SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS

FINAL 2004 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE - APPENDIX D
COMMENTS

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SCAG should be given great credit for being the first Metropolitan Planning Organization in the
U.S. to perform an Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis and include it in its Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) process and reports. However, as in every first attempt, there is a
continuing need to study and analyze the results and improve them subsequently.

We specifically recommend the following improvements:

1.

2.

The EJ analysis must be part-and-parcel of the RTP planning process as it is
conducted, not an after-the-fact add-on.

The RTP and corridor planning processes must include more transportation
alternatives, including low-cost alternatives to expensive transit guideways, such as
fare reductions/bus service improvement programs, and they must be fairly
considered prior to major transportation decisions being made. The impacts on
members of protected groups of the alternatives should be determined and presented
to decision-makers.

While home-to-work commute analysis is an essential component of any
transportation planning process, it is not acceptable to ignore all other trip,
particularly in EJ analysis, where many members of protected groups — particularly
low-income residents — are not employed.

The same source data and statistics should be utilized for both the “main” RTP and EJ
analysis, not separate and non-consistent data that is not even from the RTP analysis
period (unadjusted year 2000 Census data used to analyze RTP EJ for 2005-2030
period).

For home-to-work “accessibility” studies, we recommend utilizing 30 minutes, rather
than 45 minutes, as the one-way travel time, as being more consistent with the local
average commuter time (28.1 minutes) and the usual travel time for such studies.

We recommend that “accessibility” be also studied on the basis of travel time
required to reach jobs, both on “clock” time and “perceived” time bases.

DETAILED FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

We are pleased that SCAG continues to model and analyze data for protected groups
beyond those ethnic and racial ones required by Title VI, incorporating the low
income test required by Executive Order (EO) 12898. We do question, however, why
results of gender and age group analysis — mandated by the same EO — are not
included.
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1. The introduction section fails to discuss the legal requirements of California
Government Code § 11135. Government Code section 11135 prohibits intentional
discrimination and unjustified discriminatory impacts’. In addition, California law
defines environmental justice as “the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures,
and incomes with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies~.” The California
Coastal Commission adopted a local coastal plan requiring Malibu to maximize
public access to the beach while ensuring the fair treatment of people of all races,
cultures, and incomes®. This is the first time an agency has implemented the statutory
definition of environmental justice under California law (discussed below), setting a
precedent for other agencies throughout the state. SCAG should adopt a similar
provision based on California law.

2. We consider questionable the accessibility analysis logic, described at page G-4, to
address the technical problem of analyzing the value of time savings by assigning
costs to the time of the members of each of the five income quintiles. SCAG’s
approach to this issue was:

“In this analysis, travel time was held constant for everybody so that differences
could be seen in the extent of opportunities reachable by (or accessible to) various
population groups.”

As we understand what was actually done, “travel time ... held constant” means that
“the accessibility measurement is defined as the percentage of total available regional
job opportunities within 45 minutes (of travel)” (page G-17).

First, we question the use of 45 minutes, which we assume refers to one-way travel
time. The mean travel time to work in the Los Angeles-Riverside-Orange County
CMSA for 2003 was 28.1 minutes (American Community Survey)®.

The 45 minutes used by SCAG is 162% of the 28.1 minute mean from ACS for 2003.
Assuming 360 degree possibility of travel and equal speed of travel in all directions,
the area covered by a 45 minute travel time would be 264% of the 28.1 minute travel
time. We suggest that 45 minutes is too long a period and suggest that 30 minutes be
utilized instead. In our experience, 30 minutes accessibility is both far more common
a measure of accessibility in analyses such as this and reasonably close to both the
national and SCAG Region actual mean home-to-work commute times.

! See Cal Gov. Code 8§ 11135 et seq.; 22 CCR § 9810.

2 Cal. Gov. Code § 65040.12. The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research is currently working on
implementing this code section.

s Malibu Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan adopted by California Coastal Commission (Sept. 13, 2002).
4 While the LA-Riverside-OC CMSA is not identical with the SCAG study area, it does contain the vast
majority of population in the study area (16.1 million, ACS 2000 estimate, compared with 16.6 million in SCAG’s
model, Table G.1) and an even larger portion of the travel congestion problem areas.
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We also suggest that two additional analysis, the first being the actual “clock” travel
time for each income quintile and each of the other protected and non-protected
groups, be performed. We understand, and agree with, SCAG’s concerns regarding
the use of a single hourly cost factor (such as half of the median wage rate for each
group). We suggest, however, that the model run results be reported simply on the
basis of time of travel, under the hypothesis that an hour of time of a first Quintile
member is worth as much to him or her as an hour of time to a fifth Quintile member
is worth to a member of that group.

In addition to the actual “clock” time analysis, we also suggest a second analysis
utilizing the common “weighting” factors that are utilized in such transportation
planning models. For example, the “wait time” spent by a transit rider between
arriving at a bus stop or train station may weighted at 250% of the “clock” time in the
traveler’s decision as to which transportation alternative to utilize for a particular trip.
By performing this analysis, we will gain a picture of how long travelers “think” their
travel time is and, by comparison of the “clock” time to the “perceived” time, we will
gain a measure of how much members of each group like or dislike their trip
characteristics. (We would be happy to provide more detail regarding this proposal if
desired, but we are confident that any competent transportation planner/modeler will
immediately understand what we are proposing. While we are not familiar with the
details of SCAG’s transportation modeling efforts, we believe that these “perceived”
time calculations are necessary part of the classic four-step “gravity” transportation
modeling process and, therefore, no additional model runs will likely be required.)

3. We have a very significant problem with SCAG’s overall approach to EJ compliance
testing. What SCAG has basically done is to take the action recommendations that
were contained in the RTP and then test the allocations of improvements in travel
times and other results among the five income quintiles and the other protected and
non-protected groups. We have two primary objections to this approach:

A. By focusing the testing on the improvements, there is no consideration of the
initial condition and in pre-existing disparities between groups. If a protected
group is severely disadvantaged by the existing state of events regarding
transportation, then a “fair” allocation of the improvements — but no change in
original conditions — could result in this disadvantaged condition being accepted —
assuming that it is recognized — and even institutionalized.

B. There is no analysis of different alternatives, no testing of other uses of available
funds, other ways of doing things, that could result in the disadvantaged groups
gaining larger improvements than those actions recommended in the RTP —
potentially, in some cases, as will be discussed below, with little or no
disadvantages to the non-protected groups’ members, or even to the advantage of
these members.

4. We have an important question that we are unable to resolve from the information in
the EJ analysis — what trips are being analyzed? Specifically, are all trips being
included in the analysis, or only home-to-work trips?
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We were unable to find any specific narrative statement that responds to this concern.
However, in the statistical portion of the EJ Appendix, there is a schedule, “SCAG
Region Workers Communting (sic) by Mode and by Ethnicity and by income
Quintile.” This schedule has percentages that appear to correspond to the data found
in Tables G.3 and G.4 on page G-5, “Mode Usage by Income Category” and “Mode
Usage by Ethnic/Racial Category,” respectively — for example, the former schedule
shows 6.6% of Quintile I trips are taken by “Auto-Drive Alone,” while Table G.3
shows 7% for the same statistic. The “Commuting” in the title of the former schedule
is commonly utilized to refer to home-to-work trips. More important, the total trip
counts on the schedule, when compared to the grand total of all daily trips in the
Exhibit C.34 “Modeling Summary” clearly show that what is being analyzed is home-
to-work commute trips and not total trips.

We certainly agree that the RTP EJ analysis should include this home-to-work trip
analysis. However, it must be kept in mind that one of the main reasons why
members of the Quintile 1 group are members of the Quintile | group is because they
do not have a job. They may be retired, they may be physically or otherwise unable
to work, they may be temporarily unemployed, they may be “stay-at-home” parents
or care givers, or they may be students, to name a few of the reasons why these
Quintile I members are not employed — and, without employment, there is no home-
to-work commute and there is no analysis of the trips taken by these individuals for
EJ purposes.

This does not, however, mean that these non-employed persons do not travel, nor do
not have travel problems, or that they cannot be negatively impacted by
discrimination in the provision of transportation services. These individuals do travel
— to school, for medical reasons, for shopping, to religious institutions, to socialize,
and more many other purposes. It is entirely improper to totally ignore these
members of the community for purposes of Environment Justice analysis simply
because they are not employed.

It is our belief that a substantially smaller portion of the members of the Quintile |
group are employed than the higher income Quintiles (and this appears to be strongly
confirmed by data in this EJ analysis), and that it is also likely that the members of
some or all of the other protected groups are less likely to be employed than the
members of the other non-protected groups. If this belief is correct, then a
substantially larger portion of the members of the protected groups would not be
included in the EJ analysis than the comparable non-protected groups.

This is not an acceptable methodology for EJ analysis. The travel of non-employed
persons must be included in the EJ analysis to be valid.

5. Following up on our Comment 5.B. above, a key part of any EJ analysis must be a
focus on cost-effectiveness. While we would severely question any RTP or other
long-range transportation plan that did not have this focus on comparison of
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alternatives to identify and select the best set of possibilities, this process can not be
and should not be regarded as separate and distinct from the analysis of
Environmental Justice. There are limited funds available for transportation, so any
funds not spent wisely, particularly when there are superior alternatives available, are
needed funds for transportation improvements for protected groups — and non-
protected groups — that are no longer available. We most certainly do not accept that
funds spent on poor transportation alternatives can be non-discriminatory if all groups
are equally disadvantaged by wasteful expenditures of public dollars.

There is very little, if anything, in the way of cost-effectiveness indicators and
analysis in the EJ analysis. Indeed, there is very little on this point anywhere in the
RTP. To illustrate our point, and why this analysis is so important, we will take data
from various parts of the RTP to illustrate how expenditures on less productive and
cost-effective transportation system components can work to the disadvantage of the
members of protected groups — as well as members of non-protected groups.

Consider Table G.3, “Mode Usage by Income Category,” on page G-5. Examine the
line for “Commuter Rail.” The percentage of total Metrolink usage increase as
income rises, with only 3% of its usage coming from Quintile I (lowest income),
reaching 39% for Quintile V members. Simple math, the highest income 20% of the
population gets thirteen times the benefit of the lowest income 20%.

Now, consider Table G.2, “Estimated 2004 RTP Expenditures by Mode,” same page.
In the “Total” column, we see Commuter Rail with $6.04 billion of the total of
$134.99 billion of expenditures, or 4.47% — approximately one dollar out of every 22
dollars proposed to be spent in the RTP.

Now let us shift to Technical Appendix C, Exhibit C.34, the “Modeling Summary.”
On page C-28, in the “2030 Plan” column, we see a grand total of 75,636,000 daily
regional transportation trips.

On page C-30, same column, we see 98,000 Metrolink Boardings.

98,000 out of 75,636,000 — that’s .13%, or approximately one trip out of every 772°.
One out of each 22 dollars in the RTP produces one out of every 772 trips.

These ratios do not appear to be in proportion.

5

Assuming that SCAG is utilizing the common meanings of these terms, “trips” and “boardings” do not

mean the same thing. In this context, we assume “trips” means LINKED trips, while “boardings” means “UNlinked
trips.” To define these terms by example, if a Metrolink riders starts his/her home-to-work travel by driving to a
Metrolink parking lot, then rides Metrolink to Union Station, then takes the Red Line to a station near his/her office,
and finally walks four blocks to his/her office, we have four “unlinked” trips (one each for driving, Metrolink, Red
Line, and walking) that together constitute one “linked” trip — in this case, home-to-work.

In our analysis, we have treated “trips” and “boardings” as if they were comparable, which they are not. In

this situation, this treatment overstates the percentage of total SCAG region trips that are taken on Metrolink, so we
will pass on attempting any adjustment to correct for this distortion.
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Now, to be fair, trips taken on Metrolink do tend to be far longer than the average
length for all trips and, as a general rule, all transit trips do tend to require a greater
allocation of the public sector resources accounted for in the RTP than do automobile
and other non-public transit trips. However, even after considering these factoids, we
still find that each Metrolink trip requires a very large investment of public tax dollars
and that the users of these expensive trips are overwhelmingly higher income persons
who are not persons of color or members of other protected groups.

While the above analysis alone is sufficient to raise concerns, we have only
established a necessary, but not yet a sufficient condition, regarding the effectiveness
of Metrolink There is an important question left unanswered — are there alternatives
to Metrolink, particularly to the expensive, large-scale expansions of Metrolink that
are included in the RTP?

The answer is, most assuredly, yes, in many specific cases: long-distance commuter
express bus.

There are several examples of such services in the U.S., including one very applicable
one actually now operated in the SCAG area, that of the three long-haul commuter
express bus lines operated by the Antelope Valley Transit Authority from North Los
Angeles County to destinations in the San Fernando Valley, Century City/Westside,
and downtown Los Angeles. Line 785 to the Los Angeles CBD has a schedule that is
very competitive with the Metrolink service from North County, has a lower fare for
regular riders — and covers over 90% of its operating costs out of the farebox, unlike
Metrolink, which does not cover 50% of its operating costs system-wide, and does
poorer still on North County service. Of course, the capital costs of this type of bus
service are miniscule compared with those of commuter rail.

Even more interesting, while Line 785 is now very time-competitive with Metrolink,
this is before several HOV lane segments from North County to the LA CBD have
been opened for service. When they are completed, bus service will likely have a
very significant travel time advantage. The SCAG region already has one of the most
extensive HOV networks in the U.S., with many more segments, extensions, and
connections discussed in the RTP (Exhibit 4.1, “2030 High Occupancy Vehicle
(HOV) Lane System). Why should not full advantage be taken of this already
planned public expenditure?

Before spending billions of dollars to expand Metrolink operations, we strongly
suggest first studying long-haul commuter express bus service as an alternative —
including, in some cases, implementing such bus service to replace existing
Metrolink service. Not only can long-haul commuter express bus save the vast
majority of taxpayer subsidies for such transit services, it is often far faster for many
users because it is far more accessible at locations close to their residences. It can be
implemented in small cost increments, at very low risk, not requiring huge non-
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recoverable investments in rail rights-of-way, stations, parking facilities, and vehicles
to implement.

The savings from substituting long-haul commuter express bus service, instead of
commuter rail service, can be utilized to significantly increase the service area,
carrying far more passengers (which would like be utilized by upper income residents
not members of any protected group); or for improving other types of transit and
other transportation services (which would be more likely to be utilized by members
of low-income and other protected groups); or simply be converted to taxes not
collected, as may be applicable in each particular situation.

Spending less money on carrying a very small number of high-income members of no
protected group means that there will be more funds available to assist low-income
and other protected groups that often have no other transportation options with
meaningful transit service improvements — a most valid Environmental Justice
concern.

We have similar concerns about many of the rail projects included in the RTP. For
example, the Pasadena Gold Line was projected, by its builder, to carry 30,000 to
38,000 riders “opening day.” Yet, going on two years after opening day, the ridership
has been firmly stuck at 14,000 daily riders for many months. The cost per new rider
appears to be well in excess of $25 — and one expansion of this underperforming
transportation system component is now underway and the RTP includes two others.

We call upon SCAG to realistically study real alternatives to expensive transit
guideway projects, on the bases of both regional transportation planning and specific
corridor planning. For example, without any doubt what-so-ever, the most successful
transit ridership growth activities in Southern California over the past two decades
have been those that focus on reduced transit fares and increasing and improving bus
transit service.

When we discuss transit ridership in the SCAG region, the discussion begins — and
largely ends — with the service operated and funded by the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA), which has historically carried over
70% of all unlinked transit passenger trips From fiscal years 1982 to 1985, the transit
fares of the Southern California Rapid Transit District (MTA’s predecessor for transit
operations in Los Angeles County) were reduced from 85¢ adult cash fare to 50¢ --
and transit ridership increased by 40%, and peak period ridership increased by 35%.
This is, beyond any question, the most successful transit ridership demonstration in
the U.S. post-World War Il — and the cost was miniscule by comparison to expensive
guideway transit projects, less than 20% of the 1/2¢ Proposition A Sales Tax proceeds
at the time.

As soon as this incredibly successful fare reduction came to the end of the three-year
period stipulated in the Ballot Proposition, it was ended — and SCRTD/MTA ridership
immediately began a period of long and almost continuous decline. Over the next
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eleven years, while 60% or more of the annual subsidies for transit were devoted to
rail, total ridership fell its peak of 497.2 million in FY85 to 363.6 million in FY96,
down 27%, losing over 12 million riders each year — hardly a justification for the
allocation of resources to expensive guideway projects.

Then, mid-way through FY97, the Consent Decree that settled Labor/Community
Strategy Center v MTA was executed, calling for a preservation of monthly passes
and roll-back of the price increases, for addition of bus service to relieve the most
overcrowded buses of any major U.S. transit operator, and the first new bus lines in
years. Not only was the ridership loss halted, but turned around — over the next six
years, MTA ridership increased by over 13 million a year, adding the equivalent of
the Long Beach Transit ridership (the second largest transit operator in Los Angeles
County) every year for six years. And, again, the cost per new rider was miniscule
compared to expensive transit guideways, even utilizing MTA’s rather incredible
overcosting practices.

When will regional transportation planning see the exploration of these proven,
incredibly successful transit ridership increase methodologies as alternatives to the
proven failures of expensive guideway transit projects?

6. While there are interesting mode usage schedules on page G-5 (Tables G.3, “Mode
Usage by Income Category” and G.4, “Mode Usage by Ethnic/Racial Category”),
what is missing is a schedule in the same format that shows the actual quantities of
transportation utilized, and percentage allocations from a different set of totals. These
schedules are to be added “horizontally” — if we add the 22% of bus trips taken by
Quintile I riders to the 28% taken by Quintile Il riders, etc., we will get a total of the
100% of all bus trips.

However, there are two important factors missing, at least in the up-front, narrative
portion of this section. The first schedule we suggest adding would be totaled
“vertically,” showing how the trips taken by each quintile or other group are allocated
between transportation modes — such as, X% of all Quintile I trips are walk trips.
There would be two added schedules in this format, one by Income Category and the
other by Ethnic/Racial Category, and they should also have grand totals for all
groups, showing the distribution of all trips in the SCAG area. (It appears that most
of the data required to do these calculations are presented on a schedule in the
statistical section in the rear, unnumbered, entitled, “SCAG Regional Workers
Communting [sic] by Mode and by Ethnicity and by Income Quintile.”)

The other report we suggest adding can be produced from the same data, but, rather
than taking the totals for each Quintile or other protected group, use the grand total
for all trips, to show the total travel that is being analyzed.

We have made a first pass at such schedules, which are attached. It points out some
most interesting things, such as:
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D.

E.
F

Quintile I (lowest income) accounts for 8.17% of all work trips, Quintile V
(highest income) accounts for 28.29% — 246% more, per capita.

White residents, which are projected by SCAG to be 34.4% of all residents in
2030 (Table G.1, “Projected Demographic Changes in the SCAG Region, 2000-
2030, page G-2), account for 45.6% of the home-to-work trips, with the
trips/population ratio therefore being 133%, while Hispanics, projected as 42.7%
of the 2030 population, account for only 33.9% of trips, a ratio of 79%. When we
combine these two ratio’s — 133%/79% = 168% -- we find that each White
person’s trips are given far more weighting in this analysis than a Hispanic
person’s trips. The comparisons for other protected groups are similar.

Bus accounts for 11.28% of Quintile | work trips, 1.47% of Quintile V work trips,
and 4.21% of all work trips.

Commuter Rail accounts for .23% of all work trips.

Light and Heavy Rail Account for .16% of all work trips.

7. Unfortunately, the above analysis pointed out a very large number of inconsistencies
and questions in the “SCAG Region Workers Communting” (sic) schedule, the
schedule that is the source of Modal Usage by Income and Ethnic/Racial data that are
such key components of this entire analysis, including:

A. The total work trips on this schedule are 6,716,416; on the Exhibit C.34

“Modeling Summary,” page C-28, it is 8,937,000 for the same year (2000). The
reason for this difference is the source of the detail data. The former are from
2000 Census survey responses, the latter is the output of SCAG’s transportation
planning modeling. Why is there such a large difference and why are two entirely
different sources utilized for two very important, but not the same, purposes
within the same larger report?

. The data used in many of the analyses in the EJ report is from the year 2000.

Why isn’t there an attempt to show how things will change over the 25 years of
the planning period, out to 2030? Why are we assuming that so many very
important factors are going to remain static in the EJ analysis, when these same
factors — income level and distribution, ethnicity, travel options, travel patterns,
etc. — are being radically changes in the main RTP planning and modeling?

The data shows 3,000 “streetcar,” 7,434 “Subway/Elevated,” and 15,469 “Rail”
work trips. First, the terms are strange for the current purpose®:

1. There are no operating “streetcar” transit system in the SCAG region, as that
term is utilized by transit professionals; in 2000, there were two operational
“light rail” systems, the Long Beach-Los Angeles Blue Line and the Norwalk-
El Segundo Green Line.

2. When the terms, “Subway/Elevated,” are combined in this manner, it
generally denotes what is known to transit professionals as “heavy rail.”

6

The likely explanation for these unusual terms is that they were taken directly from the Census 2000 survey

forms and results, as the Source note on the “SCAG Region Workers Communting (sic)” schedule states. If so, this,
and the data discontinuities discussed following, raise large questions of the accuracy of the data as applied and,
therefore, the utility of the analyses that were based on this data.
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There was on operational “heavy rail” system in the SCAG area in 2000, the
MTA Red Line, which operated from Union Station to Wilshire/Western and
Hollywood/Vine, and was extended to North Hollywood in July of calendar
year 2000. The Red Line is totally a subway; no portion of it could be
considered “elevated.” The Green Line could be considered “elevated” for
some purposes, but, under Federal Transit Administration standards and all
common use of terminology, it is considered light rail.

3. “Rail” is a very broad term, which includes both of the above and Metrolink
operations, which is generally more specifically referred to as “commuter rail”
or “regional rail.” It would also include Amtrak and Amtrak California
services, which are “intercity rail,” but which are used for commuting
purposes by some SCAG region residents and some San Diego County and
other non-SCAG region residents who commute to the SCAG region.
Because it appears that every other rail line type has been accounted for, |
assume that “Rail” must refer to Metrolink + Amtrak/Amtrak California
service.

G. Some of the data appears questionable. There are 10,434 “Urban Rail Usage”
work trips, evidently for the Red, Blue, and Green Lines combined. These three
lines reported a total of 174,554 total daily boardings to the Federal Transit
Administration’s National Transit Database for the 2000 reporting year (the Los
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority reports on a June 30 year-
end, and this year was selected over the 2001 report because the 2001 report
included the operations of the Red Line extension to North Hollywood that
opened in July 2000 and the Census was taken in April 2000, before that
extension opened for revenue service). This is a ratio of almost 17:1. *“Rail”
shows 15,469 daily work trips — almost 50% more than that for the Red, Blue, and
Green Line combined — while Metrolink reported 26,300 daily boardings to the
FTA, aratio of less than 2:1. Even when Amtrak/Amtrak California boardings in
the SCAG region are factored in, there are huge differences that cannot be
explained in the resulting ratios. One or the other or, more likely, both of the
“SCAG Region Communting” (sic) rail work trips counts appear very
questionable.

These and other issues make the data utilized in the EJ analyses appear extremely
unreliable, throwing the utility of the analysis into serious question.

8. On page G-12, we have:

“Transit users in the two lowest income quintiles pay just over 20% of total sales
and gasoline taxes collected in the region, but will enjoy over 50% of the time
savings realized from the 2004 RTP investments in local transit systems. As
shown in Figure G.10.b., the Hispanic segment of the region’s 2030 population
will enjoy 79% of local transit time savings under the 2004 RTP.”
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10.

These two statements appear to be a major justification for the overall finding of this
EJ analysis that there are no Title VI or other EJ problems. However, the above
analysis is flawed:

A. Gas taxes and part of sales taxes go for roads, yet the above statement ignores the
benefits — or lack thereof — that Quintile I and Il members and Hispanics will
receive, compared to members of non-protected groups.

B. As discussed above, there are considerable problems with SCAG’s allocation of
transit and road benefits.

While the Center strongly supports public transit, we oppose the California High
Speed Rail Authority’s proposal to build a high speed rail from Northern to Southern
California because it would disproportionately hurt low income communities and
communities of color. We are particularly concerned about the potential impact of
the proposed high speed rail on the new State Parks in the Cornfield and Taylor Yard
along the Los Angeles River and the surrounding communities. However, our
concerns extend to potential impacts on all parklands and on the environmental
justice impacts generally. The Center has submitted public comments to oppose the
high speed train, available at:

http://www.clipi.org/pdf/comments-highspeed.pdf

Similarly, we believe that the SCAG Maglev plans are totally unrealistic and that
consideration of such concepts should be eliminated from the regional transportation
planning discussion so that the focus can remain on what the real requirements are
and what the real potential improvements can be.

We urge SCAG to include public health as a consideration in its RTP planning,
modeling, and decision-making process and the EJ component thereof, specifically
including the following aspects:

A. Emissions (which is currently included)

B. Access to health care providers via the transportation system, specifically
including via public transit for the transit-dependent

C. Access to parks, schools, and other playgrounds and recreational areas, with
particular emphasis on the ability of our increasingly obese and out-of-shape
children to be able to utilize the incredibly few and small parks in the area that are
particularly poorly located for peoples of color.

D. Transportation safety — unfortunately, running high-speed transit guideways at
grade through densely populated areas has proven to be an invitation to disaster.


http://www.clipi.org/pdf/comments-highspeed.pdf

