside the usual
monthly TCAG Board meeting to gather public input.
e  Work with other public agencies and organizations to gather public input
regarding transportation processes and issues.
e Respond to public input in a professional, timely and accurate manner
o Conduct follow-up meetings with communities participating in initial
scenario selection process

Furthermore, despite claims that TCAG does have translation software, not even the
executive summary of the 2018 RTP/SCS update is not available in another language other than
English. g According to American Community Survey, 13.90% of the population of Tulare
County is affected by Language Isolation. For EJ TAZs, the percentage increases to 21%.
Translated from percentages, this totals 63,111 and 31,821 residents in the County at large and in
El TAZs that are excluded from full participation by lack of informational material. However,
when extrapolated, EJ TAZs’ total population is roughly one-third of the entire county (pg. 5).
We strongly urge TCAG change its Public Participation Plan to include translated documents
and/or of factsheets at least available online.

%23 CF.R. § 450.316 (a) (1) (x)

¥ SB 375 § 4. 65080 (b)(2).

82 49 CFR § 21.5 (b) (1) (vii) Deny a person an opportunity to participate in the program through the provision of
services or otherwise or afford hum an opportunity to do so which is different from that afforded others under the
progran.
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the 2018 RTP/SCS Update. TCAG staff
may direct any comments or questions to phernandez@leadershipcounsel.org or (559) 8§16-5303.

Pedro Hernandez Ruben Salazar

Leadership Counsel for Justice and Tooleville Nonprofit Mutual Water
Accountability Company

Adam Livingston Mayra Becerra

Sequoia Riverlands Trust Ivanhoe Town Council

Reinelda Palma Lucy Hernandez

Matheny Tract Committee Community of West Goshen

20

138



Response to Joint Letter from Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability and Sequoia Riverlands Trust
Dated June 26, 2018

Attachment

5

Number Response

1 The RTP/SCS does identify and include rural transportation issues as a regional concern, consistent with the RTP Guidelines.
Not only do the RTP/SCS goals and policies to support communities in developing walkable, bikeable and transit-ready
neighborhoods for people of all levels of income and various availability of resources (Policy Element page 2-4), but TCAG has
consistently demonstrated this with the innovative and dedicated funding of complete streets plans, active transportation projects
and other improvements in Environmental Justice Communities, a disproportionately large amount going to rural,
unincorporated communities. For example, according to the latest census, over two thirds of all economically disadvantaged
households are located within incorporated cities. However, all of the TCAG funded complete streets studies since the program
has begun, have been provided exclusively in unincorporated communities. Based on TCAG analysis, approximately 80% of all
active transportation program funding from state grants have gone to unincorporated communities. All of TCAG’s farm to
market road funding, since the program has begun has been in unincorporated areas. Measure R has directed significant, new
funding to all communities for increased transit, bike and pedestrian projects and road rehabilitation through the local program.
State Route 99 widening in the future is proposed to pass through Tipton, Pixley and Earlimart. State Route 65 widening is
proposed to pass through Terra Bella and Ducor. In both cases, the considerable expense to improve the principal transportation
connection in these communities, which is what is used by existing and potential transit to serve these communities, will provide
increased economic development opportunities and access to goods and services. However, regional projects benefit all
communities, populations and residents in the region, whether they are accessed via vehicle, transit or active transportation. By
continuing to provide regional projects in the RTP/SCS, rural and disadvantaged communities are benefitted along with all of the
others.

2 The RTP/SCS does meet Government Code and RTP Guidelines requirements. The needs of disadvantaged unincorporated and
rural communities are considered in numerous places, including but not limited to the following: The RTP/SCS does identify and
include rural transportation issues as a regional concern. Not only do the RTP/SCS goals and policies to support communities in
developing walkable, bikeable and transit-ready neighborhoods for people of all levels of income and various availability of
resources (Policy Element page 2-4), but TCAG has consistently demonstrated this with the innovative and dedicated funding of
complete streets plans, active transportation projects and other improvements in Environmental Justice Communities, a
disproportionately large amount going to rural, unincorporated communities. For example, according to the latest census, over
two thirds of all economically disadvantaged households are located within incorporated cities. However, all of the TCAG
funded complete streets studies since the program has begun, have been provided exclusively in unincorporated communities.
Based on TCAG analysis, approximately 80% of all active transportation program funding from state grants have gone to
unincorporated communities. All of TCAG’s farm to market road funding, since the program has begun has been in
unincorporated areas. Measure R has directed significant, new funding to all communities for increased transit, bike and
pedestrian projects and road rehabilitation through the local program. State Route 99 widening in the future is proposed to pass
through Tipton, Pixley and Earlimart. State Route 65 widening is proposed to pass through Terra Bella and Ducor. In both
cases, the considerable expense to improve the principal transportation connection in these communities, which is what is used
by existing and potential transit to serve these communities, will provide increased economic development opportunities and
access to goods and services. However, regional projects benefit all communities, populations and residents in the region,
whether they are accessed via vehicle, transit or active transportation. By continuing to provide regional projects in the
RTP/SCS, rural and disadvantaged communities are benefitted along with all of the others. The RTP/SCS’s Environmental
Justice Report appendix further demonstrates that disadvantaged communities equally share the benefits of and burdens of the
RTP/SCS with non-disadvantaged communities.
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Response to Joint Letter from Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability and Sequoia Riverlands Trust
Dated June 26, 2018

3

In preparing the RTP/SCS and associated documents, TCAG used all data, information and policy direction contained in all of
the RTP/SCS appendices. This includes Complete Streets Studies, the Regional Active Transportation Plan, the Long Range
Transit Plan, the Cross Valley Corridor Plan, all City and County General Plans, Infrastructure Plans, Transit Development
Plans, Short Range Transit Plans, Goods Movement Studies, Congestion Management and the Environmental Impact Report.
Funding for projects is discussed on page B-29 and B-86 of the Action Element and throughout the entire Financial Element of
the RTP/SCS.

TCAG agrees with the encouragement to complete the remaining Complete Streets Studies for the remaining unincorporated
communities, as evidenced by the RTP/SCS’s goals, policies, priorities, plans, studies and other appendices that indicate as much
and the disproportionately high amount of funding towards unincorporated communities over the vast majority of disadvantaged
residents living in incorporated cities. The ability to complete them all will depend on the availability of funding to do so.
TCAG recommends that the studies avoid unnecessary analysis and focus only on the information needed to get projects
constructed there. This will allow the region to expedite delivery of the studies and avoid delays.

Increasing transit ridership, active transportation via improved safety and operational measures, the provision of active
transportation infrastructure and innovative solutions to rural barriers are already major components of the 2018 RTP/SCS as
evidenced by, among other features, goals, objectives and policies contained on pages A-3 through A-6 of the Policy Element;
the Regional Transit Plan; the Regional Active Transportation Plan; The Cross Valley Corridor Plan; the Complete Streets
Studies; and the disproportionately high number of Safe Routes to School Projects directed towards unincorporated communities
over incorporated communities where the majority of disadvantaged residents in the region reside.

These “themes” have been incorporated into the RTP/SCS from the beginning and continue to be found throughout the Policy
Element (pages A-3 to A-6 and A-8 for transit and active transportation, A-7 for Safety, A-11to A-12 for both, A-13 for climate
change issues, A-14 for health, A-17 for Environmental Justice including inclusion and input, and page A-6 for sustainability
issues. Community outreach was done in accordance with state and federal requirements, and extra outreach conducted through
an unprecedented number of community workshops, events and tribal outreach efforts, resulting in four times the amount of
input received from any previous RTP/SCS effort.

Although SB-375 does not define the terms clear, action-oriented, and pragmatic, and the RTP Guidelines give regions
considerable discretion in crafting policies, The RTP/SCS is pragmatic (evidenced by the fiscal constraint), action-oriented
(evidenced by the Action and Finance Elements, as well as 48 implementation appendices) and meets the needs of
disadvantaged communities (as evidenced by numerous policy and implementation provisions throughout the plan, the elements
and the 48 implementation appendices). Not only do the RTP/SCS goals and policies to support communities in developing
walkable, bikeable and transit-ready neighborhoods for people of all levels of income and various availability of resources
(Policy Element page 2-4), but TCAG has consistently demonstrated this with the innovative and dedicated funding of complete
streets plans, active transportation projects and other improvements in Environmental Justice Communities, a disproportionately
large amount going to rural, unincorporated communities. For example, according to the latest census, over two thirds of all
economically disadvantaged households are located within incorporated cities. However, all of the TCAG funded complete
streets studies since the program has begun, have been provided exclusively in unincorporated communities. Based on our
analysis, approximately 80% of all active transportation program funding from state grants have gone to unincorporated
communities. All of TCAG’s farm to market road funding, since the program has begun has been in unincorporated areas.
Measure R has directed significant, new funding to all communities for increased transit, bike and pedestrian projects and road
rehabilitation through the local program. State Route 99 widening in the future is proposed to pass through Tipton, Pixley and
Earlimart. State Route 65 widening is proposed to pass through Terra Bella and Ducor. In both cases, the considerable expense
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Dated June 26, 2018

to improve the principal transportation connection in these communities, which is what is used by existing and potential transit to
serve these communities, will provide increased economic development opportunities and access to goods and services.
However, regional projects benefit all communities, populations and residents in the region, whether they are accessed via
vehicle, transit or active transportation. By continuing to provide regional projects in the RTP/SCS, rural and disadvantaged
communities are benefitted along with all of the others. The RTP/SCS’s Environmental Justice Report appendix further
demonstrates that disadvantaged communities equally share the benefits of and burdens of the RTP/SCS with non-disadvantaged
communities.

The RTP Guidelines give regions considerable discretion in crafting policies and the proposed policies in the policy element give
clear guidance to goals, objectives and policies that meet state, federal, regional and local regulations and expectations. Since
TCAG does not have authority over local land use decisions and does not directly implement transportation projects, TCAG
cannot mandate policies that local agencies and transportation project sponsors must implement. It is therefore in the purview of
TCAG to recommend policies and projects, not mandate them. In recommending policies projects, directing funding and timing,
TCAG is still “action-oriented” both in the short and long term, serving all agencies and populations.

TCAG will amend the language in the Final RTP/SCS to reflect this suggestion.

10

Guaranteeing the availability of outside funding that TCAG has no control to deliver a predisposed number of plans is not
keeping with the goal of being “pragmatic or action-oriented” but rather may raise false expectations in the minds of residents of
disadvantaged communities. TCAG will continue to partner with agencies and advocacy groups to pursue grants and other
funding to expedite the completion of Complete Streets Plans, subject to funding availability.

11

TCAG will amend the language in the Final RTP/SCS to reflect this suggestion.

12

By directing funding for Complete Streets Studies, Feasibility Studies and Community and Neighborhood plans according to
proposed policies and actions, and based on extensive past practice, when funding has been available for such tasks, there is no
need to front load the funding. When funding is available, it is already going to those types of projects.

13

Performance measures for measuring progress in achieving equitable access can be found on Table A-5 of the Action Element.

14

Guaranteeing the availability of outside funding that TCAG has no control to deliver a predisposed number of plans is not
keeping with the goal of being “pragmatic or action-oriented” but rather may raise false expectations in the minds of residents of
disadvantaged communities. TCAG will continue to partner with agencies and advocacy groups to pursue grants and other
funding to expedite the completion of barrier studies, subject to funding availability.

15

TCAG will amend the language in the Final RTP/SCS to reflect this suggestion.

16

TCAG does not have jurisdiction over local agency decision making processes needed to maintain a minimum Pavement
Condition Index (PCI), and could not guarantee a predefined outcome over a process it does not have control over.

17

In addition to addressing safety issues throughout the entire RTP/SCS for regional and local projects, Page A-6 and A-7 of the
Policy Element contain objectives that address safety and the fair and equitable transportation improvements throughout the
region.

18

In addition to addressing future local and regional road and circulation needs throughout the entire RTP/SCS, page A-7 of the
Policy Element contains an objective that addresses the fair and equitable transportation improvements throughout the region.

19

Disadvantaged communities existing in all of the incorporated cities as well as, to a lesser degree, the unincorporated county.
According to the latest census, approximately 2/3 of economically disadvantaged communities are within the incorporated cities.
Regional projects benefit all residents of the region, regardless of economic or other standing. As such, every project, whether it
be regional, or within either an incorporated city, or the unincorporated county, benefits a disadvantaged community. In concept
and in reality, disadvantaged communities are, by default, the priority of the RTP/SCS and of TCAG. The RTP/SCS’s
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Environmental Justice Report appendix further demonstrates that disadvantaged communities equally share the benefits of and
burdens of the RTP/SCS with non-disadvantaged communities.

20

Disadvantaged communities existing in all of the incorporated cities as well as, to a lesser degree, the unincorporated county.
According to the latest census, approximately 2/3 of economically disadvantaged communities are within the incorporated cities.
Regional projects benefit all residents of the region, regardless of economic or other standing. As such, every project, whether it
be regional, or within either an incorporated city, or the unincorporated county, benefits a disadvantaged community. In concept
and in reality, disadvantaged communities are, by default, the priority of the RTP/SCS and of TCAG. The RTP/SCS’s
Environmental Justice Report appendix further demonstrates that disadvantaged communities equally share the benefits of and
burdens of the RTP/SCS with non-disadvantaged communities.

21

TCAG will amend the language in the Final RTP/SCS to reflect this suggestion.

22

The RTP Roundtable is made up of members from every TCAG agency (each agency containing at least one disadvantaged
community), as well as advocacy groups that have the needs of disadvantaged communities in mind. As such, this Roundtable
functions successfully as an Environmental Justice Advisory Committee to the TCAG Board in matters relating to regional
planning in the region. This is evidenced by the collaborative nature in which TCAG conducted the business of the Roundtable
and incorporated suggestions of advocacy groups throughout the process. It lead to many discussions and changes to RTP/SCS
policies, outreach and practices and was so successful, that it eliminated the need to consider the formation of any other group
that would simply duplicate efforts. Roundtable suggestions were made part of the current draft of the RTP/SCS that is being
considered for approval. It is expected that the RTP Roundtable would continue to function with future RTP/SCS cycles and
continue to address issues involving environmental justice and disadvantaged communities. Also, please note that the
Environmental Justice Report demonstrates how the RTP/SCS fully complies with Title VI requirements.

23

TCAG will amend the language of the Final RTP/SCS to reflect this suggestion.

24

Through the CEQA process for individual transportation projects, all options are on the table for discussion when considering
potential mitigation measures for transportation projects. To the extent that transit would mitigate a significant and is a feasible
mitigation measure, it would be considered during project-level CEQA reviews.. No change in the policies is necessary to make
this happen.

25

When today’s disadvantaged communities were first built, they were not disadvantaged communities and therefore were not
constructed with the intended or unintended consequence of discriminating against anyone. Since regional projects benefit all
communities and populations, and there are disadvantaged communities in every incorporated city and the county, all of our
historic TCAG projects have been for the benefit of a disadvantaged community. Future needs for low-income and
disadvantaged communities are properly studied in the RTP/SCS and the 48 appendices, including in complete streets plans for
unincorporated county communities. As TCAG continues to implement its fair and equitable policies for transportation
implementation, continued equity analysis will take place as part of future studies. The RTP/SCS’s Environmental Justice Report
appendix further demonstrates that disadvantaged communities equally share the benefits of and burdens of the RTP/SCS with
non-disadvantaged communities.

26

Funding for public outreach is provided by the Federal Government as part of the RTP/SCS process. Not only did TCAG meet
all state and federal requirements for outreach, but TCAG far exceeded those requirements by conducting extensive Tribal and
Disadvantaged community outreach. By partnering with CSET to conduct 71 community workshops and events, TCAG
received four times the amount of feedback it has ever received in an RTP/SCS effort. TCAG also worked with the Leadership
Counsel for Justice and Accountability to provide additional outreach to disadvantaged residents beyond what was required.

27

All notices, communications and outreach display items were available in both English and Spanish throughout the process, even
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though there is no state or federal requirement to do so for outreach. Translation staff and/or services were available at all of our
outreach events. All social media posts, which generated the majority of RTP/SCS comments, were done in both English and
Spanish, with an equal amount of advertising funding going to each language in boosting the posts. The final workshop, held in
the evening, was conducted entirely in Spanish by TCAG staff. Funding for outreach is provided by the Federal Government for
RTP/SCS processes and is not sufficient to provide additional services beyond what was done with this RTP/SCS creation.

28 These responses to comments are TCAG’s approach to responding to oral and written comments with a transparent process for
consideration and incorporation in planning updates before the TCAG Board.

29 Translation has been available in all TCAG outreach events. The last RTP/SCS workshop was held in the evening and was
accessible to low-income residents, as evidenced by the attendees that came from four different disadvantaged communities
outside of Visalia.

30 The RTP Roundtable received regular updates and opportunities for comment throughout the entire process, first over modeling
issues, second over development scenario creation, third over development scenario selection, fourth over outreach strategies,
fifth over the Draft RTP/SCS and sixth over progress at the end of the project.

31 TCAG and its member agencies have been big supporters of CalVans. TCAG provides advertising dollars annually and the
cities of Visalia, Tulare, and Porterville provide generous subsidies for new CalVans members. https://calvans.org/cost-
calculators. It reaches numerous rural disadvantaged communities and connects them with employment in the agricultural
industry. Flexible micro transit is a new concept currently being developed as a future pilot program in the North County area.
If successful it could be implemented in other parts of the region. It is likely to be a part of the next RTP/SCS effort.

32 TCAG will amend the language in the Final RTP/SCS to reflect this suggestion.

33 Although TCAG supports state efforts to dramatically improve opportunities for transit and active transportation, it cannot
guarantee and outcome for processes that it does not control. Although TCAG is making significant efforts to provide additional
active transportation facilities, it cannot force people to use those facilities and therefore control the outcome.

34 This has been done in the Policy Element, Action Element, Finance Element, Regional Active Transportation Plan, Regional
Transit Plan, Cross Valley Corridor Plan and all of the Complete Streets Studies that are contained in the Appendices. Since it is
already a firm policy in the RTP/SCS, it is expected to continue to be a priority in the future.

35 Active transportation outreach is done in accordance with state and federal requirements. Additional translation services are
provided as funding and resources are available.

36 N/A

37 TCAG will amend the language in the Final RTP/SCS to reflect this suggestion.

38 TCAG will amend the language in the Final RTP/SCS to reflect this suggestion.

39 TCAG will amend the language in the Final RTP/SCS to reflect this suggestion.

40 TCAG will amend the language in the Final RTP/SCS to reflect this suggestion.

41 TCAG will amend the language in the Final RTP/SCS to reflect this suggestion.

42 TCAG will amend the language in the Final RTP/SCS to reflect this suggestion.

43 TCAG will amend the language in the Final RTP/SCS to reflect this suggestion.

44 TCAG will amend the language in the Final RTP/SCS to reflect this suggestion.

45 Pages A-5 and A-7 contain policies to this effect, promoting safety.

46 Air Quality and safety analysis are part of the Environmental Review process that is done for all highway expansion projects.

47 TCAG cannot change the federal and state constraints governing how federal and state transportation funding is spent. Each
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federal and state funding source must be used in accordance with the dictates of its associated policies, procedures and audits.
Also, Measure R projects were decided upon by the will of the region’s voters who passed the sales tax, are governed by an
oversight committee. However, there is no denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority
(which make up a 70% majority in Tulare County) and low-income populations (which are found in every incorporated and
unincorporated community in the region) because all regional projects benefit all populations, and all local project benefit the
disadvantaged residents located within their jurisdictions. In the unincorporated county, the remaining funding has been
disproportionately directed to rural disadvantaged communities (Safe Routes to School, Active Transportation Program, Farm to
Market, etc.) Additional evidence is available on tables B-82 and B-83 of the Action Element which show only a few highway
widenings in total, and those are pushed to the end of the time frame in question, giving the effect of front loading the types of
other projects that the comment suggests. The RTP/SCS’s Environmental Justice Report appendix further demonstrates that
disadvantaged communities equally share the benefits of and burdens of the RTP/SCS with non-disadvantaged communities.

48

Potential human health and other environmental effects are analyzed in all environmental reviews conducted for transportation
projects. However, there is no denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority (which make up
a 70% majority in Tulare County) and low-income populations (which are found in every incorporated and unincorporated
community in the region) because all regional projects benefit all populations, and all local project benefit the disadvantaged
residents located within their jurisdictions. In the unincorporated county, the remaining funding has been disproportionately
directed to rural disadvantaged communities (Safe Routes to School, Active Transportation Program, Farm to Market, etc.)
Additional evidence is available on tables B-82 and B-83 of the Action Element which show only a few highway widenings in
total, and those are pushed to the end of the time frame in question, giving the effect of front loading the types of other projects
that the disadvantaged communities are saying that they want. The RTP/SCS’s Environmental Justice Report appendix further
demonstrates that disadvantaged communities equally share the benefits of and burdens of the RTP/SCS with non-disadvantaged
communities.

49

Potential human health and other environmental effects are analyzed in all environmental reviews conducted for transportation
projects. However, there is no denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority (which make up
a 70% majority in Tulare County) and low-income populations (which are found in every incorporated and unincorporated
community in the region) because all regional projects benefit all populations, and all local project benefit the disadvantaged
residents located within their jurisdictions. In the unincorporated county, the remaining funding has been disproportionately
directed to rural disadvantaged communities (Safe Routes to School, Active Transportation Program, Farm to Market, etc.)
Additional evidence is available on tables B-82 and B-83 of the Action Element which show only a few highway widenings in
total, and those are pushed to the end of the time frame in question, giving the effect of front loading the types of other projects
that the disadvantaged communities are saying that they want. The RTP/SCS’s Environmental Justice Report appendix further
demonstrates that disadvantaged communities equally share the benefits of and burdens of the RTP/SCS with non-disadvantaged
communities.

50

The RTP/SCS has a time horizon extending to the year 2042. The RTP/SCS Action Element describes the implementation of
projects proposed in the RTP/SCS. However, there is no denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by
minority (which make up a 70% majority in Tulare County) and low-income populations (which are found in every incorporated
and unincorporated community in the region) because all regional projects benefit all populations, and all local project benefit
the disadvantaged residents located within their jurisdictions. In the unincorporated county, the remaining funding has been
disproportionately directed to rural disadvantaged communities (Safe Routes to School, Active Transportation Program, Farm to
Market, etc.) Additional evidence is available on tables B-82 and B-83 of the Action Element which show only a few highway
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widenings in total, and those are pushed to the end of the time frame in question, giving the effect of front loading the types of
other projects that the disadvantaged communities are saying that they want. The RTP/SCS’s Environmental Justice Report
appendix further demonstrates that disadvantaged communities equally share the benefits of and burdens of the RTP/SCS with
non-disadvantaged communities.

51

The RTP/SCS has a time horizon extending to the year 2042. The RTP/SCS Action Element describes the implementation of
projects proposed in the RTP/SCS. However, there is no denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by
minority (which make up a 70% majority in Tulare County) and low-income populations (which are found in every incorporated
and unincorporated community in the region) because all regional projects benefit all populations, and all local project benefit
the disadvantaged residents located within their jurisdictions. In the unincorporated county, the remaining funding has been
disproportionately directed to rural disadvantaged communities (Safe Routes to School, Active Transportation Program, Farm to
Market, etc.) Additional evidence is available on tables B-82 and B-83 of the Action Element which show only a few highway
widenings in total, and those are pushed to the end of the time frame in question, giving the effect of front loading the types of
other projects that the disadvantaged communities are saying that they want.

52

The Action Element does contain programs and actions necessary to implement the plan and assigns implementation
responsibilities.

53

The RTP/SCS, as currently proposed, is action oriented and pragmatic. Although SB-375 does not define the terms clear, action-
oriented, and pragmatic, and the RTP Guidelines give regions considerable discretion in crafting policies, The RTP/SCS is
pragmatic (evidenced by the fiscal constraint on it’s vision), action-oriented (evidenced by the Action and Finance Elements, as
well as 48 implementation appendices) and meets the needs of disadvantaged communities (as evidenced by numerous policy
and implementation provisions throughout the plan, the elements and the 48 implementation appendices.

54

The RTP/SCS’s level of detail for timelines does meet Government Code Section 65080 requirements. For example, Tables A-
15, A-16 and A-18 of the Action Element shows years for which certain phases of proposed projects would take place.

55

Since Regional Projects benefit all populations, there are disadvantaged populations in all communities within Tulare County
and there is a disproportionate amount of discretionary funding being targeted for rural communities, the proposed time frames
are adequate to meet the needs of disadvantaged residents in the region. The RTP/SCS’s Environmental Justice Report appendix
further demonstrates that disadvantaged communities equally share the benefits of and burdens of the RTP/SCS with non-
disadvantaged communities.

56

TCAG agrees that the well-timed implementation of proposed policies will help TCAG meet state goals. Since Regional
Projects benefit all populations, there are disadvantaged populations in all communities within Tulare County and there is a
disproportionate amount of discretionary funding being targeted for rural communities, it cannot be verified that there have been
any historical, current or potential inequities that involve TCAG or regional transportation planning. The RTP/SCS’s
Environmental Justice Report appendix further demonstrates that disadvantaged communities equally share the benefits of and
burdens of the RTP/SCS with non-disadvantaged communities.

57

The commenter’s opinion is noted. The term “small” and “inexpensive” are relative terms. Whether or not the proposed projects
have more impact on public safety is more a matter of the type of project, than the size of the community. For example, a studies
show that a roundabout (such as the ones being constructed in several incorporated cities in the region) are far more safer for
pedestrians crossing streets than crosswalks, strobe lights, and other improvements that might be considered in rural
communities.

58

Policies on page A-3, A-4, A-5 and A-6 of the Policy Element contain provisions for health, safety, deficient infrastructure, and
equity. Affirmative actions to address these issues is contained in the Action Element and the 48 RTP/SCS appendices. The
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RTP/SCS’s Environmental Justice Report appendix further demonstrates that disadvantaged communities equally share the
benefits of and burdens of the RTP/SCS with non-disadvantaged communities.

59

Tables A-15, A-16 and A-18 of the Action Element shows years for which certain phases of proposed projects would take place.
There is no denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority (which make up a 70% majority in
Tulare County) and low-income populations (which are found in every incorporated and unincorporated community in the
region) because all regional projects benefit all populations, and all local project benefit the disadvantaged residents located
within their jurisdictions. In the unincorporated county, the remaining funding has been disproportionately directed to rural
disadvantaged communities (Safe Routes to School, Active Transportation Program, Farm to Market, etc.) Additional evidence
is available on tables B-82 and B-83 of the Action Element which show only a few highway widenings in total, and those are
pushed to the end of the time frame in question, giving the effect of front loading the types of other projects that the
disadvantaged communities are saying that they want. The RTP/SCS’s Environmental Justice Report appendix further
demonstrates that disadvantaged communities equally share the benefits of and burdens of the RTP/SCS with non-disadvantaged
communities.

60

Since Regional Projects benefit all populations, there are disadvantaged populations in all communities within Tulare County
and there is a disproportionate amount of discretionary funding being targeted for rural communities, the proposed project lists
and time schedules meet the suggestion for a description of specific investments. The specific detailed timelines for
disadvantaged community projects recommended by the comment are not required by federal or state transportation planning
law or guidance.

61

Since Regional Projects benefit all populations, there are disadvantaged populations in all communities within Tulare County
and there is a disproportionate amount of discretionary funding being targeted for rural communities, the proposed projects
contained in the RTP/SCS facilitate addressing the needs of disadvantaged communities. Potential significant environmental
effects are discussed in the EIR, and feasible mitigation measures to reduce them will be adopted at the end of the CEQA process
as part of the CEQA findings of fact.

62

Page A-7 of the Policy Element has a policy that addresses a project ranking system.

63

Pages A-3 through A-18 of the Policy Element contain policies that promote funding for healthy, equitable and sustainable
communities and the transportation choices that make them possible.

64

According to numerous transit surveys, described in the RTP Regional Transit Plan and various Transit Plan Appendices, the
biggest factors that determine transit ridership have to do with convenience and coverage and not physical barriers located in
certain communities. This is also reflected in the survey results done as part of the RTP/SCS outreach. Having lower transit
ridership than that state average has to do with the Tulare County region being geographically large, rural and sparsely populated
compared to California’s mega city regions. To compare the Tulare County Region’s transit to state averages that include larger
cities is misleading and not useful in identifying Tulare County transit needs.

65

TCAG agrees with this suggestion in concept and has launched a pilot program in the north county to study it and test out rural
micro transit. If effective, it could lead to micro transit being implemented in other rural areas of the region. The existing
policies of the RTP/SCS are adequate to address transit needs as evidenced by TCAG’s ability to get funding for and initiate the
pilot program.

66

TCAG agrees with this suggestion in concept and has launched a pilot program in the north county to study it and test out rural
micro transit. If effective, it could lead to micro transit being implemented in other rural areas of the region. The existing
policies of the RTP/SCS are adequate to address transit needs as evidenced by TCAG’s ability to get funding for and initiate the
pilot program.
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67

TCAG did explicitly consider the input of the public participation process in developing RTP/SCS. Pages A-3 through A-18 of
the Policy Element contain policies that promote transit, overcoming barriers, and supporting mode choice. Meaningful actions
to improve transit have taken place over the last ten years, and ridership has nearly doubled as a result. However, every transit
agency in the region is currently failing to meet federal standards for farebox recovery, despite the increases in ridership. There
may not be a correlation between ridership and farebox if the costs for providing transit continue to increase.

68

The recommended alternative is infeasible. With the passage of Measure R, and the significant provisions for transit and active
transportation funding it contains, the requested shift has already happened to a large extent. However, further major shifts are
not currently feasible, since TCAG does not control federal and state funding spending requirements and priorities. Federal and
state funding pots cannot be mixed, or redirected in a manner that violates federal and state funding source constraints. They are
carefully planned and scrutinized by auditors and any unauthorized spending or redirecting will lead to a loss of funding. .
Similarly, Measure R projects were decided by the voters of the Sales Tax Measure and are governed by an oversight committee
to make sure that TCAG does not redirect funds to other priorities. That being said, according to Tables B-82 and B-83, there
are few widening projects proposed in the planning horizon of the RTP/SCS, and what few that exist have been pushed to the
end of the timeline, revealing a focus on investments that meet regional health, equity and sustainability goals already in place.

69

Environmental impacts associated with the RTP/SCS are discussed in the EIR.

70

The RTP/SCS does invest adequately in active transportation and transit, and meets applicable federal transportation planning
legal requirements for these modes. Federal and state funding pots cannot be mixed or redirected in a manner that violates
federal and state funding source constraints . They are carefully planned and scrutinized by auditors and any unauthorized
spending or redirecting will lead to a loss of funding. Similarly, Measure R projects were decided by the voters of the Sales Tax
Measure and are governed by an oversight committee to make sure that TCAG does not redirect funds to other priorities. That
being said, according to Tables B-82 and B-83, there are few widening projects proposed in the planning horizon of the
RTP/SCS, and what few that exist have been pushed to the end of the timeline, revealing a focus on investments that meet
regional health, equity and sustainability goals already in place. The RTP/SCS does identify and include rural transportation
issues as a regional concern. Not only do the RTP/SCS goals and policies to support communities in developing walkable,
bikeable and transit-ready neighborhoods for people of all levels of income and various availability of resources (Policy Element
page 2-4), but TCAG has consistently demonstrated this with the innovative and dedicated funding of complete streets plans,
active transportation projects and other improvements in Environmental Justice Communities, a disproportionately large amount
going to rural, unincorporated communities. For example, according to the latest census, over two thirds of all economically
disadvantaged households are located within incorporated cities. However, all of the TCAG funded complete streets studies
since the program has begun, have been provided exclusively in unincorporated communities. Based on our analysis,
approximately 80% of all active transportation program funding from state grants have gone to unincorporated communities. All
of TCAG’s farm to market road funding, since the program has begun has been in unincorporated areas. Measure R has directed
significant, new funding to all communities for increased transit, bike and pedestrian projects and road rehabilitation through the
local program. State Route 99 widening in the future is proposed to pass through Tipton, Pixley and Earlimart. State Route 65
widening is proposed to pass through Terra Bella and Ducor. In both cases, the considerable expense to improve the principal
transportation connection in these communities, which is what is used by existing and potential transit to serve these
communities, will provide increased economic development opportunities and access to goods and services. However, regional
projects benefit all communities, populations and residents in the region, whether they are accessed via vehicle, transit or active
transportation. By continuing to provide regional projects in the RTP/SCS, rural and disadvantaged communities are benefitted
along with all of the others. The RTP/SCS’s Environmental Justice Report appendix further demonstrates that disadvantaged
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communities equally share the benefits of and burdens of the RTP/SCS with non-disadvantaged communities.

71

The recommended alternative is infeasible. There is no imbalance in the RTP/SCS related to disadvantaged communities. All
regional projects benefit all populations. Disadvantaged communities exist in all of the region’s communities, therefore, any
local project, in any given location is going to benefit a disadvantaged community. All jurisdictions have people that do not
have vehicles, whether it be by choice, or otherwise. . The RTP/SCS’s Environmental Justice Report appendix further
demonstrates that disadvantaged communities equally share the benefits of and burdens of the RTP/SCS with non-disadvantaged
communities.

72

Page A-13 has a policy to maintain or improve the existing transportation system condition and efficiency. No further policies
are necessary to address street maintenance.

73

Federal and state funding pots cannot be mixed or redirected in a manner that violates federal and state funding source
constraints. They are carefully planned and scrutinized by auditors and any unauthorized spending or redirecting will lead to a
loss of funding. Similarly, Measure R projects were decided by the voters of the Sales Tax Measure and are governed by an
oversight committee to make sure that TCAG does not redirect funds to other priorities. That being said, according to Tables B-
82 and B-83, there really are very few many widening projects proposed in the planning horizon of the RTP/SCS, and what few
that exist have been pushed to the end of the timeline, revealing a focus on investments that meet regional health, equity and
sustainability goals already in place. Measure R included local program funding to maintain existing roads, a significant amount
of which is done directly in disadvantaged communities, and another amount of which is used by residents of disadvantaged
communities, providing them benefit.

74

Comment Noted

75

There is no known study that scientifically links “pedestrian danger” with road maintenance condition. Typically, unrepaired
roads result in lower vehicle speeds that in turn result in fewer pedestrian related injuries or fatalities.

76

Comment Noted

77

Without revising the Draft RTP/SCS, the maintenance needs of existing roads and active and public transportation infrastructure
are being pursued aggressively, consistent with state and federal constraints on funding sources. Local sales tax measure money
is being directed to maintenance to the maximum extent possible under guidelines imposed by the voters of the region that are
watched by a regional oversight committee. Since every jurisdiction in the region has disadvantaged populations, it can be said
that every possible means to provide road maintenance for disadvantaged communities is being pursued aggressively and that
there are not currently any other possible options to consider.

78

Some but not all roadway expansion induces more driving demand. Of course it would depend on the definition of roadway
expansion and the definition of driving demand. For example, Hermosa Street in Lindsay was widened to four lanes in the
1970’s (or 1980’s) but does not have significant traffic on it today, nor has the City of Lindsay experience much growth since
then. State Route 65 near Lindsay was widened to four lanes at about the same time but continues to have only sporadic traffic
and operates at a LOS A for most of the day, if not all of the day. Conversely, Spruce Avenue has not been widened at all since
it was constructed, and has had very significant increases in vehicular traffic in recent years. Other factors besides widening play
into whether or not there is an increase of traffic on any given road.

79

Actually, Tables on page B-82 and B-83 of the Action Element reveal very few capacity increasing projects associated with the
2018 RTP/SCS and they are mostly deferred to later years.

80

Some but not all roadway expansion induces more driving demand. Of course it would depend on the definition of roadway
expansion and the definition of driving demand. For example, Hermosa Street in Lindsay was widened to four lanes in the
1970’s (or 1980’s) but does not have significant traffic on it today, nor has the City of Lindsay experience much growth since
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then. State Route 65 near Lindsay was widened to four lanes at about the same time but continues to have only sporadic traffic
and operates at a LOS A for most of the day, if not all of the day. Conversely, Spruce Avenue has not been widened at all since
it was constructed, and has had very significant increases in vehicular traffic in recent years. Other factors besides widening play
into whether or not there is an increase of traffic on any given road.

81 The RTP/SCS transit provisions meet federal and state transportation planning requirements. Although TCAG agrees that transit
systems are useful to individuals who are unable to drive, in the TCAG region there is no evidence t that transit has had more
than a small impact on the regional efforts to reduce traffic congestion, VMT or vehicle emissions. .

82 The recommended alternative is infeasible. Federal and state funding pots cannot be mixed or redirected in a manner that
violates federal and state funding source constraints. They are carefully planned and scrutinized by auditors and any
unauthorized spending or redirecting will lead to a loss of funding. Similarly, Measure R projects were decided by the voters of
the Sales Tax Measure and are governed by an oversight committee to make sure that TCAG does not redirect funds to other
priorities. That being said, according to Tables B-82 and B-83, there are few widening projects proposed in the planning horizon
of the RTP/SCS, and what few that exist have been pushed to the end of the timeline, revealing a focus on investments that meet
regional health, equity and sustainability goals already in place. Disadvantaged communities exist in all of the region’s
communities, therefore, any local project, in any given location is going to benefit a disadvantaged community. The RTP/SCS’s
Environmental Justice Report appendix further demonstrates that disadvantaged communities equally share the benefits of and
burdens of the RTP/SCS with non-disadvantaged communities.

83 Federal and state funding pots cannot be mixed or redirected in a manner that violates federal and state funding source
constraints. They are carefully planned and scrutinized by auditors and any unauthorized spending or redirecting will lead to a
loss of funding. . Measure R projects were decided by the voters of the Sales Tax Measure and are governed by an oversight
committee to make sure that TCAG does not redirect funds to other priorities. That being said, according to Tables B-82 and B-
83, there are few many widening projects proposed in the planning horizon of the RTP/SCS, and what few that exist have been
pushed to the end of the timeline, revealing a focus on investments that meet regional health, equity and sustainability goals
already in place. Disadvantaged communities exist in all of the region’s communities, therefore, any local project, in any given
location is going to benefit a disadvantaged community. The RTP/SCS’s Environmental Justice Report appendix further
demonstrates that disadvantaged communities equally share the benefits of and burdens of the RTP/SCS with non-disadvantaged
communities.

84 TCAG agrees with this suggestion in concept and has launched a pilot program in the north county to study it and test out rural
micro transit. If effective, it could lead to micro transit being implemented in other rural areas of the region. The existing
policies of the RTP/SCS are adequate to address transit needs as evidenced by TCAG’s ability to get funding for and initiate the
pilot program.

85 TCAG cannot change the federal and state constraints governing how federal and state transportation funding is spent. Each
federal and state funding source must be used in accordance with the dictates of its associated policies, procedures and audits.
Also, Measure R projects were decided upon by the will of the region’s voters who passed the sales tax, are governed by an
oversight committee. However, there is no denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority
(which make up a 70% majority in Tulare County) and low-income populations (which are found in every incorporated and
unincorporated community in the region) because all regional projects benefit all populations, and all local projects benefit the
disadvantaged residents located within their jurisdictions. In the unincorporated county, the remaining funding has been
disproportionately directed to rural disadvantaged communities (Safe Routes to School, Active Transportation Program, Farm to
Market, etc.) Additional evidence is available on tables B-82 and B-83 of the Action Element which show only a few highway
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widenings in total, and those are pushed to the end of the time frame in question, giving the effect of front loading the types of
other projects that the disadvantaged communities are saying that they want. The RTP/SCS’s Environmental Justice Report
appendix further demonstrates that disadvantaged communities equally share the benefits of and burdens of the RTP/SCS with
non-disadvantaged communities.

86

TCAG cannot change the federal and state constraints governing how federal and state transportation funding is spent. Each
federal and state funding source must be used in accordance with the dictates of its associated policies, procedures and audits.
Also, Measure R projects were decided upon by the will of the region’s voters who passed the sales tax, are governed by an
oversight committee. However, there is no denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority
(which make up a 70% majority in Tulare County) and low-income populations (which are found in every incorporated and
unincorporated community in the region) because all regional projects benefit all populations, and all local project benefit the
disadvantaged residents located within their jurisdictions. In the unincorporated county, the remaining funding has been
disproportionately directed to rural disadvantaged communities (Safe Routes to School, Active Transportation Program, Farm to
Market, etc.) Additional evidence is available on tables B-82 and B-83 of the Action Element which show only a few highway
widenings in total, and those are pushed to the end of the time frame in question, giving the effect of front loading the types of
other projects that the disadvantaged communities are saying that they want. The RTP/SCS’s Environmental Justice Report
appendix further demonstrates that disadvantaged communities equally share the benefits of and burdens of the RTP/SCS with
non-disadvantaged communities, and demonstrates how the RTP/SC complies with Title VI requirements..
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Given the disproportionate direction of funding to rural disadvantaged communities within the region, it is questionable whether
or not said disparities in transportation investment currently exist, but pages A-3 through A-13 of the Policy Element contain
numerous policies supporting smart growth. TCAG went through extensive efforts to make the SCS consistent with all local
General Plans, and the RTP/SCS provisions for smart growth are internally consistent.
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The RTP Roundtable is made up of members from every TCAG agency (each agency containing at least one disadvantaged
community), as well as advocacy groups that have the needs of disadvantaged communities in mind. As such, this Roundtable
functions successfully as an Environmental Justice Advisory Committee to the TCAG Board in matters relating to regional
planning in the region. This is evidenced by the collaborative nature in which TCAG conducted the business of the Roundtable
and incorporated suggestions of advocacy groups throughout the process. It lead to many discussions and changes to RTP/SCS
policies, outreach and practices and was so successful, that it eliminated the need to consider the formation of any other group
that would simply duplicate efforts. Roundtable suggestions were made part of the current draft of the RTP/SCS that is being
considered for approval. It is expected that the RTP Roundtable would continue to function with future RTP/SCS cycles and
continue to address issues involving environmental justice and disadvantaged communities. In future RTP Cycles, the RTP
Roundtable will be able to continue to discuss “fair share” and other topics associated with environmental justice.
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The RTP Roundtable is made up of members from every TCAG agency (each agency containing at least one disadvantaged
community), as well as advocacy groups that have the needs of disadvantaged communities in mind. As such, this Roundtable
functions successfully as an Environmental Justice Advisory Committee to the TCAG Board in matters relating to regional
planning in the region. This is evidenced by the collaborative nature in which TCAG conducted the business of the Roundtable
and incorporated suggestions of advocacy groups throughout the process. It lead to many discussions and changes to RTP/SCS
policies, outreach and practices and was so successful, that it eliminated the need to consider the formation of any other group
that would simply duplicate efforts. Roundtable suggestions were made part of the current draft of the RTP/SCS that is being
considered for approval. It is expected that the RTP Roundtable would continue to function with future RTP/SCS cycles and
continue to address issues involving environmental justice and disadvantaged communities. In future RTP Cycles, the RTP
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Roundtable will be able to continue to discuss “fair share” and other topics associated with environmental justice. The 2018
RTP/SCS’s Environmental Justice Report appendix further demonstrates that disadvantaged communities equally share the
benefits of and burdens of the RTP/SCS with non-disadvantaged communities.
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The RTP Roundtable is made up of members from every TCAG agency (each agency containing at least one disadvantaged
community), as well as advocacy groups that have the needs of disadvantaged communities in mind. As such, this Roundtable
functions successfully as an Environmental Justice Advisory Committee to the TCAG Board in matters relating to regional
planning in the region. This is evidenced by the collaborative nature in which TCAG conducted the business of the Roundtable
and incorporated suggestions of advocacy groups throughout the process. It lead to many discussions and changes to RTP/SCS
policies, outreach and practices and was so successful, that it eliminated the need to consider the formation of any other group
that would simply duplicate efforts. Roundtable suggestions were made part of the current draft of the RTP/SCS that is being
considered for approval. It is expected that the RTP Roundtable would continue to function with future RTP/SCS cycles and
continue to address issues involving environmental justice and disadvantaged communities. In future RTP Cycles, the RTP
Roundtable will be able to continue to discuss “fair share” and other topics associated with environmental justice. The 2018
RTP/SCS’s Environmental Justice Report appendix further demonstrates that disadvantaged communities equally share the
benefits of and burdens of the RTP/SCS with non-disadvantaged communities, and demonstrates that the RTP/SCS complies
with Title VI and environmental justice requirements.
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TCAG does need assessments and outreach, inclusive of disadvantaged communities, in an on-going way as part of all its major
programs. For example, the Regional Active Transportation Plan, Long Range Transit Plan and Measure R Expenditure Plan all
contain this kind of needs assessment. These assessments are considered as part of the development of the RTP/SCS.
Furthermore TCAG has funded several complete streets plans and supported the development of community plans in
disadvantaged communities.
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In response to this comment, the Environmental Justice Report was updated and enhanced to include population based analysis.
The below figure from the updated report shows that EJ communities will be receiving a larger share or benefit of roadway
projects than their share of county population.

Figure EJ-7
Share of RTP Roadway Projects in E] Communities
Total Distance of RTP Road Projects (Lane miles) 287
Total Distance of Road Projects within EJ Communities (Lane miles) 156
Share of Roadway Projects within EJ Communities 54.3%
Share of Roadway Projects within .5 miles of E} Communities 62.7%
Share of Roadway Projects within 1 mile of EJ} Communities 72.1%
Average Year of Project Delivery (EJ Areas) 2028.7
Average Year of Project Delivery (non EJ Areas) 2029.2
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Share of RTP Road Project Investment (EJ Areas) ($) 68.9%
Share of RTP Road Project Investment (non EJ Areas) (S) 31.1%
EJ Communities Share of Population in Region 33.4%
93 The Environmental Justice Chapter was updated and enhanced to include a comparison of mode investments between the 2014

RTP/SCS and 2018 RTP/SCS. The below figure from the updated report shows that, compared to the 2014 RTP/SCS, a
significant and increased share of investments in the RTP/SCS for transit and active transportation projects will further benefit
the residents of environmental justice communities, which rely on these modes more than non-environmental justice
communities.. Data do not exist to perform a 20-year retroactive analysis as suggested by the comment, nor is such an analysis
required by federal or state transportation planning law or guidelines.

Figure EJ - 8
Investment Share of RTP Projects 2018 RTP 2014 RTP
Roads and Highways Total 71.7% 86.8%
Highway Capacity Expansion 25.6% 35.2%
Local Roadway Expansion 10.5% 16.0%
Road and Highway Maintenance 35.6% 35.6%
Transit Total 21.7% 12.8%
Active Transportation Total 4.7% 0.4%
Other (ITS) 1.9% 0%
Total Investment $5.731 Billion $5.175 Billion
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The RTP Roundtable is made up of members from every TCAG agency (each agency containing at least one disadvantaged
community), as well as advocacy groups that have the needs of disadvantaged communities in mind. As such, this Roundtable
functions successfully as an Environmental Justice Advisory Committee to the TCAG Board in matters relating to regional
planning in the region. This is evidenced by the collaborative nature in which TCAG conducted the business of the Roundtable
and incorporated suggestions of advocacy groups throughout the process. It lead to many discussions and changes to RTP/SCS
policies, outreach and practices and was so successful, that it eliminated the need to consider the formation of any other group
that would simply duplicate efforts. Roundtable suggestions were made part of the current draft of the RTP/SCS that is being
considered for approval. It is expected that the RTP Roundtable would continue to function with future RTP/SCS cycles and
continue to address issues involving environmental justice and disadvantaged communities. In future RTP Cycles, the RTP
Roundtable will be able to continue to discuss an “electric vehicle implementation plan” and other topics associated with
environmental justice.

95

The Environmental Justice Chapter was updated and enhanced to include population based analysis. See response to comment
93.
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The RTP Roundtable is made up of members from every TCAG agency (each agency containing at least one disadvantaged
community), as well as advocacy groups that have the needs of disadvantaged communities in mind. As such, this Roundtable
functions successfully as an Environmental Justice Advisory Committee to the TCAG Board in matters relating to regional
planning in the region. This is evidenced by the collaborative nature in which TCAG conducted the business of the Roundtable
and incorporated suggestions of advocacy groups throughout the process. It lead to many discussions and changes to RTP/SCS
policies, outreach and practices and was so successful, that it eliminated the need to consider the formation of any other group
that would simply duplicate efforts. Roundtable suggestions were made part of the current draft of the RTP/SCS that is being
considered for approval. It is expected that the RTP Roundtable would continue to function with future RTP/SCS cycles and
continue to address issues involving environmental justice and disadvantaged communities. In future RTP Cycles, the RTP
Roundtable will be able to continue to discuss “equity analysis” and other topics associated with environmental justice.
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Comments on the Draft EIR are responded to in the Final EIR. The 2018 RTP/SCS projects an 87.5% increase in transit
ridership from 2018 to 2042 by increasing density and providing expanded transit services under the aggressive and achievable
Blueprint Scenario. The RTP Roundtable is made up of members from every TCAG agency (each agency containing at least
one disadvantaged community), as well as advocacy groups that have the needs of disadvantaged communities in mind. As
such, this Roundtable functions successfully as an Environmental Justice Advisory Committee to the TCAG Board in matters
relating to regional planning in the region. This is evidenced by the collaborative nature in which TCAG conducted the business
of the Roundtable and incorporated suggestions of advocacy groups throughout the process. It lead to many discussions and
changes to RTP/SCS policies, outreach and practices and was so successful, that it eliminated the need to consider the formation
of any other group that would simply duplicate efforts. Roundtable suggestions were made part of the current draft of the
RTP/SCS that is being considered for approval. It is expected that the RTP Roundtable would continue to function with future
RTP/SCS cycles and continue to address issues involving environmental justice and disadvantaged communities. In future RTP
Cycles, the RTP Roundtable will be able to continue to discuss “transit metrics” and other topics associated with environmental
justice. .
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Comments on the Draft EIR are responded to in the Final EIR The 2018 RTP/SCS Air Quality Conformity document explains
in detail how the RTP/SCS achieves air quality conformity because it conforms to the emissions budgets set for the Tulare
County Region in the SIP (Table 6.1 “Conformity Results”, Page 51). This analysis complies with federal Clean Air Act
transportation conformity requirements, which are different than CEQA’s requirements for analyzing air quality impacts.
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Funding for public outreach is provided by the Federal Government as part of the RTP/SCS process. Not only did TCAG meet
all state and federal requirements for outreach, but TCAG far exceeded those requirements by conducting extensive Tribal and
Disadvantaged community outreach. By partnering with CSET to conduct 71 community workshops and events, TCAG
received four times the amount of feedback it has ever received in an RTP/SCS effort. TCAG also worked with the Leadership
Counsel for Justice and Accountability to provide additional outreach to disadvantaged residents beyond what was required.
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Funding for public outreach is provided by the Federal Government as part of the RTP/SCS process. Not only did TCAG meet
all state and federal requirements for outreach, but TCAG exceeded those requirements by conducting extensive Tribal and
Disadvantaged community outreach. By partnering with CSET to conduct 71 community workshops and events, TCAG
received four times the amount of feedback it has every received in an RTP/SCS effort. TCAG also worked with the Leadership
Counsel for Justice and Accountability to provide additional outreach to disadvantaged residents beyond what was required.
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Funding for public outreach is provided by the Federal Government as part of the RTP/SCS process. Not only did TCAG meet
all state and federal requirements for outreach, but TCAG exceeded those requirements by conducting extensive Tribal and
Disadvantaged community outreach. By partnering with CSET to conduct 71 community workshops and events, TCAG
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received four times the amount of feedback it has every received in an RTP/SCS effort. TCAG also worked with the Leadership
Counsel for Justice and Accountability to provide additional outreach to disadvantaged residents beyond what was required
Translating all 4,000 pages into Spanish would be cost-prohibitive and is not required by federal or state laws or guidelines.
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FAX (559) 445-5875
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June 26, 2018

Mr, Ted Smalley

Exécutive Director

Tulare County Association of Governments
210 N. Church Street, Suite B

Visalia, CA 93291

Dear Mr. Smalley:
Thank you for the opportunity to review the Tulare County Association of Governments’
(TCAG) Draft 2018-2042 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Communities

Strategy (SCS), Caltrans, at District 6 and various divisions within our Department have
reviewed the Draft RTP and collectively offers the following comments.

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING-DISTRICT 6

TCAG is commended for demonsfrating a long-range, fiscally constrained guide with focus on
federal, state, regional, and local goals for the future of their transportation system. TCAG has
provided a 20-year analysis in economic growth, promotion of public health, air quality,
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, natural resources, environmental protection, safety and quality
of life to build healthier communities in the County of Tulare.

TCAG addresses the four main required elements: Policy Element, Action Element, Financial
Element, and Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) conforming to the RTP Guidelines
adopted by the California Transportation Commission (CTC) pursuant to Government Code
65080(d). This plan addresses all forms of transportation available in the County of Tulare also
includes chapters on goods movement and valley wide characteristics from 2018 through 2042,

TCAG is committed to involving their public in their decision-making process. They adopted

. their Preferred Growth Scenario titled the Blueprint Scenario based on the development
principles contained in the 2009 Tulare County Regional Blueprint. TCAG is commended for
selecting this scenario which addresses various indicators including, new development, prime
agriculture, critical habitat, vehicle miles travel, energy, water consumption, CO2 Emission and
transit ridership. This scenario supports a reduction in use of important resources per capita as
well as alternate modes of travel. Caltrans encourages TCAG to continue to apply for funding
resources to further study these indicators in the County of Tulare.

“Provide a safe, suslainable, integrated and efficient transportation sysiem
to enhance California's economy and livability*

155



rbrady
Typewritten Text
Lorena Mendibles

AKane
Typewritten Text
ATTACHMENT 6


Mr. Ted Smalley
June 26, 2018
Page 2

TCAG continues to work diligently to enhance their public outreach efforts to create a more
diverse transportation system for their region, In 2016, TCAG adopted their Regional Active
Transportation Plan for the Tulare County Region also known as Walk ‘n Bike Tulare County
Plan and has become very successful due to the increased public outreach from TCAG and
interest on part of the residents in active transportation. TCAG and its member agencies support
the implementation of complete streets plans, active transportation projects, walking trails, and
encourage employers to offer incentives for employees who walk and bike to work.

TCAG’s Regional Long Range Transit Plan was adopted in 2017 and serves as a summary of
future transit designs, policies, population characteristics and travel patterns within Tulare
County. Additionally, TCAG’s Cross Valley Corridor study intends to study future passenger
rail service along existing freight corridors and facilitates growth for the future California High
Speed Rail service. These two projects provide opportunities to compare transportation
improvements and modal strategies, as well as research funding sources that may be available to
advance the area’s long-term transportation goals.

TCAG is commended for their efforts in applying for SB1 — Caltrans Sustainable Transportation
Planning Grants and being successful in receiving several awards in Sustainable Transportation
Planning and Sustainable Transportation Planning Formula grants,

OFFICE OF REGIONAL PLANNING-HEADQUARTERS

The Office of Regional Planning, Regional Coordination Branch has reviewed the Tulare County
Association of Governments (TCAG) Draft 2018 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and offers the following comments:

Tulare County Association of Governments is commended for:

e Developing a 2018 Regional Transportation Plan that is clear and supported with a well-
documented public involvement process,

s Developing a great Executive Summary, highlighting the 2018 RTP and providing resources for ’
public understanding;

e Completing a robust public participation plan with many nodes of access for input throughout the
development of the plan.

RTP CHECKLIST COMMENTS

The RTP Checklist should be signed, and should reference RTP content locations in the body of the
RTP and give the appropriate page number locations, not just Chapter or Appendix references. v

General ;

#4(h). The Checklist should indicate additional page numbers that fully identify a forecasted
development pattern for the region which, when integrated with the transportation network, and
other transportation measures and policies, will reduce the greenhouse gas emissions from 3
automnobiles and light trucks.

“Provide a saft, sustainable, iniegraied and efficlent transporiaiion system
to enhance California’s cconomy and livability”
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Financial
#7. Please identify where the RTP contains a statement regarding consistency between the projects in
the RTP and the ITIP (2016 STIP Guidelines Section 33).

#8. Please identify where the RTP contains a statement regarding consistency between the projects in
the RTP and the RTIP (2016 STIP Guidelines Section 19).

#9. There is not a page A-47. Please identify in the Final Adopted document where the RTP
addresses the specific financial strategies required to ensure the identified TCMs from the SIP can be
implemented.

Environmental

Due to the importance of the environmental component of the RTP, it would be more appropriate to
specify the applicable pages. Although the Checklist questions can be found in the indicated
Appendices and PEIR, gamering page ranges will be more beneficial to the viewing public.

OFFICE OF STATE PLANNING (OSP)-HEADQUARTERS

Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comments on the 2018 TCAG Draft RTP/SCS.
OSP would like to offer the following comments for your consideration:

Executive Summary:
¢ There does not seem to be a cover, or at least not one that Caltrans can find on the website. One
should be created if not done so already.

Policy Element:

¢ There is no mention of general information on the California Transportation Plan (CTP) or
aligning with the most recently adopted plan, the CTP 2040. There should be mention of the
effort to align with statewide goals, policies, strategies, and recommendations where they apply
to the needs of Tulare County. Here is an example of some language that could be possibly
inserted under the State and Federal Issues section:

= “Senate Bill 391 (8B 391, 2009) required the California Department of Transportation to

prepare the California Transportation Plan (CTP), a statewide long-range transportation
plan, by December 2015, to reduce GHG emissions. This system laid out in the CTP
2040 showed reductions in GHG emissions to 1990 levels from current levels by 2020,
and 80 percent below the 1990 levels by 2050 as described by AB 32 and Executive
Order S-03-05. The CTP 2040 demonstrates how major metropolitan areas, rural areas,
and state agencies can coordinate planning efforts to achieve critical statewide goals.
TCAG will work to align with the goals, policies, strategies, and recommendations laid
out in the CTP 2040 where applicable.” ‘

“Provide a safe, sustainable, Integrated and sfficient lransportation system
to enhance California's economy and livability”
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o Caltrans is beginning the development the next iteration of the State Transportation Plan, the
CTP 2050, will be developing new scenarios, policies, strategies, and recommendations.
Caltrans recommends mentioning within the RTP that coordination and collaboration with
Caltrans during the development of the CTP 2050 would also be beneficial.

Sustainable Communities Strategy:
e SB 375 and SB 743 are mentioned extensively and the forecasting numbers are easy to read
through the use of charts and graphs, but could be more aesthetically improved.

e There is no mention of AB 32’s goal of lowering statewide GHG emissions 80% below 1990
levels by 2050 as well as SB 32’s mid-point goal of lowering statewide GHG emissions 40%
below 1990 levels by 2030. Even though the county only has set GHG targets by ARB from SB
375 for the years 2020 and 2035, it would be beneficial to mention how the county’s goals fit
into California's overall goal of reducing GHGs.

General Comments:

e Some of the text and shapes in the maps are hard to read due to font size and pixilation. It
would be beneficial to export these from GIS in higher resolutions or file formats to alleviate
this issue. This is the case with all of the maps throughout the document.

e There are a few images and photos in the document. Caltrans recommends adding pictures
throughout the plan to make the document more readable and aesthetically pleasing.

Thank you for considering our comments for inclusion of the Final TCAG 2018 Regional
Transportation Plan. Caltrans looks forward to partnering with TCAG on future transportation
issues to ensure that planned projects in the RTP are equitable and sustainable. If you have any
further questions, please contact me at (559) 445-5421.

Sincerely,

LORENA MENDIBLES
Associate Transportation Planner
Transportation Planning-North

¢ Gail Miller, Michael Navarro, Shane Gunn, Albert Lee, Caltrans District 6
Erin Thompson, Caleb Brock, Patrick Record,

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
fo enhance California s economy and livabiline™

(o
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Lorena Mendibles, California Department of Transportation, June 26, 2018

Number Response \

1 Comment Noted

2 The checklist will be signed with the submittal of the Final RTP and include suggested
changes.

Will include in final version of the RTP.

Will include in the final version of the RTP

The cover of the Executive Summary serves as the cover of the RTP.

Will include in the final version of the RTP

Comment Noted

3
4
5
6 Will include similar language in the final version of the RTP
7
8
9

Will include similar language in the final version of the RTP

10 Comment Noted

11 Pictures are concentrated into the Executive Summary for efficiency and cost savings
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Dave Jones

Response to Consultant Team Questions — Cross Valley Corridor Stakeholders — Dave Jones /comments

Question Number

1)
2)

3)
4)
5)
6)
7)

8)
9)

One day is as good as any estimate. East to West or West to East travel is probably work and sales related.

| would think that our Visalia to Westside movement Will require more parking in Visalia. Hanford and Visalia
may be the Premiums place to live.

Build the bike paths for powered bikes too — we have no idea where It is going.

Probably a good number if you provide for electric cars or busses.

Yes.

A Peddler coming from LA or the Bay area needs a car. Allow for that.

To go to my Persian “Fuggot Khoda Me Do Nay” Translation: “Only God Knows”. Looks like another meeting
on that alone!

Peak: 5AM ta 8AM and 4PM to 7PM. 10 Off Peak: 8PM to 5PM

Why not! Only Charlie High Speed Rail Knows!

Dave Jones - Hanford, CA
1/18/17
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Dave Jones, January 18, 2017

Number Response |
1 Comments Noted
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High-Speed Rail Authority

Central Valley Regional Office

June 15, 2018

Mr. Ted Smalley

Executive Direclor

Tulare County Association of Governments
210 N Church Street, Suite B

Visalia, CA 93291

Subject: 2018 Draft Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy for Tulare
County

Dear Mr. Smalley:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2018 Draft Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Community Strategy (RTP/SCS). The California High-Speed Rail Program is
supportive of new and innovative planning that represents unique, local appropriate approaches
to high-speed rail station area development. This type of planning is reflected in the Tulare
County Association of Governments’ Draft RTP/SCS.

First of all, [ would like to compliment TCAG for including the following policies:

1) Encourage jurisdictions to consider public transit, transit-oriented development and
mixed-use development, rail and other complete street development during updates of general
plans and other planning processes;

2) Encourage development of a transit system that interconnects and coordinates with other
modes of transportation;

3) Encourage the cities of Visalia, Porterville, Lindsay, Exeter, Farmersville, Dinuba,
Woodlake and Tulare to plan and implement transit-oriented land use along the planned Cross
Valley Corridor;

4) Support the development, extension, and maintenance of passenger rail services,
including, but not limited to, Cross Valley Rail, High-Speed rail and Amtrak.

5) Including the Cross Valley Corridor Plan in the Action Element.

The Draft RTP/SCS references complete streets policies and working with other agencies to carry
out the Cross Valley Corridor Plan. We request your consideration of the following comments
into the Draft RTP/SCS:

1) Complete Street Policies for the cities of Visalia, Farmersville, Exeter and Lindsay in the
appendix, if available;

2) Coordinate with transportation agencies across borders to ensure an efficient flow of
people along key interregional corridors to carry out the Cross Valley Corridor Plan in Tulare,
Kings and east Fresno counties.

1111 H Street, Fresno CA 93721 » www.hsr.ca.gov
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Mr. Ted Smalley
Page 2

In closing, the California High-Speed Rail Program would like to thank you and your staff for your

leadership, flexibility and teamwaork regarding the recent completion of the Cross Valley Corridor Plan.

We look forward to working with you in the future.

Sincerely,

Diana Gomez

Cenlral Valley Regional Director
(559) 445-5172
diana.gomez{@hsr.ca.gov

e Ben Kimball, Deputy Executive Director, Tulare Counly Association of Governiments
Meg Prince, Associate Regional Planner, Fresno Council of Governments
Caitlin Miller, Air Pollution Specialist, Air Resources Board
Vito Chiesa, San Joaquin Joint Powers Authority Chair, San Joaquin Joint Powers Authority
Ken Zatarain, Access Planner, California High-Speed Rail Authority
Ben Lichty, Supervising Transportation Planner, California High-Speed Rail Authority
Karl Fielding, Planning Manager, California High-Speed Rail Authority
Stuart Mori, Senior Transportation Planner, California High-Speed Rail Authority
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Diana Gomez, California High Speed Rail Authority, June 15, 2018

Number Response \

1 Comments Noted
2 Will add to the Final RTP if they exist
3 Comment Noted
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Julie Allen

>=>"Julie Allen" <julallen@springvillewireless.com> 06/12/2018 10:31 >>>
Good morning, Ted

At our Roundtable meeting you emphasized the importance of reviewing the "Policy Element". |
have done so and have the following comments to offer:

1). In general, I like this draft. The policies cover the subject area without being unduly |
restrictive. It provides a nice frame for what follows.

2). I have just a couple of specific items to offer for your consideration.

On page A-5 I cannot tell if Service Levels C and D are for peak hours or averages.

On page A-6 | am concerned about "...to the extent feasible" with respect to incorporation of
climate change adaptation. What does this actually mean? Since this whole exercise is about 3
reduction of GHG's, | think we can deal more forthrightly with climate change.

Page A-12 contains the only reference I can find to ADA and dealing with people with various

disabilities. This seems a little thin. What about a policy recognizing the challenges of people LF
with disabilities in the multi-modal world we are creating?

[ would ordinarily invite you to call or email if you have any questions about my comments, but
I will be in the UK starting Thursday. Well, someone has to do it....

All the best,
Julie

Julie Allen
Tulare County LAFCO

Sent from my iPad
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Julie Allen, June 12, 2018

Number Response \

1 Comment Noted

2 For Peak Hours

3 Will clarify in the final version of the RTP
4 Will include in the final version of the RTP
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October 20, 2017

Benjamin Kimball

Deputy Executive Director

Tulare County Association of Governments
210 N. Church St., Suite B

Visalia, CA 93291

RE: Conservation and Mitigation Provisions in RTP/SCS Policy Element
Dear Mr. Kimball:

I am writing on behalf of Sequoia Riverlands Trust (SRT) to comment on the Draft Policy
Element discussed at the September 13, 2017 RTP Roundtable meeting. SRT is a regional,
accredited land trust that inspires love and lasting protection for important lands, including
habitat and farmland in Tulare County. We are grateful for the Tulare County Association of
Governments’ (TCAG’s) work on the Draft Policy Element, and appreciate the opportunity to
offer input on Tulare County’s second RTP/SCS.

Tulare County is home to some of the most productive agricultural land on the planet, with
annual crop receipts amounting to over $6.3 billion.' It hosts habitat corridors crucial to
maintaining biodiversity in a changing climate,” groundwater recharge areas that can play a key
role in meeting our region’s water needs, > and parks that draw visitors from around the world.
Thanks to a long legacy of conservation, including not only the designation of Sequoia and
Kings Canyon National Parks, but also the innovative Rural Valley Lands Plan (RLVP) adopted
in 1975, it has led the region in conserving these resources for future generations. Tulare

' Tulare County Agricultural Commissionet/Sealer. 2017. Tulare County Crop and Livestock
Report, 2016. Retrieved from http://agcomm.co.tulare.ca.us/default/index.cfin/standards-and-
quarantine/crop-reports | /crop-reports-2011-2020/201 6-crop-report/.

* Southern Sierra Partnership. 2010. Framework for Cooperative Conseivation and Climate
Adaptation for the Southern Sierra Nevada and Tehachapi Mountains. Retrieved from
http://www.southernsierrapartnership.org/ssp-framework.html.

* Thorne, J.H., Roth, N.E., Boynton, R.M., and Woodard, N. 2014. The San Joaquin Valley
Greenprint State of the Valley Report. Retrieved from http://www.fresnocog.org/san-joaquin-

valley-greenprint-program.
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County’s first RTP/SCS continued in these footsteps by adopting a policy of encouraging
“projects that support the preservation of farmland and open space,” committing to assist
agencies with mitigation using Measure R funds, and using San Joaquin Valley resource layers
as constraints to development in its preferred land use scenario.”

We are grateful to see that the Draft Policy Element for Tulare County’s second RTP/SCS
includes an objective of “minimiz[ing] the environmental impacts of transportation projects and
encourag[ing] the coexistence of nature and human circulation needs.” In keeping with this
objective, we would recommend the following additions to the Policy Element:

e Project Prioritization: TCAG’s 2014 Policy Element committed to “[p]rioritize
projects that support the preservation of farmland and open space,”® but this language
does not appear in the current Policy Element. Incorporating conservation into project
selection criteria would help to minimize environmental impacts, and would complement
TCAG’s use of Greenprint layers in its land use scenario. It could also be easy to
implement. The Kings County Association of Governments (KCAG), for example, has
begun to integrate natural resource concerns into its scoring system for selecting highway
projects, with points awarded for avoiding harmful impacts to special status species and
viewsheds.” We would encourage TCAG take a similar approach, incorporating impacts
to agricultural land, habitat and groundwater recharge areas into its ranking criteria for
transportation projects. In the Policy Element, this would entail 1) restoring the
commitment to “prioritize projects that support the preservation of farmland and open
space,” and 2) adding conservation criteria to the list of ranking factors for projects
(Policy 1 on the bottom of page 2-5).

e Development Patterns: We are pleased to see that improved air quality and greenhouse
gas reductions are identified as goals for new projects (Policy 1 under “Develop a
sustainable regional road and circulation system™).® To further strengthen this policy, we
would propose adding that projects should support patterns of development that conserve
agricultural land, habitat and groundwater recharge areas.

o Mitigation: We appreciate TCAG’s continuing commitment to provide Measure R
resources for mitigation’ and, as discussed on the 27" and afterwards, SRT stands ready
to help. In keeping with the Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for
TCAG’s previous RTP/SCS, we would recommend that this policy be framed in the

Y TCAG. 2014a. 2014-2040 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy
for Tulare County. Retrieved from http://www.tularecog.org/RTP2014/.

* Draft Policy Element, 2-6.

S TCAG, 2014a,

TKCAG. 2014. Kings County 2014 Regional Transportation Plan. Retrieved from
hitp://www.kingscog.org/planning.html.

® Draft Policy Element, 2-6.

? Draft Policy Element, 2-6.

168



context of an explicit commitment to mitigate the impact of transportation projects on
agricultural land and other natural resources.'® We would also recommend that TCAG
follow its 2014 PEIR in identifying the appropriate holder of mitigation easements as an L’
organization “whose purpose includes the acquisition and stewardship of agricultural
conservation easements,” such as an accredited land trust."

e Active Transportation and Outdoor Recreation: We support TCAG’s commitment to
close gaps in the bicycle and pedestrian system (Policy 10 on page 2-12).'? To further
encourage biking and walking, we would propose that active transportation investments
include bike lanes and trails that connect urban areas with parks, preserves and other S_
scenic landscapes, particularly in the corridor between Visalia and Sequoia National
Park."® As the owner and manager of §ix preserves in Tulare County, SRT would
welcome the chance to collaborate on projects that link hikers and bike riders with
outdoor recreation opportunities.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment, and look forward to discussing these proposed
changes further.

L«‘tﬂ“ﬂma\

Adam Livingston
Director of Planning and Policy
Sequoia Riverlands Trust

Sincerely,

'" TCAG and Rincon Consultants, Inc. 2014. Final Program Environmental Impact Report: 2014
Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy. Retrieved from
http://www.tularecog.org/RTP2014/.

""" TCAG and Rincon Consultants, 2014; TCAG, 2014b (resolution adopting RTP/SCS and
PEIR, and specifying that the appropriate holder of mitigation easements is “a local, regional, or
statewide organization or agency whose purpose includes the acquisition and stewardship of
azgricultural conservation easements™),

" Draft Policy Element, 2-12.

" In addition to incorporating access outdoor recreation into the policies on page 2-12, we would
recommend adding it to the public health goal on page 2-15.

3
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Adam Livingston, Sequoia Riverlands Trust, October 20, 2017

Number Response \

1 a.  Will include similar language in the final version of the RTP.

b. Will develop a project ranking system considering these factors that includes
projects not already prioritized by Caltrans (on the State Highway) or by Measure R.

2 Existing Policy 1 on page A-6 of the Draft RTP/SCS already calls for TCAG to
encourage and support transportation projects that, among other things, conserve
agricultural land and natural resources. Details of agricultural land mitigation and
conservation easements are best handled at the project level by local agencies.

3 The Draft PEIR contains provisions for mitigation by conservation easements to be
administered in accordance with applicable laws.

4 Details of agricultural conservation easements are best handled at the project level by
local agencies.

5 Under the Objective that follows, Policy 5 encourages development of collaborative

partnerships with other agencies, such as SRT, to develop land/corridors for multi-use
(including recreational) trails. It should be noted, in terms of prioritization, that Safe
Routes to Schools projects tend to do better in ATP competitive scoring than recreational
projects.
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Benjamin Kimball

Deputy Executive Director

Tulare County Association of Governments
210 N. Church'St., Suite B

Visalia, CA 93291

RE: Comments and Policy Recommendations on 2018 RTP Policy Elements

Thank you for the opportunity to be part of Tulare County’s RTP policy roundtable and
to comment on the draft 2018 RTP Policy Element. On behalf of Leadership Counsel for Justice
and Accountablhty and as the Envitonmental Justice representative of this roundtable, it is my
aim to ensure the 2018 RTP Policy Element is as robust and explicit when identifying goals,
issues, and potential policy solutions to both mitigate adverse impacts and satisfy the existing

transportation needs of Tulare County’s residents. My comments ére informed by my direct work -

with Jow-income commaunities and communities of color in Tulare County and it is my intention
that with these proposed policies will result in equitable investment and development for rural
and low-incomie residents in Tiilare County and that thése communities will receive funds,
development, and services that have historically been denied.

1. Further I-nghhght the Importance of Equitable Transportatmn Investment
TCAG should use the RTP as a mechanism for increasing health and ‘meeting existing
needs for all the residents within its jurisdiction. To do §6, TCAG must clearly lay out for its goal
to address and close service and access gaps for current residents and communities and ensure
new growth and development of the region does not intentionally or adversely affect the
disadvantaged, low-iricome, or tural communities in Tulare: County.

‘The concept and policy of transpofcatmn equity should bé inicluded as a goal for TCAG
and support for its.inclusion is found: duectly in'the text of SB 375, which states that the' policy
elemeiit miay include,” Measures of equity : and accessibility mcludmg, but not limited to,
percentage of the p0pu1at10n served by frequcnt and reliable public fransit; with a breakdown by
income bracket, and percentage of all jobs décessible by frequent and reliable pubhc transit
service, witha brealkdown by income bracket.”! To facilitate developmerit and implementation of
transportation equity a definition is provided as follows;

Ensure eguztable access to aﬁ%cuve and viable transportation options for all, regardless
of race, gender, income, ‘natiorial origin, age, location physical ability; or any other

* (Government Code 65080 (8)(1) (E) we acknowledge at this provision Is included with respect to
jurisdictions with more than 200,000 residents, it nevertheless evidences an'intent by the legislature that
jurisdictions consider equity in RTP/SCS development. This failure to include qiantification of equity for
smaller justifications is likely an aclmowledgmﬂnt that tools to model equity may be a financial burden
for those jurisdictions. The population restriction in Section 65080 does not, however, weigh against
including transportation equity as.a goal of the RTP/SCS.
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Strategy.” While mandatory as a corrective measure, continued analysis and quantification of
communities’ existing barriers to clean and effective transportation is proactive and will facilitate
TCAG and other jurisdictions’ acquisition of grant funding for meaningfully addressing the
identified barriers and can set a solid foundation for continued emissions reductions for the 2035
horizon and beyond. For an example of barriér studies applied within Tulare County see
Appendix A for a case study of Tipton ard Woodville.

&
%ﬁ“

3. Encourage Local Jurisdictions to Provide Incentives to Promiote Public Transit, Walking,

and Bicycling, Ride Sharing as Viable and Convenient Alternatives to Driving

We note the ambitious'goals that the California Department of transportation (Caltrans)
has set for shifting how Californians travel. Recognizing that alternatives to drive urgently need
for the well-being of those who cannot drive such as youth and thé élderly: for thosc who cannot
afford vehicles, and to achieve state and federal air quality and climate goals — Caltrans’
Strategic Management Plan (2015-2020) calls for reducing per capifa VMT by 15% statewide
by 2020 compared to 2010, for tripling biking and for doubling walking and transit mode shares
by 2020 compared to the 2010-2012 California Household Survey. Caltrans recommends that to
reach state goals, transportation agencies need to encourage mode shift and take stepsto
transformh transit and active transportation into viable alternatives to single occupancy vehicles
use.

4. Include a Policy that Focuses on “First Mile / Last Mile” Solutions
We encourage a policy that explicitly addresses “first mile / Jast mile” solutions to
existing and transportation gaps. For example, .one might travel'via TCAT but neéd later to walk
to their meeting or appointrrient. Or en route to a bus stop, there is little shade, fhus dissuading
residents from utilizing public transit during heatwaves or rain. Solutions for the last mile” might
dlso include bikeshare, carshare, walking paths, enhanced taxi service employer-run shuttle, or
other alternatives depending on context. This policy might read:

Conduct a study and solicit public input to identify first-mile { last-mile linkages near
transit siops thought the county. Worlk with local jurisdictions to.identify solutions and
prioritize these for funding; with a priovity on high-volume transit and on transit that
Serves disadvantaged communities or communities of color.

5. Adopt a Ten-Year Target and Identify Near-Term Investment to Contribute'to Caltrans’
Statewide Goal of Tripling Biking and Doubliing Walking by 2020
As noted, Caltrans has set a statewide goal of tripling biking and doublirg walking by 2020 as
compared to 2010-2012. We encourage TCAG to adopt the same ten-year target and then
identify neat term investment that would achieve this. Given the relatively low rates of walking
and biking; and plans for infill devélopment in fiatiy communities, this target is likely well
within reach.. '

6. Add a Goal That Prioritizes Road and Bridge Maintenance.

* Government Code 65080 (2) {F) (i)
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Objective: Minimize Environmental impacts of Transportation projects and encourage he.
coexistence of nature and human circulation needs. '

1. Complete and adopt a Programmatic Environmental Impact Report for the
Regional Transportation Plan.

2. Review environimental documents on regional projects and pertinent development
proposals.

3. Evaluate and assist agencies with mitigation possibilities, when feasible, working
with Measure R environmental funds and other funding opportunities, to assist
with the mitigation of road projects found in the RTP..

4, f}iaorparaa‘é Climate adaptation and resilience into all projects to ensure
longevity of projects and prevent any unnecessary damage or adverse impacts
resulting from climate change.

5. Minimize the loss of natural lands, working lands, and groundwater recharge
areas, related to construction of transportation projects.

8. Recognize that Roadway Expansion Induces More Driving Demand and Prioritize More

Effective Strategies that Not Only Reduce Congestion But Better Meet State and Federal

Air Quality and Climate Goals.

TCAG’s last policy element begins with, “In some cases, traffic has exceeded roadway
capacity and mitigation measures. are rieeded to relieve congested areas.” This implies that.
roadway development for example, expansion of Highway 99 or Highway 65 can alleviate
congestion. However, research has found that expanding roadway capacity expansion is
counterproductive. It fails to alleviate congestion and leads to both short- and long-term
increases in vehicle miles traveled including associated air pollution and other adverse health
impacts to residents. A Department of Transportation study reports that “a capacity expansion of
10% is likely to increase VMT by 3% to 6% iti the short-iin and 6% to 10% in the long-run.”’
As a result, TCAG should be fransparent in its decision-making process to balance near-term
safety on the road and long-term damage. caused by emissions from cars'and light triicks within
its jurisdiction: '

9. OQutreach and Education .
Itis essential that TCAG seek meaningful public input to build trust with communities as

well as for venues to foster dialogue about Tulare County’s many needs and priorities. We would
like to inquire if TCAG has a plan developed for incorporating public comment aside from the
RTP roundtable on the 2018 Policy Element and meaningful development of Scenarios. An
absolutely integral aspect of this is ensuring all potentially affected residents have timely access
to key documénts of deveélopments-within the 2018 RTP update, Section 14522.2 (a).of the
government Code reads: “A Metropolitan planning organization shall dissemiriaté the:
methodology, results, and key assumptions of whichever travel demand models it uses in a way
that would be useful and understandable to thie public.”

? Handy, Susan. (2015). Increasing Highway Capacity Unlikely to relieve Traffic Congestion.
hpt‘p://www.dot.ca;gov/newtech/re‘s_earchreportsfrepprts/20,15/10-12~2015r
NCST_Brief_InducedTravel_CS6_v3.pdf ;
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© Prevent the denial of; reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by
minority and low-income populations.®

TCAG plans to accomplish this goal through tive-main several efforts: by conducting | g
meaningful public outreach and receiving resident input from rural and disadvantaged
commiunities, conducting barrier studies and needs assessments, réview of project-related studies
and programs to ensure that Environmental Justice issues like transportation equity, segregation,

adverse impact, and historical divestmeni, are addressed in the planning; programming and !
implementation process.

As usual, TCAG staff may follow-up or direct any questions to my email at _
‘phernandez@leadershipcounsel.org or phone at (559) 369 -2790. I look forward to continued
dialogue and collaboration to foster a siistainable transportation network that serves the neéeds of

Tulare County residents.
Thank you for your consideration,

Pedro Hemandez
Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability

& Federal Transit Admiinistration Circular 4703.1, “Environmental Justice Policy Guidance for Federal
Transit Administration Recipients” (August 15,2012), pg. 2.
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Pedro Hernandez, Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability (letter undated)

Number Response \

1

Regional projects serve all populations in the region. Projects in cities benefit
disadvantaged residents in cities. Projects in the rural county benefit disadvantaged
residents in the county. TCAG invests in them all. The RTP/SCS’s Environmental
Justice Report appendix further demonstrates that disadvantaged communities equally
share the benefits of and burdens of the RTP/SCS with non-disadvantaged communities.

See corrected text

This is already done using Measure R, TPASS, COS Pass and other incentives

This is currently being done with the Regional Transit Coordination Study

The Measure R contribution to biking and pedestrian projects, the Active Transportation
efforts currently demonstrate TCAG's commitment to this type of transportation.

Will include in the final version of the RTP

Already done

Already ongoing at TCAG

This is addressed in the Program Environmental Impact Report.

Policy 5 on Page A-6 of the Policy Element addresses this comment.

Will develop a project ranking system that considers these factors that includes projects
not already prioritized by Caltrans (on the State Highway) or by Measure R

Some but not all roadway expansion induces more driving demand. Of course it would
depend on the definition of roadway expansion and the definition of driving demand.
For example, Hermosa Street in Lindsay was widened to four lanes in the 1970’s (or
1980’s) but does not have significant traffic on it today, nor has the City of Lindsay
experience much growth since then. State Route 65 near Lindsay was widened to four
lanes at about the same time but continues to have only sporadic traffic and operates at a
LOS A for most of the day, if not all of the day. Conversely, Spruce Avenue has not
been widened at all since it was constructed, and has had very significant increases in
vehicular traffic in recent years. Other factors besides widening play into whether or not
there is an increase of traffic on any given road.. TCAG supports the continued
evaluation of alternatives through corridor studies that prioritize operation projects over
widening.

13

The outreach conducted with this RTP quadrupled the reach and results over previous
years.

14

TCAG’s RTP/SCS process meets this requirement.

15

Regional projects serve all populations in the region. Projects in cities benefit
disadvantaged residents in cities. Projects in the rural county benefit disadvantaged
residents in the county. TCAG invests in them all. The RTP/SCS’s Environmental
Justice Report appendix further demonstrates that disadvantaged communities equally
share the benefits of and burdens of the RTP/SCS with non-disadvantaged communities
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Pedro Hernandez, Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability, Transcript of Comments at
TCAG Governing Board Meeting, June 18, 2018

Draft 2018 RTP/SCS Public Hearing Transcription

Chair Michael Ennis:

Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy

Air quality Conformity Document

Federal transportation improvement program and Environmental Impact Report

This is the time and place scheduled for a Public Hearing to comment on the Draft 2018 Tulare
County Regional Transportation Plan, Sustainable Communities Strategy, Air Quality
Conformity Document, Federal Transportation Improvement Program and Environmental Impact
Report. These documents have been available for public review on the TCAG website at
tularecog.org. The public comment period is currently open for all documents and closes on June
26, 2018 at 5:00 p.m.

If you wish to submit testimony, please identify yourself and any agency or group you are
representing. The public hearing is now open.

Okay, I think have.... (inaudible)
Pedro Hernandez you’ve got the floor.

Pedro Hernandez:
Alright, is this mic on?

Yeah, so Good Afternoon my name is Pedro Hernandez. I’'m sure you are all familiar with me by
now. I work for a nonprofit that works with rural communities here in Tulare County; Leadership
Counsel for justice and accountability and I’ve also been a member of the RTP Roundtable so
I've been involved to some degree with the development and just kind of conversation around
the 2018 RTP/SCS update. And so I wanted to begin my comments with, you know, kudos to,
you know, TCAG staff who have been very responsive, and you know, in my opinion, have, you
know, drafted one of the better, you know, regional transportation plan updates in the San
Joaquin Valley. My organization works also in other counties as well in this great process. So I
do want to give kudos. And you know, and also give kudos to TCAG for, you know, providing a
plan that does meet and exceed the current greenhouse production targets that the state mandated
as well.

With that being said, I do have some further comments and just general concerns over the
implementation of the Regional Transportation Plan. Just generally there has been early signs of
electrification in, you know, Porterville and Visalia with electrification of the transit system.
Something that I think would be interesting and would further the goals of, you know, TCAG, as
well as help facilitate the state greenhouse gas reductions vendors is to provide some sort of
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metrics as far as what equitable development investments are concerning electrification in rural
communities. I just think this is something that, you know, just from a policy’s perspective, you
know, rural electrification is its own different process than electrifying, you know, a more urban
bus line. And so I just think that should be something to be considered and be something to be
further talked about. Furthermore, another concern of mine, is that the 2018 RTP/SCS update
does provide very minimal increases in overall transit and bike /pedestrian travel; it’s about 1%
or so. And I just think that the RTP/SCS update is an opportunity, again, to provide, you know,
feasible alternatives to, you know, single occupancy driving. And I think, you know, increasing,
you know, to the fullest and being very aggressive as far as increasing active transportation and,
you know, overall public transit ridership could be another venue that TCAG uses to meet its
greenhouse gas reduction targets and also mitigate the anticipated congestion on major highways
from vehicles.

Another suggestion, in my opinion, that I think would really provide more robust public
comment process in addition to, you know, to the, I think it’s 71 events that TCAG provided
outreach in, about so, right? Yeah, I, 1, I think something that would be very interesting as far as
like providing meaningful engagement would be a follow up meeting in every single one of the
communities where this initial scenario selection was sought out, you know cause I think, you
know once the surveys, are, that initial round of surveys are done; you know, it’s, it’s, it’s
obvious just from this meeting as well that you know the same volume of participation is not
followed through throughout the entire process. So, I just think modifying the public
participation plan, unless it’s in there already, to, you know, actively provide follow up meetings
where comment was initially sought out would be, you know, very, just constructive process as
well.

Let’s see.

Yes, another concern, as far as the Environmental Justice chapter in the RTP is that equity is
defined, or that the investments are defined as equitable because rural communities,
environmental justice communities, cover 1 or 2% of the total land of Tulare County of the
populated land. And I think that rather raising it on overall land covered a more appropriate
determination of what equity means as far as lands of investment would be based on population
which inversely would mean that rural communities, or when concerning population rural
communities are about 1/3 of the overall population served by, under the jurisdiction of TCAG.
So I think that is also something to, you know, consider as far as defining what equity means for
this investment plan.

And then finally the overall vision of this Blueprint Scenario, which is the preferred scenario; is
that it imagines increased transit but also a pretty static reliance on major highway corridors. And
part of this is due to congestion, part of it is also just like maintenance of very high volume
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traffic corridors but in the Environmental Impact Report there are several significant impacts
regarding run water quality, regarding storm water flooding, regarding as well ability for
groundwater recharge that they’re identifying as significant even after mitigation. And so I just
think for a high priority basin like the Kaweah which serves most of Tulare County, these are ] é
factors that should be considered as well in so far in long range planning for Tulare County aside
from transportation because a fear that I have is that, you know, as planning would address one
issue which is greenhouse gas issues but create another which is increased ground water
insecurity which no one here needs to be reminded of that, you know, Tulare County has kind of
ground zero for vulnerable runwater in California.

And so, thanks.

I also want to close with another shot out. I don’t want to end on a negative note we do
appreciate an extra hearing being set up on June 20", or on June 25", I believe, right? (Admin 7
Clerk clarified: “workshop™) Yeah, a workshop, as well too. I just want to, I was just notified
right when I got here that is like I said, you know, as far as meaningful engagement.

And a time that is accessible to most people who are working right now. So thank you.

Michel Ennis: Thank you. Anyone else wishing to come forth in the Public Hearing? Seeing
none, we will close the Public Hearing.

178



Pedro Hernandez, Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability, Transcript of Comments at

TCAG Governing Board Meeting, June 18, 2018

Number Response \

1

Comment noted.

2

Porterville Transit is the first agency in the region to begin deployment of fully electric
buses. TCAG Long Range Transit Plan cites this agency as a pilot effort for encouraging
electric bus deployment throughout the region (p. 4-61).

The forecasted increase in transit ridership is the result of multiple factors affecting mode
share modeling. However, in terms of TCAG’s investment in transit and active
transportation, the 2018 RTP/SCS can be seen as quite aggressive with the percentage of
total investment going to transit at 21.7 compared to 12.8 for the 2014 RTP/SCS. For
active transportation the percentage is 4.7 compared to 0.4 for the 2014 RTP/SCS.
(Appendix 46, Environmental Justice Report, p. 13).

TCAG’s Public Participation Plan is evaluated periodically to see if its procedures and
strategies are still effective. This suggestion will be considered as part of that evaluation.

The Environmental Justice Study does not directly define equity. Some of the
performance measures included in the study to analyze social equity factors have been
revised based on comments received and TCAG’s own review.

The preferred scenario in the 2018 RTP/SCS, the Blueprint Scenario, is an integrated
land use strategy that aims to serve forecasted growth and development while making the
most efficient use of natural resources, including groundwater, and conserving air and
water quality.

Comment noted. The workshop was on June 25"
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Mike Lane

TCAG-Policy Element
Questions and Comments
Mike Lane
September 28, 2017

1. How efficient is the use of fixed route bus programs in reducing GHG
emissions when the bus is mostly empty and the amount of person-miles
travelled is very small compared to the overall miles traveled? Seems like
the GHG emissions per person is very high.

2. State and Federal funding issues- Is California SB-1 funding being factored {
into the equation?

3. How does the Regional Travel Model factor in the lack of ridership on public
transportation in regard to GHG? Are gross bus miles traveled used for the 3
calculation?

4. What is the definition “benefits and burdens” of the Environmental Justice
program? Would Spruce have to be routed around Tooleville?

5. What improvements to the road system are anticipated that will promote
Congestion Mitigation? ]

6. Will System Performance be evaluated by LOS or VMT? | ¢

7. Regional Roads and Corridors: Why would TCAG “support the extension of
State Route 65 north to Fresno County” when other Tulare County arterials
are not improved because of lack of funding? Does not the extension of
Highway 65 run counter to Governor Brown’s “road diet”?
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Mike Lane, September 28, 2017

Number Response \

1

The current RTP/SCS update has a horizon year of 2042. In that long-term perspective,
the level of transit ridership is influenced by a number of interconnected factors
including land use and demographic trends and changes in the cost of fuels. Looking at
the growth scenarios studied during the RTP/SCS development process, those scenarios
that emphasize more compact development and greater transit investment reduce per
capita GHG emissions more than the other scenarios.

SB-1 funding considerations have been factored into development of the RTP/SCS
update to the extent that reliable information is available.

See Response (1) above.

The California Transportation Commission’s RTP Guidelines (2017, p. 77) reference
U.S. Dept. of Transportation Order 5610.(a) which uses the term “benefits and burdens”
in the following context:

“...identifying and addressing disproportionately high and adverse effects of the
agency's programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income populations to
achieve an equitable distribution of benefits and burdens. This includes the full and fair
participation by all potentially affected communities in the transportation decision-
making process™.

TCAG has endeavored to apply this context in its Environment Justice analysis and as a
basis for RTP development.

TCAG is not currently involved with, or aware of, any active proposal to reroute Spruce
Road around Tooleville.

TCAG and its member agencies participate extensively in the Congestion Mitigation and
Air Quality (CMAQ) program. This is one of a number of ways used to finance projects
that help address congestion now and in the future. This is discussed in detail in the
Draft Action Element of the RTP update. Note especially the projects listed for
congestion relief in Table A-13.

System performance is evaluated by both LOS and VMT in various locations of the draft
RTP/SCS.

There is not project currently in the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) to
extend Highway 65 north to Fresno County. Any such proposal would be subject to
extensive State and regional-level review in terms of prioritization.
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 I 
 115th CONGRESS  2d Session 
 H. R. __ 
 IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
  
  
  Mr. Shuster introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Committee on _______________ 
 
 A BILL 
 To provide for the solvency of the Highway Trust Fund, to make investments in infrastructure, and for other purposes. 
 
  
  1. Short title; table of contents 
  (a) Short title This Act may be cited as the   _______ Act of 2018. 
  (b) Table of contents 
  
 Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
 Title I—Highway Trust Fund 
 Subtitle A—Future of Highway Trust Fund 
 Sec. 101. Highway Trust Fund Commission. 
 Sec. 102. Per-mile user fee surface transportation system funding pilot. 
 Subtitle B—Highway Trust Fund reform 
 Sec. 111. Elimination of reduced rate for intercity and local public transportation buses. 
 Sec. 112. Application of tax on diesel to certain passenger trains. 
 Sec. 113. Electric vehicle battery excise tax. 
 Sec. 114. Bicycle tire tax. 
 Subtitle C—Highway Trust Fund solvency 
 Sec. 121. Increase in tax on motor fuels. 
 Sec. 122. Floor stocks tax. 
 Sec. 123. Extension of other highway-related taxes. 
 Sec. 124. Extension of transfers of certain taxes. 
 Sec. 125. Extension of Highway Trust Fund expenditure authority. 
 Title II—Investment in infrastructure 
 Subtitle A—Transportation infrastructure 
 Sec. 201. Infrastructure improvements. 
 Sec. 202. Extension of Federal surface transportation programs. 
 Sec. 203. Repeal of rescission. 
 Sec. 204. Additional authorizations. 
 Sec. 205. Nationally significant freight and highways projects. 
 Subtitle B—Water resources 
 Sec. 211. WIFIA reauthorization. 
 Sec. 212. Technical assistance for rural and small treatment works. 
 Sec. 213. State management assistance. 
 Sec. 214. Watershed pilot projects. 
 Sec. 215. Nonpoint source management programs. 
 Sec. 216. State water pollution control revolving funds. 
 Sec. 217. Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund discretionary spending limit adjustment. 
 Subtitle C—Economic development 
 Sec. 221. Economic Development Administration reauthorization. 
 Title III—Innovative project finance 
 Sec. 301. Authorization for credit risk premium payments for railroad rehabilitation and improvement financing. 
 Sec. 302. Public buildings public-private partnership pilot program. 
 Sec. 303. Federal Capital Revolving Fund. 
 Sec. 304. Reenactment of Coast Guard housing authorities. 
 Title IV—Accelerating project delivery 
 Sec. 401. One Federal decision. 
 Sec. 402. Application of categorical exclusions for transportation projects. 
 Sec. 403. Pilot program on use of innovative practices for environmental reviews. 
 Sec. 404. Section 401 certification reform.  
  I Highway Trust Fund 
  A Future of Highway Trust Fund 
  101. Highway Trust Fund Commission 
  (a) Establishment There is established a commission to be known as the  Highway Trust Fund Commission (in this section referred to as the  Commission). 
  (b) Membership 
  (1) Number and appointment The Commission shall be composed of 15 members, of whom— 
  (A) 5 members shall be appointed by the Secretary of Transportation in consultation with the Secretary of the Treasury; 
  (B) 3 members shall be appointed by the Speaker of the House of Representatives in consultation with the— 
  (i) chairman of the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure of the House of Representatives; and 
  (ii) chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means of the House of Representatives; 
  (C) 2 members shall be appointed by the minority leader of the House of Representatives in consultation with the— 
  (i) ranking member of the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure of the House of Representatives; and 
  (ii) ranking member of the Committee on Ways and Means of the House of Representatives; 
  (D) 3 members shall be appointed by the majority leader of the Senate in consultation with the— 
  (i) chairman of the Committee on Environment and Public Works of the Senate; 
  (ii) chairman of the Committee on Finance of the Senate; 
  (iii) chairman of the Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the Senate; and 
  (iv) chairman of the Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate; and 
  (E) 2 members shall be appointed by the minority leader of the Senate in consultation with the— 
  (i) ranking member of the Committee on Environment and Public Works of the Senate; 
  (ii) ranking member of the Committee on Finance of the Senate; 
  (iii) ranking member of the Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the Senate; and 
  (iv) ranking member of the Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate. 
  (2) Qualifications Members appointed under paragraph (1)— 
  (A) shall be appointed from among individuals knowledgeable of the Nation’s surface transportation system, public funding of surface transportation projects or programs, including State or local revenue resources, Federal surface transportation policies and programs, and Federal tax policies and programs; 
  (B) may include individuals that represent interested parties, such as a State or political subdivision of a State, local government, public transportation authority or agency, and users of the surface transportation system; and 
  (C) may not include a Member of Congress. 
  (3) Timing Each of the appointments made under paragraph (1) shall be made not later than 90 days after the date of enactment of this Act. 
  (4) Chairperson The Chairperson of the Commission shall be elected by a majority of the members of the Commission. 
  (5) Terms and vacancies Each member shall be appointed for the life of the Commission and a vacancy in the Commission shall be filled in the manner in which the original appointment was made. 
  (6) Compensation 
  (A) In general Members of the Commission shall serve without pay. 
  (B) Travel expenses Each member shall receive travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of subsistence, in accordance with sections 5702 and 5703 of title 5, United States Code. 
  (c) Duty 
  (1) In general The duty of the Commission established under subsection (a) shall be to conduct a study and submit a report in accordance with this subsection. 
  (2) Study The Commission shall conduct a study that— 
  (A) identifies the current and future needs of the Nation’s surface transportation system; 
  (B) determines what levels of revenue are required by the Highway Trust Fund to address the needs identified under subparagraph (A); 
  (C) evaluates different revenue sources to achieve the levels determined under subparagraph (B); and 
  (D) includes anything else the Commission considers appropriate. 
  (3) Report On January 15, 2021, the Commission shall submit to Congress, the Secretary of Transportation, and the Secretary of the Treasury a written report that includes the— 
  (A) results of the study conducted under paragraph (2); 
  (B) at least 1 recommendation for achieving the long-term solvency of the Highway Trust Fund; and 
  (C) proposed legislation for— 
  (i) the recommendation under subparagraph (B) in the event that only 1 recommendation is identified under such subparagraph; or 
  (ii) the recommendation under subparagraph (B) that the Commission determines appropriate in the event that more than 1 recommendation is identified under such subparagraph. 
  (4) Limitation The report submitted under paragraph (3) may not include a recommendation or proposed legislation to achieve long-term solvency of the Highway Trust Fund, in whole or in part, by enacting a Federal excise tax on gasoline or diesel fuel. 
  (d) Funding Funding for the Commission shall be provided by the Secretary of Transportation and the Secretary of the Treasury out of the funds made available to such agencies for administrative and policy functions. 
  (e) Staff 
  (1) Pay of personnel The Commission may appoint and fix the pay of such personnel as the Commission considers appropriate. 
  (2) Detailees Upon request of the Commission, the head of any Federal department or agency may detail, without reimbursement, any personnel of that department or agency to assist the Commission in carrying out subsection (c). 
  (f) Information 
  (1) Federal information The Commission may secure directly from any department or agency of the United States, including the Congressional Budget Office and the Government Accountability Office, any information, data, or technical assistance necessary to carry out this section. Upon the request of the Chairperson of the Commission, the head of that department or agency shall furnish such information, data, or technical assistance to the Commission. 
  (2) Other information The Commission may gather other information or data through such means as it considers appropriate, including holding hearings and soliciting comments by means of Federal Register notices. 
  (g) Meetings 
  (1) Initial meeting Not later than 30 days after the date on which all of the members of the Commission have been appointed, the Commission shall hold the initial meeting of the Commission. 
  (2) Other meetings The Commission shall hold other meeting as the Chairperson determines appropriate. 
  (h) Termination The Commission shall terminate on the date that is 180 days after the date on which the report is submitted under subsection (c)(3). 
  (i) Expedited procedures 
  (1) Introduction The Commission bill shall be introduced in the Senate (by request) by the majority leader of the Senate or by a Member of the Senate designated by the majority leader of the Senate and shall be introduced in the House of Representatives (by request) by the majority leader of the House of Representatives or by a Member of the House of Representatives designated by the majority leader of the House of Representatives on a date that each such House is in session and that is not later than 5 legislative days after the date of receipt of the report is submitted to Congress under subsection (c)(3). 
  (2) Consideration in the House of Representatives 
  (A) Reporting and discharge Any committee of the House of Representatives to which the commission bill is referred shall report it to the House of Representatives without amendment. If a committee of the House of Representatives to which qualifying legislation has been referred has not reported such qualifying legislation within 10 legislative days after the date of referral, that committee shall be discharged from further consideration thereof. 
  (B) Proceeding to consideration Beginning on the third legislative day after each committee to which qualifying legislation has been referred reports it to the House of Representatives or has been discharged from further consideration thereof, it shall be in order to move to proceed to consider the qualifying legislation in the House of Representatives. All points of order against the motion are waived. Such a motion shall not be in order after the House of Representatives has disposed of a motion to proceed on the qualifying legislation with regard to the same agreement. The previous question shall be considered as ordered on the motion to its adoption without intervening motion. The motion shall not be debatable. A motion to reconsider the vote by which the motion is disposed of shall not be in order. 
  (C) Consideration The qualifying legislation shall be considered as read. All points of order against the qualifying legislation and against its consideration are waived. The previous question shall be considered as ordered on the qualifying legislation to final passage without intervening motion except  two hours of debate equally divided and controlled by the sponsor of the qualifying legislation (or a designee) and an opponent. A motion to reconsider the vote on passage of the qualifying legislation shall not be in order. 
  (3) Expedited procedure in the Senate 
  (A) Committee consideration A commission bill introduced in the Senate under subsection (a) shall be jointly referred to the committee or committees of jurisdiction, which committees shall report the bill without any revision and with a favorable recommendation, an unfavorable recommendation, or without recommendation, not later than 10 legislative days after the date of referral. If any committee fails to report the bill within that period, that committee shall be automatically discharged from consideration of the bill, and the bill shall be placed on the appropriate calendar. 
  (B) Motion to proceed Notwithstanding rule XXII of the Standing Rules of the Senate, it is in order, not later than 2 days of session after the date on which a commission bill is reported or discharged from all committees to which it was referred, for the majority leader of the Senate or the majority leader’s designee to move to proceed to the consideration of the commission bill. It shall also be in order for any Member of the Senate to move to proceed to the consideration of the commission bill at any time after the conclusion of such 2-day period. A motion to proceed is in order even though a previous motion to the same effect has been disagreed to. All points of order against the motion to proceed to the commission bill are waived. The motion to proceed is not debatable. The motion is not subject to a motion to postpone. A motion to reconsider the vote by which the motion is agreed to or disagreed to shall not be in order. If a motion to proceed to the consideration of the commission bill is agreed to, the commission bill shall remain the unfinished business until disposed of. 
  (C) Consideration All points of order against the commission bill and against consideration of the commission bill are waived. Consideration of the commission bill and of all debatable motions and appeals in connection therewith shall not exceed a total of 30 hours which shall be divided equally between the majority and minority leaders or their designees. A motion further to limit debate on the commission bill is in order, shall require an affirmative vote of three-fifths of the Members duly chosen and sworn, and is not debatable. Any debatable motion or appeal is debatable for not to exceed 1 hour, to be divided equally between those favoring and those opposing the motion or appeal. All time used for consideration of the commission bill, including time used for quorum calls and voting, shall be counted against the total 30 hours of consideration. 
  (D) No amendments An amendment to the commission bill, or a motion to postpone, or a motion to proceed to the consideration of other business, or a motion to recommit the commission bill, is not in order. 
  (E) Vote on passage If the Senate has voted to proceed to the commission bill, the vote on passage of the commission bill shall occur immediately following the conclusion of the debate on a commission bill, and a single quorum call at the conclusion of the debate if requested. 
  (F) Rulings of the chair on procedure Appeals from the decisions of the Chair relating to the application of the rules of the Senate, as the case may be, to the procedure relating to a commission bill shall be decided without debate. 
  (4) Amendment The commission bill shall not be subject to amendment in either the House of Representatives or the Senate. 
  (5) Consideration by the other House 
  (A) In general If, before passing the commission bill, one House receives from the other a commission bill— 
  (i) the commission bill of the other House shall not be referred to a committee; and 
  (ii) the procedure in the receiving House shall be the same as if no commission bill had been received from the other House until the vote on passage, when the commission bill received from the other House shall supplant the commission bill of the receiving House. 
  (B) Revenue measure This subsection shall not apply to the House of Representatives if the commission bill received from the Senate is a revenue measure. 
  (6) Rules of the House of Represenatives and Senate This section is enacted by Congress— 
  (A) as an exercise of the rulemaking power of the House of Representatives and the Senate, respectively, and as such they shall be considered as part of the rules of each House, respectively, or of that House to which they specifically apply, and such rules shall supersede other rules only to the extent that they are inconsistent therewith; and 
  (B) with full recognition of the constitutional right of either House to change such rules (so far as relating to such House) at any time, in the same manner, and to the same extent as in the case of any other rule of such House. 
  (j) Definitions In this section, the following definitions apply: 
  (1) Highway trust fund The term  Highway Trust Fund means the Highway Trust Fund established under section 9503 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 
  (2) Surface transportation system The term  surface transportation system means— 
  (A) any road, bridge, or tunnel eligible for Federal assistance under chapters 1 and 2 of title 23, United States Code; and 
  (B) any public transportation system eligible for Federal assistance under chapter 53 of title 49, United States Code.  
  102. Per-mile user fee surface transportation system funding pilot 
  (a) Establishment 
  (1) In general The Secretary of Transportation, in coordination with the Secretary of the Treasury, shall establish a pilot program to demonstrate a national per-mile user fee to restore and maintain the long-term solvency of the Highway Trust Fund and steadily reduce the state of good repair backlog in surface transportation. 
  (2) Objectives The objectives of the pilot program are to— 
  (A) test the design, acceptance, implementation, and financial sustainability of a national per-mile user fee; 
  (B) increase public awareness regarding the need for additional revenue for surface transportation and a national per-mile user fee; and 
  (C) provide recommendations regarding adoption and implementation of a national per-mile user fee. 
  (b) Parameters In carrying out the pilot program established in subsection (a), the Secretary of Transportation, in coordination with the Secretary of the Treasury, shall— 
  (1) provide different methods to track vehicle miles traveled that volunteer participants can choose from; 
  (2) solicit volunteer participants from all 50 States and the District of Columbia; 
  (3) ensure an equitable geographic distribution by population among volunteer participants; 
  (4) include owners of commercial vehicles and private motor vehicles in the pilot program; and 
  (5) use components of, and information from, the States selected for the pilot program under section 6020 of the FAST Act (23 U.S.C. 503 note), where applicable. 
  (c) Methods In developing the methods described in paragraph (b)(1), the Secretary of Transportation shall consider— 
  (1) third-party on-board diagnostic (OBD–II) devices; 
  (2) smart phone applications; 
  (3) reporting by automakers; 
  (4) reporting by car insurance companies; 
  (5) manual reporting through State departments of motor vehicles; and 
  (6) any other method that the Secretary of Transportation considers appropriate. 
  (d) Per-Mile user fees For the purposes of the pilot program established in subsection (a), the Secretary of the Treasury shall establish on an annual basis— 
  (1) for passenger vehicles and light trucks, a per-mile user fee that is equivalent to— 
  (A) the average annual taxes imposed by sections 4041 and 4081 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 with respect to gasoline or any other fuel used in a motor vehicle (other than aviation gasoline or diesel), divided by 
  (B) the total vehicle miles traveled by passenger vehicles and light trucks; and 
  (2) for medium and heavy duty trucks, a per-mile user fee that is equivalent to— 
  (A) the average annual taxes imposed by sections 4041 and 4081 of such Code with respect to diesel fuel, divided by 
  (B) the total vehicle miles traveled by medium and heavy duty trucks. Taxes shall only be taken into account under the preceding sentence to the extent taken into account in determining appropriations to the Highway Trust Fund under section 9503(b) of such Code, and the amount so determined shall be reduced to account for transfers from such fund under paragraphs (3), (4), and (5) of section 9503(c) of such Code. 
  (e) Volunteer participants 
  (1) In general The Secretary of Transportation, in coordination with the Secretary of the Treasury, shall ensure to the extent practicable, that an appropriate number of volunteer participants participate in the pilot program. 
  (2) Protection policies The Secretary of Transportation, in coordination with the Secretary of the Treasury, shall issue policies to— 
  (A) protect the privacy of volunteer participants; and 
  (B) secure the data provided by volunteer participants. 
  (f) Revenue collection The Secretary of the Treasury, in coordination with the Secretary of Transportation, shall establish a mechanism to collect per-mile user fees established in subsection (d) from volunteer participants. Such a mechanism— 
  (1) may be adjusted as needed to address technical challenges; and 
  (2) may allow third-party vendors to collect the payments and forward to the Treasury. 
  (g) Limitation Any revenue collected through the mechanism established in subsection (f) shall not be considered a toll under section 301 of title 23, United States Code. 
  (h) Highway trust fund The Secretary of the Treasury shall ensure that any revenue collected under subsection (f) is deposited into the Highway Trust Fund. 
  (i) Refund The Secretary of the Treasury promptly shall calculate and issue an equivalent refund to volunteer participants for applicable Federal motor fuel taxes under section 4041 and section 4081 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, the applicable battery tax under section 4111 of such Code, or both, if applicable.  
  (j) Report to Congress Not later than 1 year after the date on which volunteer participants begin participating in the pilot program, and each year thereafter for the duration of the pilot program, the Secretary of Transportation and the Secretary of the Treasury shall submit to the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure of the House of Representatives and the Committee on Environment and Public Works of the Senate a report that includes an analysis of— 
  (1) whether the objectives described in subsection (a)(2) were achieved; 
  (2) how volunteer protections in subsection (e)(2) were complied with; and 
  (3) whether per-mile user fees can maintain the long-term solvency of the Highway Trust Fund and steadily reduce the state of good repair backlog in surface transportation. 
  (k) Authorization 
  (1) In general Of the funds authorized to carry out section 503(b) of title 23, United States Code, $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2019 through 2021 shall be used to carry out this section. 
  (2) Other possible funds Notwithstanding section 6020(k) of the FAST Act (23 U.S.C. 503 note), if the Secretary of Transportation determines that there are an insufficient number of grant applications that meet the requirements of section 6020 of such Act for a fiscal year, the Secretary may use the funds provided for such section to carry out this section. 
  (l) Sunset The pilot program established under this section shall expire on the date that is 2 years after the date on which volunteer participants begin participating in such program. 
  (m) Successor program for certain commercial vehicle fleets 
  (1) In general Beginning on the date on which the pilot program expires under subsection (l), the Secretary of Transportation, in coordination with the Secretary of the Treasury, may establish a successor program to be carried out in the same manner as the pilot program under this section.  
  (2) Participation Eligibility for the successor program established under subparagraph (A) shall be limited to any volunteer participant of the pilot program who— 
  (A) is the owner of a commercial fleet of vehicles; and 
  (B) requests participation in the successor program.  
  (n) Definitions In this section, the following definitions apply: 
  (1) Volunteer participant The term  volunteer participant means an owner of— 
  (A) an individual private motor vehicle or commercial vehicle who volunteers to participate in the pilot program; or 
  (B) a commercial fleet of vehicles who volunteers to participate in the pilot program. 
  (2) Highway trust fund The term  Highway Trust Fund means the Highway Trust Fund established under section 9503 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 
  B Highway Trust Fund reform 
  111. Elimination of reduced rate for intercity and local public transportation buses 
  (a) Gasoline Subsection (b) of section 6421 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended— 
  (1) in paragraph (1), by striking  while engaged in— and all that follows through  the Secretary shall pay and inserting the following:  while engaged in the transportation of students and employees of schools (as defined in the last sentence of section 4221(d)(7)(C)), the Secretary shall pay, 
  (2) by striking so much of such subsection as precedes  Except as otherwise provided and inserting the following:  
  
  (b) School buses , and 
  (3) by striking paragraph (2). 
  (b) Fuel other than gasoline Subsection (b) of section 6427 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended— 
  (1) in paragraph (1), by striking  while engaged in— and all that follows through  the Secretary shall pay and inserting the following:  while engaged in the transportation of students and employees of schools (as defined in the last sentence of section 4221(d)(7)(C)), the Secretary shall pay, 
  (2) by striking so much of such subsection as precedes  Except as otherwise provided and inserting the following: 
  
  (b) School buses , and 
  (3) by striking paragraphs (2), (3), and (4). 
  (c) Conforming amendments Section 4041(a)(1)(C)(iii) of such Code is amended to read as follows: 
  
  (iii) Exception for school buses No tax shall be imposed by this paragraph on any sale for use, or use, described in section 6427(b). . 
  (d) Effective date The amendment made by this section shall apply to fuel sold after December 31, 2018. 
  112. Application of tax on diesel to certain passenger trains 
  (a) In general Section 4041(a)(1)(C)(ii) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended to read as follows: 
  
  (ii) Rate of tax on trains In the case of any sale for use, or use, of diesel fuel in a train, the rate of tax imposed by this paragraph shall be— 
  (I) except as provided in subclause (II), zero, and 
  (II) in the case of an applicable passenger train, 4.3 cents per gallon before October 1, 2028. . 
  (b) Applicable passenger train Section 4041(a)(1)(C) of such Code is amended by adding at the end the following new clause: 
  
  (iv) Applicable passenger train For purposes of clause (ii), the term  applicable passenger train means any train which is part of a public transportation system which is eligible for a grant to be made under section 5307 or 5337 of title 49, United States Code. . 
  (c) Increase for inflation Section 4041(a)(1)(C) of such Code, as amended by subsection (b), is amended by adding at the end the following new clause: 
  
  (v) Adjustment for inflation In the case of any calendar year beginning after 2021, the rate of tax contained in clause (ii)(II) shall be increased by an amount equal to— 
  (I) such rate, multiplied by 
  (II) the cost of living adjustment determined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar year, determined by substituting  calendar year 2020 for  calendar year 1992 in subparagraph (A)(ii) thereof. Any increase under the preceding sentence shall be rounded to the nearest 0.1 cents. . 
  (d) Effective date The amendments made by this section shall apply to sales or uses after December 31, 2018. 
  113. Electric vehicle battery excise tax 
  (a) In general Subchapter A of chapter 32 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by adding at the end the following new subpart: 
  
  IV Electric vehicle batteries 
  
 Sec. 4111. Electric vehicle batteries. 
  4111. Electric vehicle batteries 
  (a) Imposition of tax There is hereby imposed on the sale by the manufacturer or importer of each electric motor vehicle battery a tax equal to 10 percent of the price for which so sold. 
  (b) Electric motor vehicle battery For purposes of this section— 
  (1) In general The term  electric motor vehicle battery means a battery which is designed to power an electric motor that to a significant extent propels a motor vehicle. 
  (2) Motor vehicle The term  motor vehicle means any vehicle which is manufactured primarily for use on public streets, roads, and highways (not including a vehicle operated exclusively on a rail or rails) and which has at least 4 wheels. 
  (c) Initial sale as component In the case of a electric motor vehicle battery sold as a component of a motor vehicle, the price taken into account under subsection (a) shall be so much of the price for which the motor vehicle was sold as is allocable to such battery. . 
  (b) Inclusion in highway trust fund Section 9503(b)(1) of such Code is amended by striking  and at the end of subparagraph (D), by striking the period at the end of subparagraph (E) and inserting  , and, and by inserting after subparagraph (E) the following new subparagraph:  
  
  (F) Section 4111 (relating to electric vehicle batteries). . 
  (c) Clerical amendment The table of parts for subchapter A of chapter 32 of such Code is amended by adding at the end the following new item: 
  
  
 Part IV. Electric Vehicle Batteries . 
  (d) Effective date The amendments made by this section shall apply to sales after December 31, 2018. 
  114. Bicycle tire tax 
  (a) In general Subchapter D of chapter 32 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by inserting after part I the following new part: 
  
  II Bicycle tires 
  4171. Bicycle tire tax 
  (a) Imposition of tax There is hereby imposed on the sale by the manufacturer or importer of each bicycle tire the inflated outside diameter of which is at least 26 inches a tax equal to 10 percent of the price for which so sold. 
  (b) Initial sale as component In the case of a bicycle tire sold as a component of a bicycle, the price taken into account under subsection (a) shall be so much of the price for which the bicycle was sold as is allocable to such tire. . 
  (b) Inclusion in highway trust fund Section 9503(b)(1) of such Code, as amended by the preceding provisions of this Act, is amended by striking  and at the end of subparagraph (E), by striking the period at the end of subparagraph (F) and inserting  , and, and by inserting after subparagraph (F) the following new subparagraph:  
  
  (G) Section 4171 (relating to bicycle tire tax). . 
  (c) Clerical amendment The table of parts for subchapter D of chapter 32 of such Code is amended by inserting after the item relating to part I the following new item: 
  
  
 Part II. Bicycle tires. . 
  (d) Effective date The amendments made by this section shall apply to sales after December 31, 2018. 
  C Highway Trust Fund solvency 
  121. Increase in tax on motor fuels 
  (a) Gasoline other than aviation gasoline Section 4081(a)(2)(A)(i) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended to read as follows: 
  
  (i) in the case of gasoline other than aviation gasoline— 
  (I) for tax imposed before 2019, 18.3 cents per gallon, 
  (II) for tax imposed during 2019, 23.3 cents per gallon, 
  (III) for tax imposed during 2020, 28.3 cents per gallon, and 
  (IV) for tax imposed after 2020, 33.3 cents per gallon, . 
  (b) Diesel fuel or kerosene Section 4081(a)(2)(A)(iii) of such Code is amended to read as follows: 
  
  (iii) in the case of diesel fuel or kerosene— 
  (I) for tax imposed before 2019, 24.3 cents per gallon, 
  (II) for tax imposed during 2019, 30.3 cents per gallon, 
  (III) for tax imposed during 2020, 37.3 cents per gallon, and 
  (IV) for tax imposed after 2020, 44.3 cents per gallon. . 
  (c) Increase for inflation Section 4081(a)(2) of such Code is amended by adding at the end the following: 
  
  (E) Adjustment for inflation In the case of any calendar year beginning after 2021, the rates of tax contained in clauses (i)(IV) and (iii)(IV) of subparagraph (A) shall each be increased by an amount equal to— 
  (i) such rate, multiplied by 
  (ii) the cost of living adjustment determined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar year, determined by substituting  calendar year 2020 for  calendar year 1992 in subparagraph (A)(ii) thereof. Any increase under the preceding sentence shall be rounded to the nearest 0.1 cents. . 
  (d) Alternative fuels 
  (1) Liquefied petroleum gas Section 4041(a)(2)(B)(ii) of such Code is amended by inserting  after September 30, 2028 after  liquefied petroleum gas. 
  (2) Compressed natural gas The second sentence of section 4041(a)(3)(A) of such Code is amended by striking  18.3 cents and inserting  the rate of tax specified in section 4081(a)(2)(A)(i) which is in effect at the time of such sale or use (18.3 cents after September 30, 2028). 
  (3) Certain fuel derived from coal or biomass; liquefied natural gas Clauses (iii) and (iv) of section 4041(a)(2)(B) of such Code are each amended by striking  24.3 cents and inserting  the rate of tax specified in section 4081(a)(2)(A)(iii) which is in effect at the time of such sale or use (24.3 cents after September 30, 2028). 
  (e) Diesel-Water fuel emulsion Section 4081(a)(2)(D) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by striking  by substituting  19.7 cents for  24.3 cents. and inserting  by substituting a rate equal to 81 percent of the rate in effect under subparagraph (A) (without regard to this subparagraph).. 
  (f) Delayed termination of gas and diesel rates Section 4081(d)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended— 
  (1) by striking  September 30, 2022 and inserting  September 30, 2028, and 
  (2) by striking  4.3 cents per gallon and inserting  zero. 
  (g) Conforming transfers to mass transit account Section 9503(e)(2) of such Code is amended by adding at the end the following new flush matter: 
  
 In the case of amounts appropriated to the Highway Trust Fund under subsection (b) which are attributable to taxes under sections 4041 and 4081 imposed after December 31, 2019, for purposes of any fuel described in subparagraph (A), (C), (D), or (E), the mass transit portion with respect to each such fuel shall be determined at a rate which bears the same ratio to the rate of tax so imposed with respect to such fuel as the rate of the mass transit portion with respect to such fuel (determined without regard to this sentence) bears to the rate of tax in effect with respect to such fuel on the day before the date of the enactment of this sentence. . 
  (h) Effective date The amendments made by this section shall apply to fuels or liquids removed, entered, or sold after December 31, 2018. 
  122. Floor stocks tax 
  (a) Imposition of tax In the case of any taxable liquid which is held on the floor stocks tax date by any person, there is hereby imposed a floor stocks tax equal to the excess of the tax which would be imposed on such liquid under section 4041 or 4081 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 had the taxable event occurred on the floor stocks tax date over the tax paid under any such section on such liquid. 
  (b) Liability for tax and method of payment 
  (1) Liability for tax A person holding a liquid on the floor stocks tax date to which the tax imposed by subsection (a) applies shall be liable for such tax. 
  (2) Method of payment The tax imposed by subsection (a) shall be paid in such manner as the Secretary shall prescribe. 
  (3) Time of payment The tax imposed by subsection (a) shall be paid on or before the date which is 6 months after the floor stocks tax date. 
  (c) Definitions For purposes of this section— 
  (1) Held by a person A liquid shall be considered as held by a person if title thereto has passed to such person (whether or not delivery to the person has been made). 
  (2) Taxable liquid The term  taxable liquid means diesel fuel and kerosene (other than aviation-grade kerosene). 
  (3) Floor stocks date The term  floor stocks tax date means any January 1 of any calendar year beginning after the date of the enactment of this Act on which a rate of tax under section 4041 or 4081 of such Code increases pursuant to an amendment made by this title. 
  (4) Secretary The term  Secretary means the Secretary of the Treasury. 
  (d) Exception for exempt uses The tax imposed by subsection (a) shall not apply to taxable liquid held by any person exclusively for any use to the extent a credit or refund of the tax imposed by a section of such Code is allowable for such use. 
  (e) Exception for fuel held in vehicle tank No tax shall be imposed by subsection (a) on taxable liquid held in the tank of a motor vehicle or motorboat. 
  (f) Exception for certain amounts of fuel 
  (1) In general No tax shall be imposed by subsection (A) on any liquid held on the floor stocks tax date by any person if the aggregate amount of liquid held by such person on such date does not exceed 2,000 gallons. The preceding sentence shall apply only if such person submits to the Secretary (at the time and in the manner required by the Secretary) such information as the Secretary shall require for purposes of this paragraph. 
  (2) Exempt fuel For purposes of paragraph (1), there shall not be taken into account fuel held by any person which is exempt from the tax imposed by subsection (a) by reason of subsection (d) or (e). 
  (3) Controlled groups For purposes of this section— 
  (A) Corporations 
  (i) In general All persons treated as a controlled group shall be treated as 1 person. 
  (ii) Controlled group The term  controlled group has the meaning given to such term by subsection (a) of section 1563 of such Code; except that for such purposes the phrase  more than 50 percent shall be substituted for the phrase  at least 80 percent each place it appears in such subsection. 
  (B) Nonincorporated persons under common control Under regulations prescribed by the Secretary, principles similar to the principles of clause (i) shall apply to a group of persons under common control where one or more of such persons is not a corporation. 
  (g) Other laws applicable All provisions of law, including penalties, applicable with respect to the taxes imposed by chapter 31 or 32 of such Code shall, insofar as applicable and not inconsistent with the provisions of this section, apply with respect to the floor stock taxes imposed by subsection (a) to the same extent as if such taxes were imposed by such chapter. 
  123. Extension of other highway-related taxes 
  (a) In general 
  (1) Section 4041(m)(1)(B) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by striking  September 30, 2022 and inserting  September 30, 2028. 
  (2) Each of the following provisions of such Code is amended by striking  October 1, 2022 and inserting  October 1, 2028: 
  (A) Section 4041(m)(1)(A). 
  (B) Section 4051(c). 
  (C) Section 4071(d).  
  (D) Section 4081(d)(3).  
  (b) Extension of tax, etc., on use of certain heavy vehicles Each of the following provisions of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by striking  2023 each place it appears and inserting  2028: 
  (1) Section 4481(f). 
  (2) Subsections (c)(4) and (d) of section 4482. 
  (c) Floor stocks refunds Section 6412(a)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended— 
  (1) by striking  October 1, 2022 each place it appears and inserting  October 1, 2028; 
  (2) by striking  March 31, 2023 each place it appears and inserting  March 31, 2029; and 
  (3) by striking  January 1, 2023 and inserting  January 1, 2029. 
  (d) Extension of certain exemptions 
  (1) Section 4221(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by striking  October 1, 2022 and inserting  October 1, 2028. 
  (2) Section 4483(i) of such Code is amended by striking  October 1, 2023 and inserting  October 1, 2028. 
  124. Extension of transfers of certain taxes 
  (a) In general Section 9503 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended— 
  (1) in subsection (b)— 
  (A) by striking  October 1, 2022 each place it appears in paragraphs (1) and (2) and inserting  October 1, 2028; 
  (B) by striking   OCTOBER 1, 2022 in the heading of paragraph (2) and inserting   OCTOBER 1, 2028; 
  (C) by striking  September 30, 2022 in paragraph (2) and inserting  September 30, 2028; and 
  (D) by striking  July 1, 2023 in paragraph (2) and inserting  July 1, 2029; and 
  (2) in subsection (c)(2), by striking  July 1, 2023 and inserting  July 1, 2029. 
  (b) Motorboat and small-engine fuel tax transfers 
  (1) In general Paragraphs (3)(A)(i) and (4)(A) of section 9503(c) of such Code are each amended by striking  October 1, 2022 and inserting  October 1, 2028. 
  (2) Conforming amendments to land and water conservation fund Section 200310 of title 54, United States Code, is amended— 
  (A) by striking  October 1, 2023 each place it appears and inserting  October 1, 2029; and 
  (B) by striking  October 1, 2022 and inserting  October 1, 2028. 
  125. Extension of Highway Trust Fund expenditure authority Section 9503 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended— 
  (1) by striking  October 1, 2020 in subsections (b)(6)(B), (c)(1), and (e)(3) and inserting  October 1, 2021, and 
  (2) by striking  FAST Act in subsections (c)(1) and (e)(3) and inserting   _______ Act of 2018. 
  II Investment in infrastructure 
  A Transportation infrastructure 
  201. Infrastructure improvements 
  (a) In general Subtitle III of title 49, United States Code, is amended by adding at the end the following: 
  
  67 Infrastructure improvements 
  
 Sec. 
 6701. National infrastructure investments. 
 6702. Projects of national significance. 
  6701. National infrastructure investments 
  (a) Establishment The Secretary of Transportation shall establish a national infrastructure investments program to make capital investments in transportation infrastructure. 
  (b) Grant authority 
  (1) In general In carrying out the program established under subsection (a), the Secretary may make grants, on a competitive basis, in accordance with this section. 
  (2) Grant amount Except as otherwise provided, each grant made under this section shall be in an amount that is at least $25,000,000. 
  (c) Eligible applicants 
  (1) In general The Secretary may make a grant under this section to the following: 
  (A) A State. 
  (B) A local government. 
  (C) A transit agency. 
  (D) A political subdivision of a State. 
  (E) An interstate compact. 
  (F) A public agency or publicly chartered authority established by 1 or more States. 
  (G) A multistate or a multijurisdictional group of entities described in this paragraph. 
  (2) Applications To be eligible for a grant under this section, an entity specified in paragraph (1) shall submit to the Secretary an application in such form, at such time, and containing such information as the Secretary determines is appropriate. 
  (d) Eligible projects The Secretary may make a grant under this section only for a project that is— 
  (1) a highway or bridge project eligible to receive Federal assistance under title 23;  
  (2) a public transportation project eligible to receive Federal assistance under chapter 53 of this title; 
  (3) a passenger rail or freight rail transportation project eligible to receive Federal assistance under this title; 
  (4) a port project, including inland port infrastructure and land ports of entry; 
  (5) an airport project; or 
  (6) a transformative transportation project. 
  (e) Treatment of projects The requirements of subchapter IV of chapter 31 of title 40 shall apply to any project carried out under this section. 
  (f) TIFIA program At the request of an eligible applicant under this section, the Secretary may use amounts awarded to the applicant to pay for the subsidy and administrative costs necessary to provide the applicant Federal credit assistance under chapter 6 of title 23 with respect to the project for which the grant was awarded if such project is eligible for such assistance. 
  (g) Requirements In making grants under this section, the Secretary shall ensure— 
  (1) an equitable geographic distribution of funds; and 
  (2) an investment in a variety of transportation modes. 
  (h) Federal share Except as provided under subsection (i)(2), the Federal share of the cost of an eligible project assisted with a grant under this section may not exceed 80 percent. 
  (i) Rural areas 
  (1) In general The Secretary shall reserve not less than 30 percent of the funding made available to carry out this section each fiscal year for eligible projects located in rural areas. 
  (2) Federal share The Federal share of the cost of an eligible project that receives funds under this subsection may exceed 80 percent.  
  (j) Administrative expenses Of the amounts made available to carry out this section, the Secretary may reserve up to $25,000,000 each fiscal year for the administration of the program established under subsection (a).  
  (k) Incentive grants 
  (1) In general The Secretary may make a grant under this section to an eligible applicant under subsection (c)(1) that owns an infrastructure asset and has leased such asset to a private sector entity. Such grants shall be made for purposes of carrying out an eligible project described in subsection (d).  
  (2) Certification The Secretary shall not make a grant under paragraph (1) unless the eligible applicant certifies to the Secretary that any payment such applicant receives from the lease of the applicable infrastructure asset will be used to carry out a project or projects to improve infrastructure owned by such applicant.   
  (3) Grant amount The amount of a grant made pursuant to this subsection shall equal 15 percent of the assessed value of the leased infrastructure asset. 
  (4) Funding Not more than $3,000,000,000 of the amounts made available to carry out this section for fiscal years 2019 through 2023, in aggregate, may be used to make grants under this subsection.  
  (5) Infrastructure asset defined In this subsection, the term  infrastructure asset means an asset that is— 
  (A) a highway, as defined in section 101 of title 23; 
  (B) a public transit facility; 
  (C) an airport; 
  (D) a port or a port terminal; 
  (E) a publicly owned railroad facility; 
  (F) a wastewater conveyance and treatment facility; 
  (G) a drinking water treatment and distribution facility; 
  (H) an intermodal facility; 
  (I) an intercity passenger bus facility; 
  (J) an intercity passenger rail facility; or  
  (K) a group of assets described in this paragraph. 
  (l) Projects of national significance 
  (1) In general Not more than $500,000,000 of the amounts made available to carry out this section for each of fiscal years 2019 through 2023 may be appropriated for projects of national significance under section 6702. 
  (2) Limitation Funds may not be appropriated for a project of national significance under such section unless— 
  (A) such project is included in— 
  (i) the initial annual report described under section 6702(d); or 
  (ii) any annual report submitted after such initial report in accordance with section 6702(a); and  
  (B) such project has been authorized by an Act of Congress.   
  (m) Authorization of appropriations There is authorized to carry out this section $3,000,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2019 through 2023.   
  (n) Definitions In this section, the following definitions apply:  
  (1) Rural area The term  rural area means an area that is outside an urbanized area, as defined and designated in the most recent decennial census by the Secretary of Commerce, with a population of over 200,000.  
  (2) State The term  State means any of the 50 States, the District of Colombia, Puerto Rico, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, Guam, American Samoa, or the United States Virgin Islands.  
  (3) Transformative transportation project The term  transformative transportation project means a project that uses innovation or technology to facilitate the movement of goods or people.    
  6702. Projects of national significance 
  (a) In general Not later than March 1, 2019, and annually thereafter, the Secretary of Transportation shall submit to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, the Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation, and the Committee on Environment and Public Works of the Senate and the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure of the House of Representatives an annual report, to be entitled  Report to Congress on Building a 21st Century Infrastructure, that identifies projects of national significance. 
  (b) Requests for proposals 
  (1) Publication Not later than May 1 of each year, the Secretary shall publish in the Federal Register a notice requesting proposals from project sponsors for proposed projects of national significance to be included in the annual report. 
  (2) Deadline for requests The Secretary shall include in each notice required by this subsection a requirement that project sponsors submit to the Secretary any proposals described in paragraph (1) not later than 120 days after the date of publication of the notice in the Federal Register. 
  (c) Contents of annual reports 
  (1) Criteria for inclusion in report The Secretary shall include in the annual report only those projects of national significance that— 
  (A) have not been included in any previous annual report; 
  (B) have been submitted by a project sponsor in accordance with subsection (b); 
  (C) the project sponsor has demonstrated the financial ability to provide the required share of the cost of the project that is not the Federal share as described in section 6701; and 
  (D) the project sponsor has identified that non-Federal support exists for such project. 
  (2) Description of benefits The Secretary shall describe in the annual report for each project of national significance how such project— 
  (A) will significantly improve the performance of the Nation’s transportation system; and 
  (B) is able to— 
  (i) generate national economic benefits; 
  (ii) reduce long-term congestion; and 
  (iii) increase the speed and reliability of the movement of people or freight. 
  (3) Transparency The Secretary shall include in the annual report, for each project of national significance— 
  (A) the name of the associated project sponsor, including the name of any project sponsor that has contributed, or is expected to contribute, a non-Federal share of the cost of such project; 
  (B) an estimate of the Federal, non-Federal, and total costs of such project; and 
  (C) an identification of the non-Federal support that exists for such project. 
  (d) Contents of initial annual report Notwithstanding subsection (c), the annual report required to be submitted on March 1, 2019, shall contain any project that— 
  (1) has been— 
  (A) identified as a high priority corridor on the National Highway System under section 1105(c) of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (Public Law 102–240; 105 Stat. 2032); or 
  (B) authorized by an Act of Congress; and 
  (2) the Secretary determines is a project of national significance under this section.  
  (e) Definitions In this section, the following definitions apply: 
  (1) Annual report The term  annual report means the report required under subsection (a). 
  (2) Project of national significance The term  project of national significance means any highway project, public transportation capital project, airport project, intercity passenger or freight rail project, port project (including inland port and a land port of entry), or multimodal project that— 
  (A) will significantly improve the performance of the Nation’s transportation system; and 
  (B) is able to— 
  (i) generate national economic benefits; 
  (ii) reduce long-term congestion; and 
  (iii) increase the speed and reliability of the movement of people or freight. 
  (3) Project sponsor The term  project sponsor means— 
  (A) a State;  
  (B) a local government; 
  (C) a transit agency; 
  (D) a political subdivision of a State; 
  (E) an interstate compact; 
  (F) a public agency or publicly chartered authority established by 1 or more States; or 
  (G) a multistate or a multijurisdictional group of entities described in this paragraph. 
  (4) State The term  State has the meaning given such term in section 6701(n).  . 
  (b) Conforming amendment The table of chapters for subtitle III of title 49, United States Code, is amended by inserting after the item relating to chapter 65 the following: 
  
  
  67. Infrastructure improvements 6701 . 
  202. Extension of Federal surface transportation programs 
  (a) In general Except as otherwise provided in this Act, the requirements, authorities, conditions, eligibilities, limitations, and other provisions authorized under the covered laws, which would otherwise expire on or cease to apply after September 30, 2020, are incorporated by reference and shall continue in effect through September 30, 2021. 
  (b) Authorization of appropriations 
  (1) Highway Trust Fund 
  (A) Highway Account There is authorized to be appropriated from the Highway Account for fiscal year 2021, for each program with respect to which amounts are authorized to be appropriated from such account for fiscal year 2020, an amount equal to the amount authorized for appropriation with respect to the program from such account under the covered laws for fiscal year 2020. 
  (B) Mass Transit Account There is authorized to be appropriated from the Mass Transit Account for fiscal year 2021, for each program with respect to which amounts are authorized to be appropriated from such account for fiscal year 2020, an amount equal to the amount authorized for appropriation with respect to the program from such account under the covered laws for fiscal year 2020.  
  (2) General Fund There is authorized to be appropriated for fiscal year 2021, for each program with respect to which amounts are authorized to be appropriated for fiscal year 2020 from an account other than the Highway Account or the Mass Transit Account under the titles specified in subsection (e)(1)(A), an amount equal to the amount authorized for appropriation with respect to the program under such titles for fiscal year 2020. 
  (c) Use of funds Amounts authorized to be appropriated for fiscal year 2021 with respect to a program under subsection (b) shall be distributed, administered, limited, and made available for obligation in the same manner as amounts authorized to be appropriated with respect to the program for fiscal year 2020 under the covered laws. 
  (d) Obligation limitation A program for which amounts are authorized to be appropriated under subsection (b)(1) shall be subject to a limitation on obligations for fiscal year 2021 in the same amount and in the same manner as the limitation applicable with respect to the program for fiscal year 2020. 
  (e) Definitions In this section, the following definitions apply: 
  (1) Covered laws The term  covered laws means the following: 
  (A) Titles I, III, IV, V, and VI of division A of the FAST Act (Public Law 114–94). 
  (B) Division A, division B, subtitle A of title I and title II of division C, and division E of MAP–21 (Public Law 112–141). 
  (C) Titles I, II, and III of the SAFETEA–LU Technical Corrections Act of 2008 (Public Law 110–244). 
  (D) Titles I, II, III, IV, V, and VI of SAFETEA–LU (Public Law 109–59). 
  (E) Titles I, II, III, IV, and V of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (Public Law 105–178). 
  (F) Titles II, III, and IV of the National Highway System Designation Act of 1995 (Public Law 104–59). 
  (G) Title I, part A of title II, title III, title IV, title V, and title VI of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (Public Law 102–240). 
  (H) Title 23, United States Code. 
  (I) Sections 116, 117, 330, and 5505 and chapters 53, 303, 311, 313, 701, and 702 of title 49, United States Code. 
  (2) Highway Account The term  Highway Account means the portion of the Highway Trust Fund that is not the Mass Transit Account. 
  (3) Mass Transit Account The term  Mass Transit Account means the portion of the Highway Trust Fund established under section 9503(e)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 
  203. Repeal of rescission Section 1438 of the FAST Act (Public Law 114–94), and the item relating to such section in the table of contents in section 1(b) of such Act, are repealed. 
  204. Additional authorizations 
  (a) Surface transportation block grant program 
  (1) In general In addition to the sums authorized under section 1101(a)(1) of the FAST Act (Public Law 114–94; 129 Stat. 1322), there is authorized to be appropriated for activities eligible under section 133(b)(1)(A) of title 23, United States Code— 
  (A) $2,000,000,000 for fiscal year 2019; 
  (B) $1,500,000,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 
  (C) $1,000,000,000 for fiscal year 2021.  
  (2) Apportionment Funds appropriated pursuant to this subsection shall be apportioned to the States in the same manner as if such funds were provided under section 104(b)(2) of title 23, United States Code.  
  (3) Suballocation Funds appropriated pursuant to this subsection shall be allocated to areas within each State based on population in accordance with section 133(d) of title 23, United States Code.  
  (4) Limitation Section 133(h) of title 23, United States Code, shall not apply to funds appropriated pursuant to this subsection. 
  (5) Treatment Except as otherwise provided in this subsection, funds appropriated pursuant to this subsection shall be treated in the same manner as if provided under chapter 1 of title 23, United States Code.  
  (b) Buses and bus facilities grants In addition to the amounts made available for buses and bus facilities competitive grants under section 5338(a)(2)(M) of title 49, United States Code, there is authorized to be appropriated for such grants— 
  (1) $400,000,000 for fiscal year 2019; 
  (2) $300,000,000 for fiscal year 2020; and 
  (3) $200,000,000 for fiscal year 2021.  
  (c) Nationally significant Federal lands and tribal projects program Section 1123(h) of the FAST Act (23 U.S.C. 201 note) is amended by striking  $100,000,000 and inserting  $300,000,000. 
  (d) Authorizations of grants to Amtrak Section 11101 of the Passenger Rail Reform and Investment Act of 2015 (Public Law 114–94) is amended— 
  (1) in subsection (a)— 
  (A) in paragraph (4) by striking  $557,000,000 and inserting  $650,000,000; 
  (B) in paragraph (5) by striking  $600,000,000 and inserting  $663,000,000; and 
  (C) by adding at the end the following: 
  
  (6) For fiscal year 2021, $676,260,000. ; and 
  (2) in subsection (b)— 
  (A) in paragraph (4) by striking  $1,143,000,000 and inserting  $1,291,000,000; 
  (B) in paragraph (5) by striking  $1,200,000,000 and inserting  $1,316,820,000; and 
  (C) by adding at the end of subsection (b) the following: 
  
  (6) For fiscal year 2021, $1,343,156,400. .  
  (e) Consolidated rail infrastructure and safety improvements Section 11102(a) of the Passenger Rail Reform and Investment Act of 2015 (Public Law 114–94) is amended— 
  (1) in paragraph (4) by striking  $255,000,000 and inserting  $600,000,000; 
  (2) in paragraph (5) by striking  $330,000,000 and inserting  $612,000,000; and 
  (3) by adding at the end the following: 
  
  (6) For fiscal year 2021, $624,240,000. . 
  (f) Federal-State partnership for state of good repair Section 11103(a) of the Passenger Rail Reform and Investment Act of 2015 (Public Law 114–94) is amended— 
  (1) in paragraph (4) by striking  $300,000,000 and inserting  $600,000,000; 
  (2) in paragraph (5) by striking  $300,000,000 and inserting  $612,000,000; and 
  (3) by adding at the end the following: 
  
  (6) For fiscal year 2021, $624,240,000. . 
  (g) Restoration and enhancement grants Section 11104(a) of the Passenger Rail Reform and Investment Act of 2015 (Public Law 114–94) is amended by striking  $20,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2016 through 2020. and inserting  
  the following amounts: 
  (1) For fiscal year 2019, $25,000,000. 
  (2) For fiscal year 2020, $25,500,000. 
  (3) For fiscal year 2021, $26,010,000. . 
  (h) Amtrak Office of Inspector General Section 11105 of the Passenger Rail Reform and Investment Act of 2015 (Public Law 114–94) is amended by adding at the end the following: 
  
  (6) For fiscal year 2021, $22,500,000. . 
  (i) Transportation of hazardous material Section 5128 of title 49, United States Code, is amended— 
  (1) in subsection (a)— 
  (A) in paragraph (4) by striking  and at the end; 
  (B) in paragraph (5) by striking the period and inserting  ; and; and 
  (C) by adding at the end the following: 
  
  (6) $62,000,000 for fiscal year 2021. ; and 
  (2) in subsections (b) through (d), by striking  2020 and inserting  2021 each place it appears. 
  205. Nationally significant freight and highways projects 
  (a) Notification of grants not made 
  (1) In general Not later than 15 days after the date on which the Secretary of Transportation makes a grant for each of fiscal years 2019, 2020, and 2021 for a project under section 117 of title 23, United States Code, the Secretary shall notify, in writing, the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure of the House of Representatives and the Committee on Environment and Public Works and the Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the Senate of any project eligible for a grant under such section that was not selected to receive such a grant. 
  (2) Contents A notification under this subsection shall include— 
  (A) a description of the project including— 
  (i) the name of the associated project sponsor, including the name of any project sponsor that has contributed, or is expected to contribute, a non-Federal share of the cost of such project; 
  (ii) an estimate of the Federal, non-Federal, and total costs of such project; and 
  (iii) an identification of the non-Federal support that exists for such project; and 
  (B) any evaluation of the project conducted by the Secretary. 
  (b) Authorization Of the sums authorized under section 1101(a)(5) of the FAST Act (Public Law 114–94; 129 Stat. 1323) for fiscal years 2019, 2020, and 2021, the Secretary shall reserve $200,000,000 in each such fiscal year for allocation by an Act of Congress. 
  (c) Allocation Sums reserved under subsection (b)— 
  (1) may only be allocated to a project included in the notification required under subsection (a); and 
  (2) shall remain available until expended. 
  B Water resources 
  211. WIFIA reauthorization 
  (a) Authority To provide assistance Section 5023 of the Water Resources Reform and Development Act of 2014 (33 U.S.C. 3902) is amended— 
  (1) by striking  pilot each place it appears; and 
  (2) in subsection (b)(1), by inserting  provide financial assistance to before  carry out. 
  (b) Determination of eligibility and project selection Section 5028(a)(1) of the Water Resources Reform and Development Act of 2014 (33 U.S.C. 3907(a)(1)) is amended by striking  2 rating agencies each place it appears and inserting  1 rating agency. 
  (c) Secured loans Section 5029(b) of the Water Resources Reform and Development Act of 2014 (33 U.S.C. 3908(b)) is amended— 
  (1) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking  49 percent and inserting  80 percent; 
  (2) by amending paragraph (6) to read as follows: 
  
  (6) Nonsubordination 
  (A) In general Except as provided in subparagraph (B), a secured loan under this section shall not be subordinated to the claims of any holder of project obligations in the event of bankruptcy, insolvency, or liquidation of the obligor of the project.  
  (B) Preexisting indenture The Secretary or the Administrator, as applicable, may waive the requirement under subparagraph (A) for an obligor that is financing ongoing capital programs and has outstanding senior bonds under a preexisting indenture, if— 
  (i) the secured loan is rated in the AA category or higher; and  
  (ii) the secured loan is secured and payable from pledged revenues not affected by project performance, such as a tax-backed revenue pledge or a system-backed pledge of project revenues, or by a general obligation pledge of a State or municipality. ; and 
  (3) in paragraph (10), by striking  51 percent and inserting  20 percent. 
  (d) Program administration Section 5030 of the Water Resources Reform and Development Act of 2014 (33 U.S.C. 3909) is amended by redesignating subsection (e) as subsection (f) and inserting after subsection (d) the following: 
  
  (e) Agreements  
  (1) In general The Secretary may enter into an agreement with the Administrator to assist the Secretary in administering and servicing the Federal credit instruments made available under this subtitle. 
  (2) Duties The Administrator may act as an agent for the Secretary, subject to the terms of any agreement established by the Secretary and the Administrator under paragraph (1). 
  (3) Transfer of funds The Secretary may transfer funds appropriated pursuant to section 5033 to the Administrator to carry out an agreement entered into under paragraph (1). 
  (4) Limitation Nothing in this subsection affects the authority of the Administrator with respect to the selection of projects described in paragraphs (1), (8), or (10) of section 5026 to receive financial assistance under this subtitle. . 
  (e) Funding 
  (1) In general Section 5033(a) of the Water Resources Reform and Development Act of 2014 (33 U.S.C. 3912(a)) is amended— 
  (A) in paragraph (4), by striking  ; and and inserting a semicolon; 
  (B) in paragraph (5), by striking the period and inserting  ; and; and 
  (C) by adding at the end the following: 
  
  (6) $50,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2020 through 2024. . 
  (2) Administrative costs Section 5033(b) of the Water Resources Reform and Development Act of 2014 (33 U.S.C. 3912(b)) is amended— 
  (A) by striking  the Secretary or the Administrator, as applicable, may use and inserting  the Secretary and the Administrator may each use; and 
  (B) by striking  $2,200,000 for each of fiscal years 2015 through 2019 and inserting  $6,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2019 through 2024. 
  (3) State infrastructure financing authority projects Section 5033 of the Water Resources Reform and Development Act of 2014 (33 U.S.C. 3912) is amended by redesignating subsection (d) as subsection (e) and inserting after subsection (c) the following: 
  
  (d) State infrastructure financing authority projects 
  (1) Additional assistance The Administrator may use funds made available to carry out this subtitle for costs related to processing and reviewing an application from a State infrastructure financing authority for a project described in section 5026(9) (including costs related to underwriting) that would otherwise be charged to the State infrastructure financing authority.  
  (2) No duplicate reviews required For any environmental or engineering review required by law with respect to a project described in section 5026(9) for which the eligible entity is a State infrastructure financing authority, which has been completed by the eligible entity prior to applying for assistance under this subtitle, the Administrator may not require the eligible entity to carry out a duplicate environmental or engineering review as a condition of receiving such assistance. 
  (3) Expedited review of applications Not later than 180 days after the date on which the Administrator receives a complete application for a project described in section 5026(9) from a State infrastructure financing authority, the Administrator shall, through a written notice to the State infrastructure financing authority— 
  (A) approve the application; or 
  (B) deny the application and provide an explanation as to why the application was denied. . 
  (4) Additional funding Subsection (e) of section 5033 of the Water Resources Reform and Development Act of 2014 (33 U.S.C. 3912), as so redesignated, is amended by striking  49 percent and inserting  80 percent. 
  (f) Reports on pilot program implementation Section 5034 of the Water Resources Reform and Development Act of 2014 (33 U.S.C. 3913) is amended— 
  (1) in the section heading, by striking   pilot; and 
  (2) in subsection (b)(1), by striking  4 years after the date of enactment of this Act and inserting  3 years after the date of enactment of the  _______ Act of 2018.  
  212. Technical assistance for rural and small treatment works 
  (a) Technical assistance Section 104(b) of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1254(b)) is amended— 
  (1) by striking  and at the end of paragraph (6); 
  (2) by striking the period at the end of paragraph (7) and inserting  ; and; and 
  (3) by adding at the end the following: 
  
  (8) make grants to nonprofit organizations— 
  (A) to provide technical assistance to rural, small, and tribal municipalities for the purpose of assisting, in consultation with the State in which the assistance is provided, such municipalities and tribal governments in the planning, developing, and acquisition of financing for eligible projects described in section 603(c); 
  (B) to provide technical assistance and training for rural, small, and tribal publicly owned treatment works and decentralized wastewater treatment systems to enable such treatment works and systems to protect water quality and achieve and maintain compliance with the requirements of this Act; and 
  (C) to disseminate information to rural, small, and tribal municipalities and municipalities that meet the affordability criteria established under section 603(i)(2) by the State in which the municipality is located with respect to planning, design, construction, and operation of publicly owned treatment works and decentralized wastewater treatment systems. . 
  (b) Authorization of appropriations Section 104(u) of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1254(u)) is amended— 
  (1) by striking  and (6) and inserting  (6); and 
  (2) by inserting before the period at the end the following:  ; and (7) not to exceed $25,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2019 through 2023 for carrying out subsections (b)(3), (b)(8), and (g), except that not less than 20 percent of the amounts appropriated pursuant to this paragraph in a fiscal year shall be used for carrying out subsection (b)(8). 
  213. State management assistance 
  (a) Authorization of appropriations Section 106(a) of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1256(a)) is amended— 
  (1) by striking  and at the end of paragraph (1); 
  (2) by striking the semicolon at the end of paragraph (2) and inserting  ; and; and 
  (3) by inserting after paragraph (2) the following: 
  
  (3) such sums as may be necessary for each of fiscal years 1991 through 2018, and $300,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2019 through 2023; . 
  (b) Technical amendment Section 106(e) of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1256(e)) is amended by striking  Beginning in fiscal year 1974 the and inserting  The. 
  214. Watershed pilot projects Section 122(c) of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1274(c)) is amended to read as follows: 
  
  (c) Authorization of appropriations There is authorized to be appropriated to carry out this section $25,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2019 through 2023. . 
  215. Nonpoint source management programs Section 319(j) of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1329(j)) is amended by striking  $70,000,000 and all that follows through  fiscal year 1991 and inserting  $200,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2019 through 2023. 
  216. State water pollution control revolving funds 
  (a) Capitalization grant agreements Section 602(b) of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1382(b)) is amended— 
  (1) in paragraph (13)(B)(iii), by striking  ; and and inserting a semicolon; 
  (2) in paragraph (14), by striking the period at the end and inserting  ; and; and 
  (3) by adding at the end the following: 
  
  (15) the State will use at least 10 percent of the amount of each capitalization grant received by the State under this title after September 30, 2018, to provide assistance to municipalities of fewer than 10,000 individuals that meet the affordability criteria established by the State under section 603(i)(2) for projects or activities included on the State’s priority list under section 603(g), to the extent that there are sufficient applications for such assistance. . 
  (b) Authorization of appropriations Section 607 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1387) is amended— 
  (1) in paragraph (4), by striking  ; and and inserting a semicolon; 
  (2) in paragraph (5), by striking the period and inserting  ; and; and 
  (3) by adding at the end the following: 
  
  (6) $3,000,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2019 through 2023. . 
  (c) Technical assistance Title VI of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1381 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end the following: 
  
  609. Technical assistance 
  (a) Simplified procedures Not later than 1 year after the date of enactment of this section, the Administrator shall assist the States in establishing simplified procedures for treatment works to obtain assistance under this title. 
  (b) Publication of manual Not later than 2 years after the date of the enactment of this section, and after providing notice and opportunity for public comment, the Administrator shall publish a manual to assist treatment works in obtaining assistance under this title and publish in the Federal Register notice of the availability of the manual. . 
  217. Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund discretionary spending limit adjustment Section 251(b)(2) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is amended by adding at the end the following: 
  
  (G) Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund 
  (i) In general If a bill or joint resolution making appropriations for a fiscal year is enacted that specifies amounts for harbor maintenance activities, then the adjustments for that fiscal year shall be the total of such appropriations provided in that Act for such activities for that fiscal year, but shall not exceed the aggregate of amounts appropriated, transferred, or credited to the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund under section 9505(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 for the fiscal year before the current year. 
  (ii) Harbor maintenance activities The term  harbor maintenance activities means the total amount made available by appropriations Acts from the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund for a fiscal year for making expenditures under section 9505(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. . 
  C Economic development 
  221. Economic Development Administration reauthorization  Section 701(a)(5) of the Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3231(a)(5)) is amended by inserting  and for each of fiscal years 2019 through 2023 before the period at the end.  
  III Innovative project finance 
  301. Authorization for credit risk premium payments for railroad rehabilitation and improvement financing There are authorized to be appropriated to the Secretary of Transportation for the cost of direct loans and loan guarantees pursuant to sections 501 through 504 of the Railroad Revitalization and Regulatory Reform Act of 1976 (45 U.S.C. 801 et seq.) the following amounts: 
  (1) For fiscal year 2019, $50,000,000. 
  (2) For fiscal year 2020, $51,000,000. 
  (3) For fiscal year 2021, $52,020,000. 
  302. Public buildings public-private partnership pilot program 
  (a) In general Chapter 33 of title 40, United States Code is amended by adding at the end the following: 
  
  3318. Public buildings public-private partnership pilot program. 
  (a) Establishment The Administrator shall carry out a pilot program to enter into public-private partnerships to acquire public buildings pursuant to the requirements of this section.  
  (b) Identification of projects Not later than 1 year after the date of enactment of this section, the Administrator shall identify not less than 3 and not more than 5 projects for acquiring space for the purposes of public buildings using public-private partnerships. 
  (c) Submission of prospectuses Not later than 2 years after the date of enactment of this section, the Administrator shall submit to the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure of the House of Representatives and the Committee on Environment and Public Works of the Senate prospectuses, in accordance with section 3307 for each project identified under subsection (b). 
  (d) Commencement Subject to the availability of appropriations, a project submitted under subsection (c) that is authorized pursuant to section 3307 shall commence not later than 1 year after the date on which such authorization occurs. 
  (e) Experts and consultants 
  (1) GSA personnel In carrying out the pilot program the Administrator shall identify and use General Services Administration personnel with knowledge and experience in complex real estate transactions.  
  (2) Contracted services The Administrator shall, to the extent practicable and subject to appropriations Acts, use contracts, including nonappropriated contracts, for services necessary to carry out this section.  
  (f) Compliance with budgetary rules For budgetary scorekeeping purposes, a project carried out under this section shall be treated in a manner consistent with the requirements for scoring a leaseback from a public-private partnership under Appendix B of Circular A–11 of the Office of Management and Budget, as of the date of enactment of this section.  
  (g) GAO study Not later than 1 year after the occupancy of projects authorized under this section, the Comptroller General of the United States shall conduct a review of such projects and submit to the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure of the House of Representatives and the Committee on Environment and Public Works of the Senate a report that includes— 
  (1) a review and evaluation of the public-private partnerships executed under this section and a comparison of such agreements to similar projects completed as Government construction, including a comparison of timetables and costs; and  
  (2) any recommendations on the use of public-private partnerships as options for meeting Federal Government space needs. 
  (h) Definitions In this section, the following definitions apply: 
  (1) Administrator The term  Administrator means the Administrator of General Services. 
  (2) Public building The term  public building has the meaning given the term in section 3301. 
  (3) Public-private partnership The term  public-private partnership means a real property agreement for the purposes of providing office space for the Federal Government that meets the following criteria: 
  (A) The agreement includes a ground-lease to a non-Federal party with a subsequent lease back of the improvements. 
  (B) The entity that is the lessor of the leaseback of improvements is entirely non-Federal. 
  (C) The leaseback meets the criteria for an operating lease under Appendix B of Circular A–11 of the Office of Management and Budget, as of the date of enactment of this section.  . 
  (b) Conforming amendment The table of sections at the beginning of chapter 33 of title 40, United States Code, is amended by adding at the end the following: 
  
  
 3318. Public buildings public-private partnership pilot program. . 
  303. Federal Capital Revolving Fund 
  (a) Purpose The purpose of this section is to improve how the Federal Government budgets for expensive federally owned civilian facilities by making two basic innovations to traditional budgeting— 
  (1) create a mandatory revolving fund to pay the upfront cost of acquiring expensive facilities so that the acquisition costs do not compete with smaller purchases and operating expenses for funding under the discretionary spending limits; and 
  (2) require agencies to use discretionary appropriations to replenish the revolving fund over several years as they use facilities to meet their Federal mission needs. 
  (b) Definitions In this section, the following definitions apply: 
  (1) Administrator The term  Administrator means the Administrator of General Services. 
  (2) Agency The term  agency means any of the agencies listed in section 901(b) of title 31, United States Code, except that the term does not include the Department of Defense. 
  (3) Director The term  Director means the Director of the Office of Management and Budget. 
  (4) Discretionary appropriations; direct spending The terms  discretionary appropriations and  direct spending have the meanings given such terms in section 250(c) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 
  (5) Federal facility The term  Federal facility means any interest in land, together with the improvements, structures, and fixtures located thereon having a useful life of at least 25 years and in which Federal personnel perform the agency mission. 
  (6) Fund The term  Fund means the Federal Capital Revolving Fund established pursuant to subsection (c). 
  (7) Project The term  project means— 
  (A) a Federal facility acquired by an agency for its use (including site, design, management and inspection, construction, and commissioning) whether by purchase, construction, manufacture, lease-purchase, installment purchase, outlease-leaseback, exchange, or modernization by renovation; which may include purchases of associated furniture, fixtures, and equipment necessary to furnish the Federal facility for initial occupancy; and 
  (B) a one-time administrative fee, to be paid to the Administrator, of .03 percent of the total costs associated with subparagraph (A), with a combined total cost of at least $250,000,000. The term excludes items acquired for resale in the ordinary course of operations, consumable goods such as operating materials and supplies, normal maintenance and repair of real property, salaries and other operating expenses of agencies, grants to non-Federal entities, tax incentives, Federal credit assistance provided to non-Federal entities, and capital leases pursuant to which title does not automatically pass to the Government. 
  (8) Purchase transfer The term  purchase transfer means an amount approved by an appropriations Act to be transferred from the Fund, to remain available until expended, to pay for the costs of a project. The amount must be sufficient to pay for the full costs, at a minimum, of a usable segment of a Federal facility and the administrative fee. 
  (9) Purchasing agency The term  purchasing agency means a landholding agency that has existing real property authorities to acquire a Federal facility and carry out projects as defined by this section pursuant to such authorities and that receives a purchase transfer from the Fund to pay the full costs of a project. 
  (c) Establishment of Federal Capital Revolving Fund There is hereby established in the Treasury a Federal Capital Revolving Fund to pay for the costs of projects approved pursuant to this section, subject to the following requirements: 
  (1) Administration of Fund The Fund shall be subject to the supervision and management of the Administrator in accordance with this section. 
  (2) Permissible uses Amounts in the Fund are available only for transfer to purchasing agencies to pay for the costs of approved projects. 
  (3) Prior approval of purchase transfers Amounts in the Fund shall be transferred to a purchasing agency to pay for the costs of a project if— 
  (A) a purchase transfer to fund the project is approved in advance by an appropriations Act; 
  (B) the purchasing agency has received an appropriation for the first repayment amount and has made the first repayment to the Fund; and 
  (C) the project is designated by Congress in statute or, in the case of the Administrator, is authorized pursuant to section 3307 of title 40, United States Code, as an approved project. 
  (4) Purchase transfer limit Notwithstanding the amount approved by an appropriations Act for a purchase transfer, if the amount available to the purchasing agency for the first repayment amount is less than the amount required by subsection (e)(3), the amount transferred from the Fund shall be equal to the product of the first repayment amount and the number of years in the repayment period. 
  (5) Higher project cost If a purchase transfer from the Fund is approved by an appropriations Act, but the approved amount is insufficient to pay the full costs of the project, then no amounts in excess of the approved amount may be transferred from the Fund to the purchasing agency for the difference between the approved amount and the full costs of the project unless— 
  (A) such amounts in excess are approved in advance by an appropriations Act; and 
  (B) the purchasing agency has received an appropriation of an additional amount for the adjustment to the repayment amount, calculated pursuant to subsection (e)(3)(C) and has paid such additional amount to the Fund. 
  (6) Annual limitation on total purchase transfers Total new purchase transfers approved in appropriations Acts may not exceed $2,500,000,000 per year plus any cumulative unused limitation in prior fiscal years. 
  (7) Excess purchase transfer amounts If for any year the sum of approved purchase transfers exceeds the amounts available in the Fund or the annual limitation specified in paragraph (6), each transfer amount approved by such appropriations Acts shall be reduced by a uniform percentage calculated by the Administrator such that the excess is eliminated, and the Administrator shall not transfer more than the reduced purchase transfer amount calculated for each project. 
  (8) Payment of one-time administrative fee Upon receipt of the purchase transfer, the purchasing agency shall pay the Administrator from the purchase transfer the applicable one-time administrative fee. 
  (d) Funding 
  (1) In general The following amounts are authorized to be appropriated for deposit into the Fund: 
  (A) $10,000,000,000, to capitalize the Fund. 
  (B) Repayment amounts received from a purchasing agency. 
  (2) Availability of funds Amounts deposited into the Fund shall remain available until expended. 
  (e) Repayments by purchasing agencies 
  (1) Requirement to repay fund Purchase transfers from the Fund to pay for the costs of an approved project shall not be made unless the purchasing agency enters into an agreement with the Administrator, in writing, to repay the Fund consistent with this section. An appropriation provided by Congress to a purchasing agency consistent with this section for repayment to the Fund for any year shall constitute a legal obligation of the purchasing agency in that year for repayment to the Fund equal to the repayment amount available for that year. 
  (2) Repayment period To recapitalize the Fund, each purchasing agency shall, subject to appropriation, make annual repayments to the Fund for any approved project over a period agreed to by the purchasing agency and the Administrator, but not to exceed 15 years, beginning in the year that the project is approved by an appropriations Act and the first repayment is appropriated. 
  (3) Repayment amount 
  (A) In general The annual repayment amount to recapitalize the Fund shall be a level amount equal to the purchase transfer divided by the number of years in the repayment period.  
  (B) Timing of repayments Each repayment amount shall be paid to the Fund in the year for which it is appropriated. 
  (C) Adjustments to repayment amounts After the first repayment amount for a project is paid to the Fund, the Administrator shall adjust each remaining repayment amount by a uniform amount so that the sum of the repayment amounts, including repayment amounts already paid to the Fund, equals the actual cost of the project, in any case in which— 
  (i) the actual cost is less than the purchase transfer from the Fund; 
  (ii) the actual cost is higher than the purchase transfer and an additional purchase transfer for the difference has been approved in advance in an appropriations Act; 
  (iii) repayments by the purchasing agency exceed the annual repayment amount; or 
  (iv) the purchase transfer amount is reduced under subsection (c)(7). 
  (4) Disposition of project The following requirements apply to the disposition of any project that is funded by a purchase transfer: 
  (A) Applicable authorities Disposition of the project shall be accomplished in accordance with any applicable authorities. 
  (B) Special rule for disposition If the disposition of the project occurs before the purchasing agency has completely repaid the Fund, the purchasing agency shall, subject to appropriation, continue to make repayments until the Fund is fully repaid. 
  (C) Sale proceeds If the disposition of the project results in the receipt of sale proceeds, such receipts shall be available— 
  (i) first, to the purchasing agency to pay any remaining unpaid repayment amounts owed by the purchasing agency for the project; and 
  (ii) second, to the purchasing agency, or to the General Services Administration in the case of a project held in the General Services Administration inventory, to support authorized real property activities excluding operations and maintenance. Such receipts shall be available until expended, without further appropriation, and may be deposited in any account of the applicable agency that is available for the purposes described in clauses (i) and (ii). 
  (5) Change in need for or condition of asset Any change in the purchasing agency’s mission need for the project or in the condition of the project does not alter the repayment requirements in this subsection. 
  (f) Transfers between fund and purchasing agencies 
  (1) Expenditure transfers All purchase transfers to purchasing agencies, payments of the one-time administrative fee, and transfers of repayment amounts to the Fund shall be expenditure transfers and shall be recorded as such. 
  (2) Availability and purpose Subject to paragraph (3), purchase transfers to purchasing agencies shall remain available until expended solely to pay for the costs of approved projects and may not be transferred or reprogrammed for any other purpose. 
  (3) Return of unused purchase transfer amounts Any portion of a purchase transfer that is not necessary to pay for the total cost of a project shall be returned to the Fund as follows: 
  (A) Unobligated purchase transfer amounts shall be returned to the Fund only after the Federal facility is substantially complete and within the 2-year period after the date on which the most recent outlay of purchase transfer funds by the agency occurred. 
  (B) If, after the return of the unused purchase transfer amounts pursuant to subparagraph (A) occurs, there is an upward adjustment to a previously incurred project obligation, the Fund shall provide an expenditure transfer for such upward adjustment to the appropriate agency account of the lower of the amount returned pursuant to subparagraph (A) and the amount of the upward adjustment to the previously incurred obligation. 
  (g) Budget enforcement The following rules shall apply to budget enforcement under the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, and the Statutory Pay-As-You-Go Act of 2010. 
  (1) Direct spending Provisions of appropriations Acts approving purchase transfers from the Fund to purchasing agencies and collections by the Fund of repayments from purchasing agencies, shall be considered direct spending and shall not be included in the estimates under section 251(a)(7) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 or considered budgetary effects for the purposes of section 3(4) of the Statutory Pay-As-You-Go Act of 2010. 
  (2) Discretionary appropriations Appropriations to purchasing agencies for annual repayments to the Fund shall be considered discretionary appropriations and shall be scored in the year for which such appropriations are made available by an appropriations Act. 
  (3) Changes to fund balance Any provision enacted in an appropriations Act that— 
  (A) rescinds or precludes from obligation balances in the Fund; 
  (B) rescinds or precludes from obligation balances of approved purchase transfers; or 
  (C) reduces the annual limitation on total purchase transfers in subsection (c)(6),  shall be considered budgetary effects for purposes of the Statutory Pay-As-You-Go Act of 2010 and shall not be included in the estimates under section 251(a)(7) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985.  
  (4) Failure to appropriate repayments If a bill making appropriations for a fiscal year provides a first repayment amount for an approved project and such appropriations bill for a subsequent fiscal year during the repayment period fails to provide the repayment amount required for that fiscal year, an amount equal to the required repayment, calculated pursuant to subsection (e)(3), shall nevertheless be included in the estimates under section 251(a)(7) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 
  (5) Transfers and reprogramming If, notwithstanding subsection (f)(2), a provision in an appropriations Act authorizes or requires— 
  (A) a transfer of balances in the Fund for any purpose other than to cover the costs of projects approved pursuant to this section; or 
  (B) a purchasing agency to transfer or reprogram a purchase transfer for a purpose other than paying the costs of projects approved pursuant to this section, such amount shall be included in the estimates of discretionary appropriations under section 251(a)(7) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 
  (h) Requirements for projects To be held in the GSA inventory In addition to any other existing requirements in law, the requirements in this subsection shall apply only to any purchase transfer to a purchasing agency that acquires real property space and services through the General Services Administration. This section neither provides new real property landholding or landmanaging authority to such purchasing agency nor otherwise affects any agency’s existing real property landholding or landmanaging authority. 
  (i) Approved projects If an appropriations Act approves a purchase transfer to a purchasing agency other than the General Services Administration for the costs of a project to be held in the inventory of the General Services Administration, the following requirements shall apply: 
  (1) Purchase transfer amount The purchasing agency shall immediately pay the purchase transfer amount, excluding any amount included for furniture, fixtures, and equipment, to the Administrator for deposit into the Federal Buildings Fund. 
  (2) Limitation The Administrator shall use such purchase transfer only to pay the costs of the approved project and the Administrator shall not charge a fee beyond the one-time administrative fee for the execution of the project. 
  (3) Custody and control The project shall be under the custody and control of the Administrator. 
  (4) Annual repayments The purchasing agency shall continue to be responsible for making annual repayments to the Fund in accordance with subsection (e)(2). 
  304. Reenactment of Coast Guard housing authorities 
  (a) In general Chapter 18 of title 14, United States Code, is amended as follows: 
  (1) By inserting after section 681 the following: 
  
  682. Direct loans and loan guarantees 
  (a) Direct loans 
  (1) Subject to subsection (c), the Secretary may make direct loans to an eligible entity in order to provide funds to the eligible entity for the acquisition or construction of housing units that the Secretary determines are suitable for use as military family housing or as military unaccompanied housing. 
  (2) The Secretary shall establish such terms and conditions with respect to loans made under this subsection as the Secretary considers appropriate to protect the interests of the United States, including the period and frequency for repayment of such loans and the obligations of the obligors on such loans upon default. 
  (b) Loan guarantees 
  (1) Subject to subsection (c), the Secretary may guarantee a loan made to any person in the private sector if the proceeds of the loan are to be used by the person to acquire, or construct housing units that the Secretary determines are suitable for use as, military family housing or military unaccompanied housing. 
  (2) The amount of a guarantee of a loan that may be provided under paragraph (1) may not exceed the amount equal to the lesser of— 
  (A) 80 percent of the value of the project; or 
  (B) the outstanding principal of the loan. 
  (3) The Secretary shall establish such terms and conditions with respect to guarantees of loans under this subsection as the Secretary considers appropriate to protect the interests of the United States, including the rights and obligations of the United States with respect to such guarantees. 
  (4) The funds for the loan guarantees entered into under this section shall be held in the Coast Guard Housing Fund under section 687. The Secretary may purchase mortgage insurance to guarantee loans in lieu of guaranteeing loans directly against funds held in the Coast Guard Housing Fund. 
  (c) Limitation on authority Direct loans and loan guarantees may be made under this section only to the extent that appropriations of budget authority to cover their cost (as defined in section 502(5) of the Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990 (2 U.S.C. 661a(5))) are made in advance, or authority is otherwise provided in appropriations Acts. If such appropriation or other authority is provided, there may be established a financing account (as defined in section 502(7) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 661a(7))) that shall be available for the disbursement of payment of claims for payment on loan guarantees under this section and for all other cash flows to and from the Government as a result of guarantees made under this section. 
  683. Leasing of housing to be constructed 
  (a) Build and lease authorized The Secretary may enter into contracts for the lease of military family housing units or military unaccompanied housing units to be constructed under this chapter. 
  (b) Lease terms A contract under this section may be for any period that the Secretary determines appropriate and may provide for the owner of the leased property to operate and maintain the property. 
  684. Limited partnerships with eligible entities 
  (a) Limited partnerships authorized The Secretary may enter into limited partnerships with eligible entities carrying out projects for the acquisition or construction of housing units suitable for use as military family housing or as military unaccompanied housing. 
  (b) Limitation on value of investment in limited partnership 
  (1) The cash amount of an investment under this section in an eligible entity may not exceed an amount equal to 33 1/3 percent of the capital cost (as determined by the Secretary) of the project or projects that the entity proposes to carry out under this section with the investment. 
  (2) If the Secretary conveys land or facilities to an eligible entity as all or part of an investment in the entity under this section, the total value of the investment by the Secretary under this section may not exceed an amount equal to 45 percent of the capital cost (as determined by the Secretary) of the project or projects that the entity proposes to carry out under this section with the investment. 
  (3) In this subsection the term  capital cost, with respect to a project for the acquisition or construction of housing, means the total amount of the costs included in the basis of the housing for Federal income tax purposes. 
  (c) Collateral incentive agreements The Secretary shall enter into collateral incentive agreements with eligible entities in which the Secretary makes an investment under this section to ensure that a suitable preference will be afforded members of the Armed Forces and their dependents in the lease or purchase, as the case may be, of a reasonable number of the housing units covered by the investment.  . 
  (2) By inserting after section 685 the following: 
  
  686. Assignment of members of the Armed Forces to housing units 
  (a) In general The Secretary may assign members of the Armed Forces to housing units acquired or constructed under this chapter. 
  (b) Effect of certain assignments on entitlement to housing allowances 
  (1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), housing referred to in subsection (a) shall be considered as quarters of the United States or a housing facility under the jurisdiction of a uniformed service for purposes of section 403(e) of title 37. 
  (2) A member of the Armed Forces who is assigned in accordance with subsection (a) to a housing unit not owned or leased by the United States shall be entitled to a basic allowance for housing under section 403 of title 37. 
  (c) Lease payments through pay allotments The Secretary may require members of the Armed Forces who lease housing in housing units acquired or constructed under this chapter to make lease payments for such housing pursuant to allotments of the pay of such members under section 701 of title 37. . 
  (3) By inserting after section 687 the following: 
  
  687a. Differential lease payments Pursuant to an agreement entered into by the Secretary and a lessor of military family housing or military unaccompanied housing to members of the Armed Forces, the Secretary may pay the lessor an amount, in addition to the rental payments for the housing made by the members, as the Secretary determines appropriate to encourage the lessor to make the housing available to members of the Armed Forces as military family housing or as military unaccompanied housing.  . 
  (b) Clerical amendment The analysis at the beginning of such chapter is amended— 
  (1) by inserting after the item relating to section 681 the following: 
  
  
 682. Direct loans and loan guarantees. 
 683. Leasing of housing to be constructed. 
 684. Limited partnerships with eligible entities. ; 
  (2) by inserting after the item relating to section 685 the following: 
  
  
 686. Assignment of members of the Armed Forces to housing units. ; and 
  (3) by inserting after the item relating to section 687 the following: 
  
  
 687a. Differential lease payments. .  
  IV Accelerating project delivery 
  401. One Federal decision Section 116(f) of title 49, United States Code, is amended— 
  (1) in paragraph (1) by striking  carried out under the programs referred to in subsection (d)(1); 
  (2) in paragraph (3) by striking  project under a program referred to in subsection (d)(1) and inserting  specified project that requires approval by the Department; and 
  (3) by adding at the end the following: 
  
  (4) Two-year timetables The Bureau, in coordination with the appropriate modal administrations within the Department and with other Federal agencies, shall ensure that a record of decision is issued for a specified project that requires approval by the Department not later than 2 years after the date on which a notice of intent is published pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). 
  (5) Permitting Dashboard The Bureau, in coordination with the appropriate modal administrations within the Department, shall carry out the activities required under section 139(o) of title 23, relating to the Permitting Dashboard established under section 41003(b) of the FAST Act (42 U.S.C. 4370m–2(b)). 
  (6) Definitions In this subsection, the following definitions apply: 
  (A) Specified project The term  specified project means a highway project, public transportation capital project, airport project, intercity rail passenger or freight rail project, port project (including inland port and a land port of entry), or multimodal specified project. 
  (B) Multimodal specified project The term  multimodal specified project means a specified project involving the participation of more than 1 modal administration or secretarial office within the Department.  . 
  402. Application of categorical exclusions for transportation projects 
  (a) In general Section 304 of title 49, United States Code, is amended— 
  (1) in the section heading, by striking   multimodal and inserting   transportation; 
  (2) in subsection (a)(1), by striking  secretarial office and inserting  secretarial office or the Surface Transportation Board; 
  (3) in subsection (a)(2), by striking  secretarial office and inserting  secretarial office or the Surface Transportation Board; 
  (4) by inserting after subsection (a)(3) the following: 
  
  (4) Project The term  project means any highway project, public transportation capital project, airport project, intercity rail passenger or freight rail project, port project (including inland port and a land port of entry), or multimodal project. ; 
  (5) in the heading for subsection (c), by striking   Multimodal and inserting   Transportation; and 
  (6) in subsections (a)(1), (a)(2), (b), (c), and (d), by striking  multimodal each place it appears. 
  (b) Clerical amendment The analysis for chapter 3 of such title is amended by striking the item relating to section 304 and inserting the following: 
  
  
 304. Application of categorical exclusions for transportation projects. . 
  403. Pilot program on use of innovative practices for environmental reviews 
  (a) Definitions In this section, the following definitions apply: 
  (1) Environmental review process The term  environmental review process has the meaning given such term in section 139(a) of title 23, United States Code. 
  (2) Participating agency The term  participating agency means a Federal agency, other than the Department of Transportation, with an approval or consultation role in the environmental review process for a project. 
  (3) Project The term  project means any highway project, public transportation capital project, airport project, intercity passenger or freight rail project, port project (including inland port and a land port of entry), or multimodal project that, if implemented as proposed by the project sponsor, would require approval by any operating administration or secretarial office within the Department of Transportation. 
  (4) Project sponsor The term  project sponsor has the meaning given such term in section 139(a) of title 23, United States Code.  
  (b) Establishment 
  (1) In general Not later than 180 days after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Transportation shall establish a pilot program to assess the use of innovative practices in the environmental review process of a project.  
  (2) Innovative practices An innovative practice includes— 
  (A) integrating environmental planning or other techniques involving consideration of multiple resources on a watershed or ecosystem scale; 
  (B) improving environmental mitigation and enhancement measures that will result in a substantial improvement over existing conditions in an ecosystem or watershed; 
  (C) using innovative technologies that enable more effective public participation in decisionmaking; and 
  (D) focusing on environmental and transportation outcomes rather than processes.  
  (c) Flexibility Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary may waive any requirement under any Federal law or regulation concerning the environmental review process for a project if— 
  (1) the head of a participating agency concurs; and 
  (2) the Secretary and the head of a participating agency determine that waiving such law or regulation is reasonably expected to— 
  (A) facilitate the use of an innovative practice described in subsection (b)(2); and 
  (B) result in equal or better environmental outcomes had such law or regulation not been waived. 
  (d) Eligibility 
  (1) Project cap The Secretary may select not more than 15 projects to participate in the pilot program established under this section. 
  (2) Status of environmental review process A project is eligible for selection if, at the time of selection, the environmental review process has not been initiated for such project. 
  (e) Eligible applicant An eligible applicant is any project sponsor. 
  (f) Application Process 
  (1) In general An applicant shall submit a written application in a form prescribed by the Secretary. 
  (2) Review The Secretary, in coordination with the head of a participating agency, shall review applications for participation in the pilot program. 
  (3) Approval or denial The Secretary, in coordination with the head of a participating agency, shall approve or deny the application, or approve the application with conditions. 
  (g) Termination The Secretary may terminate the participation of a project in the pilot program if the Secretary, in coordination with the head of a participating agency, determines that— 
  (1) the project sponsor is no longer in compliance with any conditions imposed under subsection (f)(3), if applicable; and 
  (2) regardless of the applicability of paragraph (1), termination is in the public interest.  
  (h) Report 
  (1) In general Not later than 3 years after the date on which the Secretary first approves an application for a project for the pilot program, the Secretary, in consultation with any participating agency involved in a project for the pilot program, shall submit to the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure of the House of Representatives and the Committee on Environment and Public Works of the Senate a report on the pilot program. 
  (2) Contents The report described in paragraph (1) shall— 
  (A) identify each project and the innovative practices used for such project; and 
  (B) summarize any lessons learned from the use of innovative practices on such projects. 
  404. Section 401 certification reform Section 401(d) of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1341(d)) is amended— 
  (1) by inserting  water quality standard in effect under section 303 of this Act, before  standard of performance; and 
  (2) by inserting  water quality before  requirement of State law.  
 




