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Dear Colleague:

I am pleased to provide you with a copy of a report on the Transportation, Environmental Justice,

and Social Equity Conference that was held in Chicago on November 16-18, 1994.

The conference brought together more than 150 representatives of community groups, Federal

agencies, national nonprofit organizations, and local officials. The intent was to recreate the
planning and decisionmaking process so that iiture investments benefit all communities, including

low income communities, communities of color, and tribal communities. This conference was an

important step toward realking the Federal Transit Administration’s commitment to making transit

alTordable, convenient, accessible, and efficient for all members of our communities and to ensure

that transit plays a positive role in community economic development.

This report summarizes the discussions and outcomes of the conference. Chapter one presents the

introduction, Federal opportunities and policies, panel discussions, and conclusions and

recommendations. Chapter two contains the five topical papers written for the conference that
helped frame discussions about how the Federal government, along with the local agency partners,

can work to achieve an equitable transportation system. Chapter three provides summaries of the
working group deliberations. A summary of the Chicago field trip, the results of the conference
evaluation, principles of environmental justice, the legal and regulatory fkrnework, the conference
attendee list, a glossary of terms, and suggestions for tiu-ther reading are included in the appendix.

If you would like additional copies of this report, please contact William B. Menczer, Office of

Policy Development, at (202) 366-4060.
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Introduction

The putpose of the Tramportation: Environmental
jkstice and SocialEquity Confwencewas to bringjitih
isruesand begt”na dialogue between those affectedand
those reqomible for meeting transpo~tion challenges.
The confmmce was sponsoredby the Federal Transt”t
Administration (FZA) and Suflace Transportation
Poliqy Project (STPP) and hosted by the Center for
Neighborhood Zcbnology (CW). The wealth of tbe
confmencewas provided by the rich group of attendees.
Pkase seeAppendix Cfor an attendeesIL%

Theseproceedingswere producedas a recordfor the
confwence and a rejb-encefor jimure dtkxwions and
actions. A video of the proceedings,produced ~ STPP
and CNT is ako avaikable. For more information,
please contact Laura Olwn, STPfi 202.939.3470 or
]acky Grinwbaw, Cm 312.274.4000.

The first conference on Transportation:

Environmental Justice and Social Equity, held in

November 1994 in Chicago, Illinois, brought

together over 150 people representing community

groups, federal agencies, national non-profit orga-

nizations, and local officials. People with years of

experience in implementing policies and projects

came together with those impacted by their efforts.

The intent was to begin a strategy for relieving

some of the pain caused by past decisions and also

to recreate the planning and decision making

process so that future investments are beneficial

for all communities, including low-income com-

munities, communities of color, and tribal commun-

ities. Transportation investments can serve as a

framework or a seed for economic redevelopment

as well as providing access to the jobs, services and

recreation all people need.

Over the course of three days the participants

shared frustrations along with their visions for the

future. Several of the top officials at the

Department of Transportation were on hand to

share their thoughts and listen. Janette Sadik-

Khan, Associate Administrator for Budget and

Policy at the Federal Transit Administration,

helped organize the conference in order to learn

from communities and understand the role that

FTA and the entire Department of Transportation

needed to play to achieve livable communities in all

neighborhoods across the country. The

Administrators from the Federal Highway and

Federal Transit Administrations spoke to the par-

ticipants about the changing role of transportation

planning in communities.

To help flame discussions about how the fed-

eral government along with local agencies can

work to achieve an equitable transportation sys-

tem, five topics were chosen

“ Justice in decision making

“ The siting of transportation facilities

“ Transportaion and the Provision of

Government Services

“ Equity in transportation investments

● T-portation, land-use, economic devel-

opment the environment and social equity

A background paper on each topic was pre-

pared by authors from around the country to

explain the issues and give all of the participants

clear examples of both the problems and potential

solutions.

The conference was structured to facilitate

discussion among the participants who represented

a broad range of interests from the Federal Transit

Administration to the South Bronx Clean Air

Coalition and from the Shoshone Information

Network to the Atlanta Greens. The 150 partici-

pants were divided into five working groups. As an

overview and preface to the working group discus-
sions, there were several plenary sessions. The

working groups, discussion panels, and speakers
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An Overview of Issues

Marginalized people and their communities

bear the brunt of socie@ ills, grapple with the

costliest of society’s tradeoffs, and have the least

amount of society’s resources to deal with them.

Transportation’s role in these dimensions of

inequity is ubiquitous. The availability of trans-

portation services in a community often determines

its economic and social viability. In particular, low-

income individuals, people of color, aged and dis-

abled people experience increasing difficulty in

gaining access to work tapping into social and

commercial services, and interacting with others.

The physical placement of jobs and services also

has serious public health, environmental and other

impacts.

Many experts contend that a combination of

misguided and racially discriminatory public poli-

cies and land use patterns have contributed the

most to social inequities in transportation. Most

regions of the United States have been designed for

automobile travel, making car ownership a basic

need. Although the private costs of driving are rel-

atively low compared with those in other nations,

the expense is still too burdensome for many poor

people. Most roadway funds have been invested in

projects that benefit middle to upper-income sub-

urban communities. In the zero-sum game of

transportation project financing, such spending has

come at the expense of transportation services to

benefit the poor—urban and rural public transit,

downtown development, and the maintenance of

urban and rural roads. This is a growing trend, as

more people and jobs migrate to the suburbs and

urban centers continue to decline. Land use devel-

opment has followed the booming suburban

economies and population shifis, reinforcing pat-

terns of migration and investment that favor sub-

urbs over urban, low-income, and minority com-

munities.

Political power has also shifted to the suburbs.

U.S. transportation policy has long been criticized

for being inequitable, exclusionary, top-down, and

closed to the public. The dwindling populations in

center cities and rural areas have made it even more

difficult for marginalized people to participate in

policy making. To some extent this has changed

with the passage of the Intermodal Surface

Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 @TEA),

which includes mechanisms for public participation

in transportation decisions. However, institutional

resistance from transportation officials, poor orga-

nizing, and confusion over the policy-making

process are still powerful barriers to public partici-

pation, especially for disadvantaged people.

Calls for equity in transportation have come

from many quarters, including the environmental

justice community, public participation advocates,

environmentalists, community economic develop-

ment activists, disabled people, rnbal organiza-

tions, neighborhood groups, rural organizations,

and civil rights advocates, to name a few. In differ-

ent ways, these groups have established mecha-

nisms to suit the process to their needs. By band-

ing together and addressing the core issues of social

inequity and environmental injustice in transporta-

tion, these groups could potentially change the way

transportation policy is made at all levels of

government.

From several perspectives were used to share expe- on Environmental Justice earlier this year, activists

riences, surfacing issues and identifying strategies called for an advisory council, and initiated an

for the federal and local agencies to address equity
in transportation systems.

Federal Opportunities and Policies
One very promising inspiration for transporta-

tion activists is the establishment of the National

Environmental Justice Advisory Council. After the

Clinton Administration issued its Executive Order

inclusive process with EPA which allowed adequate

time for organizing and discussion. Although

other federal agencies have been very slow to initi-

ate similar processes, environmental justice and

social equity advocates are optimistic that this will

change.

Other policies also serve as levers in the social
equity toolbox. ISTEA not only contains strong

6



TRANSPORTATION ENVIRONMENTALJUSTICEAND SOCIAL EOUITY CONFERENCEPROCEEDINGS. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0. . . . . . ...0.... . . . **. *. ..**..... . . . . . . *.*.*.*... ., *, . . *. .**..*.** .

public participation rules, but also offers a variety

of funding sources to facilitate commutity devel-

opment and adequate local transportation. These

include Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality

funds (CMAQ), enhancement funds, and flexible

funding for Surface Transportation Program

(STP) projects which include roads, transit, bicy-

cling, and walking. Low-income communities are

in an excellent position to take advantage of these

funding opportunities because travel patterns in

these communities are more likely to rely on tran-

sit, bicycling and walking than the travel patterns

of suburban dwellers.

ISTEA also requires officials to ensure that

transportation plans comply with Title VI of the

Civil Rights Act. While many view this as a back-

stop, Title VI requires that communities of color

are not disproportionately harmed by any trans-

portation investments or policies involving federal

funds, such as the siting of highway corridors or

the implementation of congestion pricing.

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) is

another powerful tool that has been used to ensure

access for disabled individuals in all public facili-

ties, including transportation. Activists are

increasing their efforts to use the ADA to benefit

low-income disabled people.

These and other policy options, combined

with grassroots organizing and activism, offer

tremendous opportunities to make social equity

and environmental justice in transportation a real-

ity rather than mere rhetoric.

The Federal Transit Administration hopes to

use the recommendations generated by the confer-

ence working groups to define and refine their

next strategic plan, which must address the

Executive Order on Environmental Justice. In

return, they have expressed a willingness to show

communi~ activists how to become part of policy

making through public participation and collabo-

ration. While this is a long-distance journey with

many obstacles, at least we are about to take the

first step.
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Panel Discussions

Although the conference focused on interac-

tion between the participants in a number of work-

ing groups, several speakers were scheduled to pro-

vide specific insights or framing of issues.

Opening Panel Discussion

Jaclcy Grimshaw
Centwfir NeighborhoodZcbnology
Chicago,Illinois

Henry Holmes
Urban Habitat Program
San Francisco,Calz~oAa

Gordon Linton
Federal Tran.n”tAdministration
Wwbington, DC

Dr. Robert BuUard
Ckzrk-Atlanta University
Atkanta, Georgia

Jacky Grimshaw the Transportation

Coordinator for CNT, welcomed the participants.

Highlighting the need for the Federal Department

of Transportation to draft a strategy to meet

President Clinton’s Executive Order on

Environmental Justice, she expressed her grati-

tude to all of the participants for joining in this

debate about how to make transportation more

responsive to communities.

Henry Holmes, the Associate Director of

Urban Habitat Program in San Francisco intro-

duced the two introductory speakers—Gordon

Linton the Administrator of the Federal Transit

Administration (lCCA) and Dr. Robert Bullard the
Director of Environmental Justice Resources

Center at Clark Atlanta University. Holmes

explained the links between transportation, envi-

ronmental concerns and social justice. He said

social justice and sustainability are about the rela-

tionships between all living things. Ecology is

about inter-relationships to other creatures and the

natural world. Diversity and its resilience is the

foundation of the natural world. He called atten-

tion to the Principles of Environmental Justice

(Appendix C), stating that five of the principles, 1,

2, 5, 7, and 16, were particularly well suited to

transportation.

Gordon Linton expressed the need for us to

act now and jointly, “I will not be here for long, nor

will our other agency heads. The time is short.

We must listen to the communities now.” He

stressed the vital role of transportation in building

and redeveloping neighborhoods and the need to

support connectedness. FTAs Livable

Communities initiative is one of their main efforts.

Linton stressed that the Livable Communities pro-

gram is not simply a grant program, but an oppor-

tunity to begin to shape the pub~c policy to pro-

vide access and opportunity for the people of this

country. Some of the Livable Community projects

include Fruitvale in the San Francisco Area, and

three MARTA transit stations in Atlanta.

Linton went on to note that public policy over

the last few decades has created problems by dis-

connecting communities from opportunities and

resources. Transportation has become a barrier to

separate and isolate rather than link. FTA is look-

ing to change those public policies, and bring

America back to where we want it to be. “We want

to define a new approach to transportation deci-

sion-making, with new strategies and directio~

outcome focused-to change the way we do busi-

ness in this country.”
Community participation was another topic the

Administrator touched on, emphasizing the need for

real public participation. He noted that meetings

must be both accessible by transit and at a time when

people can attend. He urged agencies to embrace

new, creative ways of community participation.

8
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Linton left the attendees with the following

message, “I could come &om DC with a vay struc-

tured approach, but we have come with open

hands, open hearts, and open ears to make trans-

portation planning focus on providing access to

people in neighborhoods. Help us shape that

strategy.”

Dr. Bullard, who was intimately involved in

the drafting of the Environmental Justice

Executive Order, began with an explanation of the

Executive Order. He noted that it was developed

with guidance from grassroots groups, the envi-

ronmental justice committee in the EP4 and the

Environmental Justice Network. He emphasized

the initiative the Environmental Justice Network

organized to realize the adoption of the Executive

Order by the Clinton administration.

Dr. Bullard stated that environmental justice

equals sustainability, and even though the

Department of Twsportation did not participate

in original the work on environmental justice, now

is the time. There are many issues that must be

addressed, including cumulative risks. There are

clear violations of Title Vi of the Civil Rights Act

in the use of federal transportation funds. The

1964 Civil Rights Act must be enforced. Another

enforcement issue arises in the National

Environmental Protection Act (NEPA); the social

impacts need to be included in assessments.

Dr. Bullard challenged the definition of “envi-

ronmentalism. “ “What is environmentalism?”, he

asked. “It must be redefined to include the total

community of where we live and work as well as

the natural environment.”

Public participation also came up in Dr.

Bullard’s comments; he stressed the need for com-

munities to be involved in the planning as well as

the evaluation stage of transportation. He also

urged agencies to fund the organizations which

have brought these issues to the table; the commu-
nity organizations who know the people, who rep-

resent the public. “We will not tolerate a system

where white folks make the plans and then go out
shopping for a minority to approve them.”

Dr. Bullard closed his speech stressing that

transportation is central to all environmental jus-

tice efforts. “We must move forward beyond the

rhetoric to get some work done.”

h Buhrdaho wgedpeipk togeta mpy#the Peopk
Ofcokr mvinmmmddi?vtto ?yandmcontactak’lkcIt13
beingaktnbutedfie by tbe A40ttF~. (810) 766-
1766-tbe Mott FounaMonpub&tion boi%ne.

In order to deepen the participants under-

standing, especially the representatives of federal

and local agencies, of issues at the local level, a

panel of grassroots activists was organized. The

panelists presented efforts and battles in their com-

munities relating to transportation and equity.

Four main communities were represented: Native

American Community, Disability Community,

Environmental Justice Community and Rural

Communities. Each panelist presented communi-

ty issues and explored how they were or were not

being addressed at the local and federal levels.

Panel Discussion 2
From Rhetoric to Reality

Chris Niles
Labor/Community Strategy Center
LosAngeks, Calijorwia

Jean Smith
SCAT Public Transit
Arkansas

Rev. Calvin Peterson
Duabkd in Action
Atkanta, Georgia

Melanie Smith
Tabana Wbitectvw AdvocacyAlliance
Oregon

Chris Niles of Labor/Community Strategy

Center in Los Angeles discussed the lawsuit that

his organization brought against the Metropolitan

Transit Authoriv (MTA). The civil rights lawsuit

was prompted by MTA3 decision to pass a 25-cent

fare hike for bus routes and to discontinue their

discounted $42 monthly bus pass. This would
make transit trips unaffordable for many people.

LCSC teamed up with several groups, includ-

ing the NAACP Legal Defense Fund to charge

MTA with class bias, discrimination against people

of color, and malfeasance, because the typical bus

passenger has an income of under $15,000 and no
car, and 81 YO of them are people of color.
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Meanwhile, MTA is spending the vast majority of

its discretionary finding on light rail projects that

primarily benefit wealthier white communities.

This lawsuit is unprecedented because it is the

first time that Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act

is being applied to a transportation issue. It is also

important in LCSC’S overall vision for transporta-

tion reform for the region, which outlines plans to

empower people through accessible transportation

and economic development.

Jean Smith of SCAT Public Transit in

Arkansas works with community development

organizations and transit providers in rural

Arkansas. She stressed the pressure on rural resi-

dents and the problems rural communities have in

providing any sort of transit for residents to give

them access to the services they need. She told the

story of a retired man in rural Arkansas who said,

“Without a car, I feel like a prisoner in the state

penitentiary, free to walk around but not to get

out.”

The level of transportation investment in rural

areas is very low, especially for any sort of transit.

ISTEA has not been friendly to rural transit, Jean

Smith noted, “they sent all of the planning money

to the MPO.” She stressed the problem of not

planning for mral areas and their needs. In

Arkansas, the State Highway Commission, which

is not representative of the state’s population in

race or gender, determines all transportation bud-

gets in the states and access for rural residents to

jobs and services is not their priority. In her area,

they have found creative solutions to the lack of

transit, including using a van purchased for elderly

& head start programs to transport the unem-

ployed to jobs during off hours,while still using it

all day for the intended purpose.

Reverend Peterson’s organization Disabled- in

Action represents poor disabled persons. He dis-

cussed the importance of transit setices to the dis-

abled community and expressed fh.stration over the
fact that while legislative efforts, such as the

Americans with Disabilities @ have been succeshl

on paper, they rarely translate into services and infra-

structure that actually work, He recounted several

episodes in which he, as a wheelchair bound individ-

ual, encountered faulty equipment inadequate infra-
structure, and incompetent management.

Although he helped create the public trans-

portation system in Atlanta, he still feels that there
are tremendous barriers to disabled access in his

community.

Melanie Smith of Tahana Whitecrow

Advocacy Alliance in Oregon described how
transportation issues are critical to the Native

American community, which is accustomed to hav-

ing 500 years of federal “policy” shoved down their

throats. For Ms. Smith’s urban Native American

community, transportation has sometimes been a

barrier and sometimes a lifeline to services, partic-

ularly health care.

Ms. Smith got involved in transportation

through the lack of access to a health clinic in her

community. The city bus ended service roughly a

half-mile from the only Native American medical

clinic, forcing transit-dependent patients to walk

the rest of the way. Her organization had to

threaten a lawsuit in order to get the bus system to

extend service out to the clinic. But now that tran-

sit service is available, the community is facing

problems getting people to take the bus. Since rid-

ership is low, the service is once again threatened

and the Tahana Whitecrow Advocacy Alliance rec-

ognizes that they need to do a better job encourag-

ing people to use available transit services.

Panel Discussion 3
Federal Initiatives & Ideas on Future

Collaboration

Janette Sadik-Khan
Fea%ralTram”tAdministration
Washington,DC

Gloria Jeff
Fe&al Highway Administration
Washington,DC

Hank Dittmar
S@ace Tramportation PolicyProject
Washington,DC

Janette Sadik-Khan began by thanking every-

one for working together to help PTA and the rest
of the Transportation Department rethink its

strategies and design a program to better serve all

10
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communities. For FTA, she expressed the need to

ensure that the allocation of local transit dollars

were not ignoring the needs of the unrepresented

and underrepresented. “FTA needs to help the

transit agenaes provide service to the transit depen-

dent and transit needy in economically distressed

communities, rural communities, and in other com-

munities that have been traditionally undeserved.”

One of FTAs initiatives to help communities is

the Livable Communities Initiative. The goal of the

initiative is to develop transportation services that

meet the needs of the community, and place trans-

portation in the context of other needs, including

child care, banking facilities, and social services. The

Livable Communities program provides technical

assistance and planning fimds aswell as capitalgrants.

A variety of agencies are eligible for the funds and

FI’A hopes that it will serve as an incentive program

for transit operators and local governments to

include the design principles of livable communities

in their local transit plans.

Sadik-Khan closed by emphasizing that FIA is

excited to continue the dialogue that began at the

conference. “We see this as our opportunity to move

away from rhetoric to reality. We want your help in

using the producm of this conference to design our

strategic plans.”

Gloria Jeff stressed the need for an education

process, and a communication process in which peo-

ple articulate their needs to be included in the trans-

portation planning process. “We must remember

that aswe optimi= freeway flow along a corridor, the

residen~ on one side must be able to walk to the

other side of the freeway.”

In an attempt to open up the lines of communi-

cation between the federal government and cormnu-

nities, she said, “I am willing to discuss any and all

things with you except the sins of the pasg which can-

not be repaired. We, and I, cannot undo them. We

can fight to not repeat them, but that’s it.” The US

Department of Transportation will try to make com-

munity meetings a part of the process in the future.

The concept is not to hold public hearings and ask

the public to come, but to attend local community

meetings as normally scheduled, on a regular basis.
Much to the crowds pleasure, she agreed that the

project development stage is far too late for commu-

nity involvement.

In closing the panel, the moderator, Hank

Dittmar, Executive Director of STPP remarked,

“Part of the learning process for the fideral gover-

nmentis learning from the past.”

Several concerns were raised by members of
Environmental j%stice organizations that the story of
what k reaily happening in communita”esof color in
areas other than transportation was not being @l/y
addressed. As a group, the particapantxagreed to add a
sessionon Community Perspectives on Environmental
j%tice. Susana ALvsanzafiom tbe East Austin based
group PODER moderated the panel discussion.

Panel Discussion4

Community Perspectives on
Environmental Justice

Arthur smith
Hyde Park & Aragon Improvement Communip
Association
Georgia

Lori Goodman
Dint Care
Coloradi

SulaimanMahdi
FultonAtlanta Community Action
Georgia

Teresa Cordova
University of New Mexico
New Mexico

Olin Webb
SEED
San Francisco,Caltjiornia

Michelle DePass
NewKirk Environmental~ice Alliance
New h-k

Brenda Moore
i%xasEnvironmental~ice Alliance
Dallas, Texas

hthur Smith told the story of what had hap-
pened to his community in Georgia. Southern
Wood Piedmont, owned by In, allowed contam-
inated runoff into the drinking water. The plant
was closed in 1990 and the company paid residents
of the Vmginia subdivision, a mixed race neighbor-
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hood, $8.4 million in damages. The two Aiiican
American neighborhoods nearby also studied and
contaminated, were not compensated. The gov-
ernment required clean-up of the area—industrial
property is clean and mostly clear of toxics, the
surrounding neighborhood is contaminated.

Lori Goodman discussed ISTEA and rural

areas in the Southwest and other Native American

communities. She noted that for her area, ISTEA

monies only fund road construction.

The Navajo Nation does not get any funding

to perform the needed research and planning for

Native American Communities. The need for

maintenance funds is enormous. Paved roads only

come with the siting of outside facilities. “In 1988,

a hazardous waste incinerator was plamed for our

community, and shazam, the road we have been

requesting be paved for 15 years gets paved.”

A process for participation in environmental

justice policy specifically for tribal governments

and communities is needed. The bureaucratic

confusion between DOTS and the Bureau of Indian

Affairs hurts all efforts.

Sulaiman Mahdi works with communities in

coastal areas of South Carolina, Georgia, and parts of

Florida. Communities from Charleston to the St.

Augustine River are being polluted by paper mills.

“We are fighting for the land as promised to

us, as part of our freedom struggle, and we want to

see that the land is sustainable once we get it. We

must protect the rights of victims of environmen-

tal injustice to get compensation and reparations.

The worldi greatest holocaust was to Black peo-

ple, and we are going to get reparations. The 40

Acres and a Mule Federation is trying to attract

people to do organic farming, so they can leave the

work in the Paper Mills and in the recreational

plantation resorts.” Mahdi stated. “Bleached paper

is environmental racism, for unbleached paper is

just as good.”

In Atlanta the Olympics are posing a huge

problem for low-income communities and com-

munities of color. Two thousand buses will be
coming through their neighborhoods for the

Olympics and hundreds for each Braves game.

Residents want one bus from MARTA, the transit

agency, to serve the West End for neighborhood

resident use and they can’t get it.

The Fulton Community Action agency

helped set up the first youth Community

Development Corporation. The first thing the
youth decided to do was develop an alternative
transportation plan. They are looking to build

local youth business initiatives in environmental

industries, including solar car production. They

want to help the young people meet their immedi-

ate employment needs.

Teresa Cordov stated that New Mexico has a

strong sense of history and a strong history of envi-

ronmental racism, beginning with initial European

contact. There was rape, pillage, and theft in the

first wave. The US/Mexican war was the second

era in 1848, and that initiated commercial exploita-

tion, the theft of land and water rights, and local

community conflicts between natives (the ances-

tors of today’s Chicanos) and European descen-

dants.

Local native and Spanish-speaking merchants

were counted out of the loop in determining where

the railroads would run, while Anglo communities

were involved. At the same time, the selling of

New Mexico and New Mexican people as exotic

objects began. The third wave was the rise of the

US military White Sands, Kirkland Air Force

Base, and Alamogordo. Ml of this led to great con-

tamination of communities including radiation

contamination and mining exploitation. All of

these projects and their damages have been

enabled and strengthened by road building. The

new, fourth wave, is the development of new high

technology industries, migrating from Silicon

Valley. There must be examination of the impact

of high technology industries on workers. Most

workers are women of color, and most of them

Chicano. Among the workers are high levels of

premature death, and reproductive problems.

There are serious problems of unequal infra-

structure development. Intel opened a new man-

ufacturing plant in 1980 and automatically got

unlimited access to water, roads, and new sewage,
while local residents still have dirt roads, raw

sewage backing up in their homes, and well water.

“Why do we have public welfare for corpora-

tions?”

Olin Webb stated that the lure of economic

development has neglected environmental justice.
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Building regional and inter-regional transporta-

tion is killing us. Highways 101 and 280 cross our

neighborhood. The South Bayshore study

promised to fix up the South Bayshore in 1969.

The plan still has not been implemented, except

for the wealthier development around Candlestick

Park. The promise of redevelopment is not hap-

pening for the poorer areas, and even where it is

only white contractors are being hired. The cred-

ibility of government agencies has eroded over the

past 50 years. “We need to get not only invest-

ment and redevelopment for our communities-

but the contracts and the involvement in decisions

need to get to the community.”

Michelle DePass began by commenting

that she heard grumbling when the topic of this

panel was announced. She commented that,

“Until you realize that transportation affects envi-

ronment, housing, employment, and everything,

you know nothing.”

Michelle DePass gave several examples of envi-

ronmental justice problems that are a result of trans-

portation decisions. In Greenpoint / Wfiamsburg,

the Brooklyn-Queens Expressway willclose and traf-

fic will be routed through the neighborhood.

On the Franklin Avenue Shuttle, the line is so

unsafe, the first and last cars are not used for pas-

sengers so there is a buffer if the breaks fail. The

city keeps removing the money to fix it, even

though the shuttle is vital to the community.

In the Bronx a rail yard was targeted by the

DOT for an intermodal facili~, but a private

company was given a 99 year lease for an inciner-

ator. Furthermore, there are no plans for mitiga-

tion of trucks going to the site, or for alternative

fuels for the trucks.

Besides other problems in the Bronx, moving

from place to place within the Bronx is difficult.

Most people rely on $1 rides in vans, which saves

them 25 cents on each transit trip. “The Transit

Authority hates those vans, which can cut a 2 hour

subway trip to 15 minutes. If the community peo-
ple can think of that, then why can’t the subway

authority.”

Three expressways cross the neighborhoods in

the Bronx and people are dying of respiratory

problems. “People say we don’t want to hear about

the past, but these past investments are making

people sick now. If we don’t deal with the past, we

ignore problems and issues.”

In Harlem, the escalators and elevators never

work in the multiple level subway stations. Four of

the 5 bus depots in NYC are in Harlem, but the

city will not make a commitment for alternative

fuel buses, so the toxins and benzene and particu-

late from the bus depots are a constant threat to

Harlem residents,

In Queens, an automated guided train from

LaGuardia and JFK is being railroaded through

neighborhoods and through peoples’ lives without

providing community access to the service. The

line till go through residents backyards, but there

will be no stops in those neighborhoods because

the people riding the airport shuttle do not want to

ride with the people in Queens-this is blatant

racism using federal funds. This is bad plannin~

passengers going to the airport will pay one fare,

while local residents using transit to get to the

same destination will pay two fares.

Brenda Moore commented that in Southwest

Dallas, a neighborhood has been a Superfund site

for the last year. It had a lead smelter for 50 years,

which was closed in 1985. EPA released a study

recently saying West Dallas was clean, but neigh-

borhood houses have not been tested for lead con-

tamination. For decades, smokestacks spewed out

contaminants and the government claims that one

house was dirty, while the house next door is fine.

Now Dallas wants to put a 8 lane highway in

the area, fbrther hurting the comrnuni~. The city

and transit agency pulled down public housing and

promised affordable condos in their place. Instead,

they will get their third DART transfer station in

the neighborhood—in front of an elementary

school. “We do not want 75-100 buses in iiont of

the school at all times. This will get children

killed. They could build it closer to the freeway.

Where is the consideration of the impacts on the

people who live in these neighborhoods?”
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luncheon Speaker

Rodney Slater
Federal Highway Adminiwration
Wmbington, DC

Rodney Slater, FNA Administrator noted

that the Clinton Administration has said that “we

are going to make environmental justice the issue

of the day.” Transportation should be the tie that

binds, not something that divides people. There is

a long history of transportation in American race

relations, including Rosa Parks and the freedom

fighters.

Mr. SIater noted that FHWA wants to make

justice an achievable prospect. So much of the top

leadership at DOT have been personally touched

by the modem civil rights movement. Secretary

Pefia began as a lawyer for the Mexican American

Civil Defense Fund. Gordon Linton remembers

riding in the back of the bus as a youth.

Transportation is big business. It is 17% of

GDP and $2.4 trillion in stock. But we need to do

a better job in our policy and investments. For

example, DOT needs to emphasize that ISTEA is

“not just common sense, it’s the law, and we need

to enforce it.” As the biggest surface modal agency

in DOT, FHWA needs to live up to the language

and intent of ISTEA.

From a justice standpoint, impacts should be

limited, avoided, or mitigated. Mr. Slater

promised that FHWA would deliver on the envi-

ronmental justice requirements and that “we will

work with you on that.” He also discussed the

need to shifi the burden of proving necessi~ from

victims of pollution to those who pollute. This is

critical to enforcing anti-discrimination rules.

He cited other innovations from which we can

learn. In Mexico, for example, the Secretary of

Transportation was working to narrow streets and

build boulevards to help build people’s neighbor-

hoods rather than just lay down pavement. He also

noted the success of disadvantaged business enter-

prises (DBEs) in the reconstruction of the LA free-

way, which had 40~0 participation by DBEs.

Mr. Slater closed by noting that “transporta-

tion people need to listen.”

Audience Questions & Comments for Mr. Slater
Question What about civil rights enforcement
democracy or proportional representation on

MPOS? In Chicago, 50% of people have 5% of

sea= on the MPO. We think the tools are there,

but sometimes your staff does not enforce this. We

do not see what participation brings us.

Answer: Many specific answers have yet to be for-

mulated because ISTEA is so new, and there are

many proposals for improvement as we face reau-

thorization. We are now reviewing Title VI to see

if it can be used to meet our goals. Let’s see if

Judith Burrell can carry this message to the

Secretary.

Question: NEPA has degenerated into a bureau-
cratic paperwork exercise. Your office should
review its place in your work.

Answefi Our planning process.,.will get to those

issues by bringing the public in early.

Question: The transition of power from state
DOTS to MPOS was incomplete and only parts of

the money was transferred to the MPOS. With the

bulk of funds, the states still hold basic control over

the monies. AS you look to reauthorization, you

should give MPOS complete jurisdiction over their

funding.

Answen We need to strike a balance. There must

be some federal, state, and local role. No one body

should have complete authority We need to do bet-

ter. We are doing better, but we have ikrther to go.
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luncheon Speaker

Myron Orfield
Minnesota House of Representatives
Minneapolk/St. Paul, Minnesota

Minnesota Representative Myron Orlield has

been an advocate for renewed urban investment in

the Minneapolis/St.Paul metropolitan area. Using

a series of color-coded maps, Orfield presented

information on public capital investment trends to

show that more funding is going to outer suburbs

than to either inner suburbs or urban areas. His

data covered several decades of investment and

included funding categories like schools, sewers,

and other expenditures. The result of this disin-

vestment, he argued, was the exacerbation of

urban problems, which over time would spread to

inner-ring suburbs. He showed this by tracking a

number of demographic trends, such as childhood

poverty rates. Orfield concluded his talk by field-

ing questions about his efforts to remedy some of

Closing Panel Discussion
Hank Dittmar
Su<ace Tramportation PolicyProject
Wmbington, DC

Susana Almanza
PODER
Austin, Texas

Henry Holmes
Urban Habitat Program
San Francirco,Calz~ornia

Doug Birnie
Federal Tram”tAdministration
Wmhington, DC

Judith Burrell
U.S. Depamment of Transportation
Wmbington, DC

these problems within the Minnesota State

Legislature.

After hearing reports born the working groups

about the ideas discussed and strategies suggested

for the Department of Transportation, four confer-
ence participants addressed the crowd to evaluate

the progress made. Susana Ahnanza and Henry

Holmes presented the community perspective on

issues raised and ideas for the next steps, while Doug

Birnie and Judith Burrell talked about the next steps

the federal government will take.

In introducing the closing panel, Mr. Dittmar

made a note on the new Congress. The first drab

of the new agenda indicate that two issues are in

jeopardy they want to eliminate all transit operat-

ing assistance, and they want to eliminate the Clean

Air Act the Clean Water Act, and the Americans

with Disabilities Act. What will these proposed

changes mean for environmental justice?

Susana Alrnanza stated that the conference

should be seen as the beginning of the dialogues

with the FllA and FHWA on all the applicable leg-

islation: NEP~ Clean Water Act, ADA ISTl@

w and many many others.
To define environmental justice, you often have

to define environmental racism. From an indige-

nous perspective, environmental racism is any poi-

soning of our Mother Earth or parts of her body

the soil-her skin; the water—her blood; the spirits

that are her soul-her children.

We need to look specifically at Native

Americans, who are forgotten as are the disabled.

We need to ensure that there are adequate set-asides

in transportation investment that cover the needs of

all people.

When you expand a highway from four lanes to

eight lanes, what does it mean for citizens who must

cross the roadway and cannot sprint between cars?

How much pavement and asphalt are we putting on

Mother Earth’s skin?

No matter what the subject is, environmental

justice means that people have a right to participate,
whether they have a 6th grade education or a Ph.D.

Henry Holmes began by saying everything is

interconnected. The adversarial, “We’ll sue if you

don’t do it right” attitude will cost us a lot as indi-

viduals and as a group. You cannot look at trans-
portation in a vacuum, because it involves every-

thing in a community, and each community has dif-

ferent values.

We need to move beyond rhetoric and into the

next concrete steps. We need to recognize the dif-

ference between procedural democracy-with no

effect whatsoever on projects-and participation
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that has an effect on the resulting projects.

Environmental justice is about the latter.

We concentrate a lot on how we do what we do,

we need to look occasionally at what we are doing

and why.

Doug Birnie described DOT’s plans for

addressing environmental justice. Birnie called the

plan a great education for planners and other trans-

portation officials involved in this process.

Civil Rights, environmental, and justice com-

munities are uniting. What impacts might the
Executive Order have on DOT programs? For

starters, through Title VI, people should be

involved in EIS review, which does not happen now.

Environmental and justice decisions must precede

NEPA and be invoked in initial project design.

Should millions of dollars be spent to shave 20 min-

utes off a suburban to aty commute when it takes an

urban person without a car three hours and two

transfers to get to a suburban job? No.

All of DOTk agencies are looking at these issues.

For example, Mickey Klein at FRA says that they are

about to review NEPA3 relevance to their ellbrts.

“The bottom line people do not want a government

plan handed to them with a request fir comments!”

Judith Burrell requested that we continue this

dialogue. ” I sigh as I think of the work we have lefi

to do. When Secretary Pefia, a firmer mayor and

civil rights activisz asked me to join him with an

environmental strategy, it involved joining a group

that was representative of America and was rooted

in activism. The environmental movement is mov-

ing into government.”

It consistently takes us longer to get where we

need to go. We keep focusing on the immediate

issues of the day but we must discuss these things

and put them into the federal framework DOT

wishes to continue to buildan environmental justice

network. We would like for it to grow exponential-

ly in the coming months. All federal agencies are

involved, and we are looking for policy help to get

things done, fast.

We hope that together, we will affect a cultural,

dynamic, and pragmatic shift in the way we do busi-

ness.
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Conclusions and

Recommendations

The Working Group topics were chosen to

represent some of the major social equity and envi-

ronmental justice issues as they relate to the trans-

portation planning and investment process. The

five topics were justice in decision making impacts

of siting transportation facilities; transportation

and the provision of government services; equity in

transportation investments; and transportation,

equity, land use, and economics. Prior to breaking

into working groups, the authors of background

papers related to each topic gave an overview of the

topic and provided examples. In the breakout

groups, the participants were charged with discus-

sion and developing action items and strategies for

the Department of Transportation to meet the

Executive Order on Environmental Justice.

The Executive Order focuses on four areas

enforcement of existing laws,greater public participa-

tion, improved research and datacollection, and iden-

tification of differential patterns of consumption.

The Working Group sessions provided an oppor-

tunity for participants to share personal experi-

ences in their exploration of the various break-out

issues. As a result, each group compiled a rich col-

lection of comments, criticisms, priorities, and rec-

ommendations which are summarized here and

organized by theme.

Justice in Decision Making and Public Participation
All groups underscored the notion that envi-

ronmental justice and social equity begins by

including citizens in the planning process from the

very beginning before any of the decisions have
been made. Some of the obstacles to attaining jus-

tice in public participation include the lack of

resources, paternalism, institutionalized racism,

and the lack of attention paid to the impact of poli-

cies and investments on communities. Participants

asked the following questions: How are the

inequities distributed, both in impacts and bene-

fits? How are issues negotiated, at what terms, and

by who-m? How do we frame the issues and who is

framing them? Do the engineers know anything

about the communities?

People must be viewed as full partners during

every stage of policy development, and there

should be mutual trust between government and

the community. Too often, officials believe they

know what would be best for a community and the

community feels they have the correct solution.

The two groups end up never jointly identi@ng

the problem, and then address two different issues

with two different sets of resources. Decisions

should be made from the bottom up rather than

from the top down. Conference participants called

for giving more power to public decision-making

bodies (citizen advisory committees, priority

boards, community development corporations,

etc.) so long as those bodies accurately represent

the communities they are serving.

Resources and Education for Pubhc Involvement
Several working groups recommended that to

get more citizens involved in transportation plan-

ning, officials need to educate the community so

that people become informed partners. Agencies

also need to be creative and provide easy to under-

stand informational pieces for community resi-

dents to understand the “process” better. They

should use radio, TV PSAS, people of color news-
papers, and bilingual siting notices to help them.

To get real participation in disadvantaged

communities, many people argued that gover-

nment agencies should take extra steps because
many low-income people and people of color are

unfamiliar with transportation planning and public
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involvement. Also, they cannot afford to spend

time and resources participating and therefore

should be helped financially. The success of the

Spanish Speaking Unity Council’s Fruitvale pro-

ject was largely due to having a DOT grant for

impact analyses, planning, and a staff member.

Many community activists recognize that the

agencies do not know how to best educate or

involve residents of their community, and are vol-

unteering to take on some of those roles. They

believe community lead planning initiatives will

better reflect the needs and preferences of each

community. Citizens should also be able to com-

pete for funding to strengthen the field of propos-

als for projects.

Right to Know
Many conference attendees noted that to

empower communities, citizens must have access

to all information and decisions. This includes

being notified of important events and issues in a

timely fashion. Sometimes government bodies

make weak attempts at notifying the public, which

indicates a lack of commitment to public involve-

ment. Government officials should not interpret

the lack of attendance as insufficient interest, but

rather as a reflection of how effective their educa-

tion and trust-building efforts have been. Part of

the solution is going beyond having meetings that

people can come to. Instead, officials should go to

the meetings of citizens’ groups and get on their

agenda.

Specifically, participants called for the stan-

dardization of reporting and involvement on sev-

eral issues, such as transit expenditures, Title VI

reviews, ISTEA expenditures, and making sure

that environmental assessments and EIS’S are not

just “for review only.”

Improving the Tools Used to Assess Impacts
Many people noted that this priority is impor-

tant because many urban and rural communities

feel abandoned by the government, which seems
to be primarily concerned with pleasing suburban

constituents. Many participants noted that when

the government does get involved in local activi-

ties, it usually wants to do something that largely

benefits other communities, e.g. transportation
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infrastructure, etc. In developing their projects,
the government’s tools for analyzing local impacts

are hugely flawed, as they often do not consider

economic or social impacts, and address environ-

mental impacts very poorly. They also do not

account for regional land use issues. Most impor-

tantly, the aggregate impact of existing pollution

sources is very rarely considered. The level and

the kind of attention paid to disadvantaged com-

munities needs to change to reflect these concerns.

Officials need to incorporate measures that

account for aggregate impacts into their decision-

making. Some processes that would benefit from

such measures include Environmental Impact

Statements and the planning factors called for in

Sections 134 and 135 of ISTEA.

Enforcement
The participants noted that in existing laws

there are some seemingly excellent provisions to

ward off injustices in the transportation decision-

making and investment processes, but all too ofien

the enforcement is non-existent, re-enforcing the

status quo. In many instances, ISTEA provisions

are not being enforced, and there are no specifica-

tions on how to get this done. Holding decision

makers accountable is essential, especially at the

MPO level. There should be performance mea-

sures with which people could evaluate their work.

Many people are not aware of all the current

laws designed to protect the integrity of their com-

munity. Much of what seems to be needed is edu-

cation about the role of these laws and explanations

of how communities can use them to their advan-

tage. Part of the weak enforcement of laws is due

to the fact that people in federal agencies have for-

gotten what is on the books afier twelve years of

Reagan-Bush, when agencies were told it was pol-

icy to ignore or downplay these laws. Enforcement

must carry the threat of penalties. If an MPO does

not follow through on provisions, they should be

penalized.

Specifically communities need to focus on the

National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA),

the Clean Air Act Amendments (CAM), the 1964

Civil Rights Act, the 1968 Fair Housing Act, the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), and

ISTEA (especially the MPO certification process).
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Mo, there is not enough oversight covering treaty

laws with American Indian Nations and there have

not been sufficient efforts to involve tribal leaders.

AS a result, spiritual grounds are often violated.

Educate Government officials
Many participants believe that part of the

inequity in investments and the lack of an open

planning process is ignorance and part is inten-

tional. Suggestions focused on not only how to

open up the process and educate the community,

but also on how to educate the decision makers and

the agency staff. Staff should be educated about

the past inequities and their impacts on communit-

ies and about how to effectively work with low-

income communities and communities of color.

Sensitivity training can also help agencies change

their organizational cultures.

Siting of Transportation Facilities
All of the working groups recognized that low-

income communities and communities of color are

the most severely impacted by polluting facilities

and infrastructure because they are lefl out of the

planning process. The aggregate impacts upon

communities from various polluting facilities are

rarely considered when evaluating the siting of

transportation or other facilities. When federal,

state and local agencies examine the social and

environmental impacts of projects, they only look

at a narrow list of impacts specific to the project

under consideration.

To avoid disproportionate exposure, commu-

nities, elected officials and agency representatives

should consider many factors as they site any facil-

ity.
c What will be the impacts in the community

regarding health, aesthetics, mobility, noise?

“ Wdl the system provide access to members of

the community?
. Has there been meaningful involvement of the

community?

● What other facilitiesare awaking the community?

s What would be the aggregate pollution

impact?

One of the largest demands is for agencies to

evaluate the aggregate burden to the community
from all of the polluting facilities, before they even

consider siting new facilities. There is an over-

whehning feeling that to end this sort of persistent

racism and classism, communities must be given

some power of self-determination.

Improve Methods of Identifying and

Addressing Needs
Thsportation officials need to start doing a

better job in assessing peoples’ access and mobility

needs. For example, public services should only be

sited in areas where public transit is available.

Also, such services should be accessible to each

other so citizens can consolidate their trips (one-

stop shopping). In infrastructure planning, they

should stop identifig demand based on conges-

tion and projections of demand in fige areas.

Instead, they should identifj the unmet access and

mobility needs that already exist in low-income

communities and communities of color. This

includes identifying underfunded neighborhoods,

such as was done in St. Paul, and hold public hear-

ings in the identified neighborhoods on what

investments should be made in that area.

Better efforts need to be made to identify

access points (pedestrian, bicycling, transit, etc.) to

the transportation system which should be protect-

ed and connected. This would help diminish the

focus on corridor analysis which prejudices deci-

sions towards highways, existing capaci~, longer

distance travel, and new land development rather

than real origin and destination needs. We need to

focus benefits on communities where people

already live, and not in new communities without

residents.

Several other planning considerations should

be emphasized: new development siting needs to

be accessible to existing transiq job training and

placements should be made available to impacted

communities; station area planning should be a

component of transit development every effort
should be made to prevent community dissection,

planning should include consideration of landscap-

ing, accessibility, sidewalks, noise abatement,

enforcement of regulations, equity of investments

in services, and lawsuits before siting a facility.
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Research on Nistotical Patterns

of Inequity Nwded
Tmsportation infrastructure, whether high-

way, road or transit, appears to be better fimded

and better maintained in areas of affluence, espe-

cially in white communities of affluence. To many

people, achieving a more equitable transportation

system will require a redistribution of resources as

well as a change in the decision-making culture,

Also, many participants argued that equity and

intermodalism will both fail unless we destroy the

myth of inter-regional transportation (highway)

investments. The vast majority of transportation

is local in impact and all highways are used for

mostly local transportation needs.

Examination of Reparations
For those who have been impacted severely by

transportation projects, comparable replacement

values should be used to compensate victims. Too

often compensation amounts to the value of the

area afier the impact has already brought down the

value of the property.

Desire to Continue DOT Outreach Process
All work groups were supportive of continuing

to participate in DOT’s outreach process for envi-

ronmental justice and social equity issues. Some

called for smaller, regional meetings while others

wanted large conferences like the Chicago one to

maximize networking opportunities.
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Justice in Decision Making
by Mutsumi Mizuno, Environmental Action
Takoma Park Maryland

The Intermodal Surface Transportation

Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991 revolutionized

the nature of transportation planning. It expand-

ed the range of players in the decision-making

process to include the public. ISTEA also expand-

ed the focus of decision-making beyond State

Departments of Transportation and the Federal

Highway Administration, and gave an enhanced

role to the metropolitan planning organizations

(MPOS). Now, it is the MPOS that must develop

a long-range transportation plan (20-year horizon)

and transportation improvement programs (3-6

year horizon) for its region. And MPOS are

required to develop these plans and programs with

public involvemen~ as well as with the traditional

players, such as the State DOTS and affected tran-

sit operators.

This fundamental change in the decision-

making process means a great deal to advocates of

social and environmental justice because the

opportunity for greater public involvement, par-

ticularly by those people who are of color, poor or

disadvantaged offers hope that past patterns of

unfavorable or unjust transportation systems will

cease. Undoubtedly, one of the most critical steps

to achieving greater social and environmental jus-

tice with regard to transportation is to ensure that

the improvements in the law regarding planning

and decision making are carried out in practice.

Indeed, while the 1991 law and iw implementing

regulations provide clear requirements for public

involvement and social considerations, they do not
stipulate how these requirements are to be met,

leaving it to the states and MPOS to develop their

own guidelines in this respect. The transition to

the new paradigm is far from complete.
This briefing paper attempts to delineate

some of the main issues, present a few real experi-

ences in the planning process, and recommend

strategies to achieve greater social justice through

enhanced public participation and government

accountability.

The Players and Their Influence
Very broadly speaking, transportation plan-

ning involves two sets of playerx governmental

bodies with the authori~ to make decisions about

transportation plans and fimding allocations; and

the public, whose needs should be addressed by the

decisions made. Governmental bodies include the

U.S. Department of Transportation, the State
DOTS, the MPOS, and the operating agencies

(e.g., city and county transit agencies). The public

sector is obviously much broader and manifold,

composed of a number of constituents with differ-

ing interests. It can be divided among various

income classes and racial groups, between for-

profit and not-for-profit interests, and along geo-

graphic or jurisdictional lines. Some groups have

more experience in transportation planning.

Other groups would have significantly more inter-

est in transportation planning if the issues were

made more relevant to them.

ISTEA changed the power dynamic among

the governmental entities by enhancing the role of

the MPO and the Governor, and also added a sig-

nificant new player—the public. The following

descriptions focus on these two players and their

influence vis-a-vis other players.

Every population center of 50,000 people or

more has an MPO.1 The composition of MPOS is

determined by each state governor in cooperation

with local officials. Some MPOS are elected, oth-
ers are appointed. Many MPOS have working
“advisory committees” on which members of the

public may serve. While the MPO develops and

designs long-range plans and implementation pro-

jects, the operating agencies (highway or transit)
actually carry out the implementation of the pro-
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jects. In addition, because MPOS are generally
dwarfed by the large staff of State DOTS, the

details of plans tend to be drafted largely by the

State.

In the past, because federal iimds for highways

and transit were determined by specific

Congressional allocations, MPOS had limited

function and essentially “rubber-stamped” pro-

jects. Because the funding flexibility causes region-

al competition between highways and transit, the

MPO is empowered to make significant decisions.

With regard to the local allocations of federal dol-

lars, the MPO and State DOT share veto power.

Moreover, decisions are increasingly relevant from

earlier stages, due to the emphasis on long-term

planning, where vision and priorities originate.

While the MPO’S expanded influence vis-a-vis

the State is significant for local transportation

planning, influence within the MPO is also critical.

One problem of inequity that has been identified

with a fair number of MPOS is the disproportion-

ate representation of suburban jurisdictions. By

structuring representation on a one-region, one-

vote system, many MPOS have over-representation

of suburban areas in proportion to population,

which is ofien highest in the urban center. In

Chicago, for example, the City has only 5 percent

of the votes on the Chicago kea Transportation

Study the region’s MPO, and over 40 percent of

the area’s population.

The ability of the public to influence trans-

portation planning depends a great deal on its

access to decision-makers. Good access demands a

good process of meaningful inclusion. Meaningful

discussion necessarily requires some degree of

mutual understanding of the issues to create a

“level playing-field.” Transportation planning,

particularly long-term planning, needs to be trans-

lated into real concerns for urban and non-urban

communities.

The degree of the public’s influence is also
determined by its ability to hold decision-makers

accountable. Governmental accountabili~ can be

achieved through a combination of legal require-

ments and political pressure. It is also important to

have a complaint procedure and the possibility for

redress of grievances.
While ISTEA makes requirements for public

participation, and its implementing regulations

describe the nature of that participation in a fair

amount of detail, the law alone cannot guarantee

the paradigm shift towards fill public involvement.

Public “participation” is less than public “involve-

ment” and involvement does not automatically

translate into influencing decisions. Only through

dialogue and actual practice can the spirit and the

letter of the law be abided.

Factors Affecting Decisions
Players involved in the transportation planning

process must comply with all applicable laws. As

policy-makers and the public become more aware

of the breadth of transportation’s impacts on soci-

ety, the range of laws and policies which hold

transportation decisions accountable may grow.

They may include but not be limited to: IST~

the Clean Air Act Amendments, Civil Rights Act,

Americans with Disabilities Act, National Energy

Policy Act, Clean Water Act, Executive Order on

Infrastructure Investment, Executive Order on

Environmental Justice, and the President’s Climate

Change Action Plan.

In the end, transportation planning involves a

political process of rival proposals and agendas. It

can be described as the political struggle between

what one might call “traditional” and “progressive”

thinking and practice. This struggle also takes

place between groups with money and political

clout and those who have less or none. The win-

ners of such political battles have determined

transportation planning in the past.

What has changed with ISTEA is the upgrad-

ing of the public as a full-fledged player in the

transportation planning process. Large comrmmi-

ties of people who have had little access to deci-

sion-making prior to ISTEA are now given an

opportunity, under law, to demand involvement.

While the public must rely on the law itself to

assure accountability, enhanced political strength
through education and advocacy will help to level

the playing field and create a partnership on trans-

portation planning, eventually leading to great

“wins” for the public.
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Examples
The following examples show a range of expe-

riences-while some citizen advocates have faced

significant difficulty in getting heard, others have

been able to work constructively with MPOS and

achieved some success. The last example showcas-

es leadership taken by the MPO itself in address-

ing social concerns.

Unsuccessful Public hdusian
For over six years, the Neighborhood

T-portation Network (NTN) has been strug-

gling with the Minnesota Department of

T-portation over the proposed expansion of

Interstate 3SW through the W=tern Tti Cities

Metropolitan Area and the City of Minneapolis.

NTN was originally a group formed by people

who would be impacted by this proposed plan, but

is now a broad coalition of community activists

Pursuing sustainable transportation policies locally

and statewide.

The Metropolitan Council, the MPO for the

Minneapolis region, has been only marginally

involved, and is basically following MNDOT’S

lead on both highway and transit issues. Members

of the Metropolitan Council are appointed by the

Governor and receive no reimbursement for their

activi~ on the Council. The MPO tends to be

dominated by suburban representatives, and has

little staff on transit planning.

The one and only public hearing on the Drafi

Environment Impact Statement (DEIS) planned

by the MNDOT was at a suburban high school

and not accessible by public transportation.

Requests to relocate this public hearing to the city

and conduct multiple hearings throughout the I-

3SW corridor were rejected with the explanation

that “Minneapolis did not have a facility large

enough.” After extended public protests, a letter

writing campaign and threats by state legislators

from the impacted area to withhold highway

funds, MNDOT contracted out for transportation

to this public hearing, which was held April 1992.

Over 3,000 people attended this hearing which last-
ed until 3:00 AM and several thousand more viewed

the hearinga at public schools via the Minneapolis

school disrnct’s cable access television station.

Testimony revealed that not only did the expansion

promote auto dependency and not meet traffic

demands when.completed, but also that the project

adversely impacted people of low incomes and

people of color,

MNDOT has developed the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) on I-

35W but has refused to hold any public hearings,

claiming they have already fidfilled the legal

requirements by conducting the public hearing in

1992. MNDOT’S newest proposal still expands

the highway but now relies heavily on high occu-

pancy vehicle lanes. It provides “space” for a light

rail system (but no funding), and still adversely

impacts low-income people and people of color.

NTN has made numerous attempts to influence

MNDOT. Despite the letter campaigns, the

media coverage, the support of state legislators,

and a membership of over 60,000 people, NTN

has not succeeded in penetrating the “insiders’”

veil held up by MNDOT.

Over the years of planning and dispute, the

area along the I-3 5 corridor has continued to show

signs of urban abandonment and disinvestment,

crime rates in the area are higher than average, and

poverty has become increasingly concentrated.

NTN is far from being simply obstructionist. It

has formed the Neighborhood Revitalization

Program, which allows representatives from 81

neighborhoods to design strategies and priorities

for their community. Proposals have included var-

ious measures that generate access, environment,

and equity benefits (including housing improve-

ments, commercial redevelopment, and park

improvements). Contacfi Michael O’Neal,

Neighborhood Transportation Network 1906

Elliot Avenue, South, Minneapolis, MN 55404.

612-340-7420.

Mixed Success
Through her participation on several MPO

advisory committees and familiarity with the pro-

visions of ISTllXj Michele Nanni of the Hoosier

Environmental Council Northwest Office has

been able to make some impact on the substance of
public meetings and the direction of regional plan-

ning in Gary, Indiana. This northwestern region

has the largest black population in the state. Ms.
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Nanni has worked with various community repre-

sentatives and the transit operators to form a kind

of voting block to support policies that address

both environmental and social justice concerns. In

her view, the MPO has grown more comfortable

with the advisory committee process, and approxi-

mately 50 members of the public attend the advi-

sory council meetings regularly.

Despite the success of the advisory committee

process as a means of influencing regional plan-

ning, some members of the public outside of the

advisory committee process feel much less includ-

ed. In other words, participation and involvement

in the advisory committee process is not sufficient

to address the public’s substantive or procedural

needs. As for outcomes, the MPO long-range plan

still lacks adequate transi~ it is still all highways.

Ms. Nanni noted a developing racial justice prob-

lem, where the white dairy farmers south of the

city are opposing a bus line connecting two areas in

their region. Contacc Michele Nanni, Hoosier

Environmental Council NW Office, 444 Barker

Rd., Michigan City, IN 46360. 219-879-5777.

Successful Example of Community Organizing
The Urban Habitat Program of the Earth

Island Institute worked with the Bayview Hunters

Point community, the largest African-American

community in San Francisco, to formulate an alter-

native plan in which development of a largely

abandoned industrial zone would support the

needs and goals of the community. The joint work

of the New Bayview Committee and Urban

Habitat focused on incorporating the perspectives

and needs of the community into the planning and

evaluation process, and linking the communities’

needs and vitality to regional needs and vitality.

Urban Habitat, working with the New

Bayview Committee and other Bayview Hunters

Point residents, developed the first community-

designed transit system plan based on social and

environmental justice criteria in the country. The

goal of Urban Habitat was to help the community

articulate its vision of an effective, convenient and

accessible transit system for the neighborhood, and

to secure consideration of the community plan by

the San Francisco Municipal Railway (MUNI),
which was in the process of outlining options for

the Bayshore corridor. Urban Habitat and the
New Bayview Committee challenged the assumpt-

ions of MUM and submitted a hybrid alternative

to the four MUNI proposals, incorporating

options to address the social and ecological justice

criteria.

Throughout the planning process, Urban

Habitat served the role of engaging the communi-

ty in the process, providing access to technical and

professional knowledge about issues and options,

and advocating for the plan at city and county lev-

els. Continual dialogue with city elected officials

and agency staff was essential in building support

for the project and will continue to be the corner-

stone in their efforts to have the Community

Hybrid Alternative adopted as the design plan for

the Bayview Hunters Point transit system. Afier a

positive finding of the Major Investment Study

(MIS), the project can be submitted to the MPO

for approval and acceptance into the regional

Tmnsportation Improvement Program.

This example is among the best in its focus on

dedicated citizen involvement and its ability to pre-

sent credible alternatives within a highly technical

arena. However, advocates in other regions have

been successful in presenting alternatives without

extensive expertise. Groups such as the

Washington Regional Network in Washington,

D.C. have excelled at enlisting the help and sup-

port of technical experts as they are needed to help

shape a vision for their community’s future. The

basic elements involved in building credibility are

non-technical: consistent presence at public meet-

ings, constructive suggestions which rely more on

common sense than on technology, and the abili~

to understand how a single community fits into the

larger regional context.

Contact: Henry Holmes, Urban Habitat

Program, 300 Broadway Suite 28, San Francisco,

CA 94133.415-788-3666.

MPO leadership
The East-West Gateway Coordinating

Council, the MPO for the St. Louis metropolitan

area, produced a new twenty-year plan which sig-

nificantly departed from past planning practice by

focusing on social, economic and environmental

goals to be achieved through targeted transporta-
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tion investments. One component of this plan,

Community Mobility Market Pltig, articulates

a decrease in unemployment and access to employ-

ment as top priorities, bringing them on par with

traditional goals such as reducing congestion. The

Community Mobility Market Planning specifical-

ly addresses low-income areas with high unem-

ployment rates. The MPO is working with the

State Department of Social Services and transit

providers, and is relying on substantial public

involvement for the joint development of a pack-

age of strategies to attain their employment goals.

ISTEA gave the MPO the philosophical back-

ing and guidance to incorporate these broader

social, environmental and economic goals into its

transportation plan, Wkh leadership from the

MPO’S advisory committee, this initiative was sup-

ported by the MPO staff and developed with citi-

zen input. A series of worhhops sponsored by the

MPO on transportation planning had originally

raised specific problems, and participants (includ-

ing the MPO) came to a better understanding of

the impact of transportation development on
inner-city communities. As the quality of infor-

mation sharing improved, the MPO came to feel

more comfortable asking for solutions from the

community.

The next 2-3 years will be critical in perfect-

ing “performance measures, ” especially with

regard to medium-term measures of success.

While challenging, the goal will be to find ways to

measure the collective impact of a variety of

changes in the neighborhoods. Contace Blair

Forlaw, East-West Gateway Coordinating

Council, 911 Washington Avenue, St. Louis, MO

63101. 314-421-4220.

Strategies
Decision-making in transportation planning

should be open and fair. ISTEA provides a strong

foundation upon which to build an effective public
involvement process. The following is a compila-

tion of suggested strategies to help achieve more

inclusive and participatory planning, leading to

greater social and environmental justice.

General strategies to achieve a more open and
fair decision making process must include
● increasing consciousness that transportation

planning has links to social justice, and that
plans must address social concern,

“ enhancing public awareness of the ISTEA and

the importance of public participation in

transportation decision-makin~
● educating planners (DOll, MPOS, etc.) on the

public’s expectation for active pmtiapation and

involvement through continued advocacy
● national leadeAip to provide strong guidance

on the meaning of open and fiir transportation

phl.ill~ and
● employing means to hold decision-makers

accountable to the letter and spirit of the law.

More specifically, to enhance social benefits
● Seize the opportunity of funding flexibility

offered in ISTEA. However, opportunities do

not translate automatically into results.

“ Use the opportunity provided by the

Conference to begin to articulate specific

(short-, medium- and long-term) measures of

improvements in the social justice aspects of

transportation planning. While the imple-

menting regulations of ISTEA identi~ some

factors, specific performance measures or cri-

teria must be developed locally.

To enhance government accountabihty
● Hold MPOS and State DOTS accountable to

the following language that “metropolitan

transportation planning process shall...seek

out and consider the needs of those tradi-

tionally underserved by existing transportation

systems, including but not limited to low-

income and minority households.”

● Hold MPOS and State DOTS accountable to

the requirement of “shared decisionmaking”

to include the public, providers of transporta-
tion, labor unions of transportation services,

and all affected public agencies (e.g., Health

and Human Services, Housing and Urban

Development).

. Hold MPOS and State DOTS accountable to mak-
ing “broader considerations” beyond technical
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requirements to include impacts of transportation

decisions on issues covered by laws such as the

CAU and ADA.

“ Put pressure on the MPO certification

process. Every three years, the Department of

Transportation must certi@ MPOS. The cer-

tification process entails a three-day dialogue

between the MPO, the State DOT staff, fed-

eral agencies and citizen representatives from

the advisory committee. In reality, all MPOS

pass the certification, although some pass

“with concern.” Because the certification

process was designed as a peer pressure sys-

tem, the public must heighten expectations.

‘ Hold MPOS and State DOTS accountable

through the “periodic” checks conducted by

the Civil Rights Office within the U.S.

Department of Transportation, The public

can also file complaints at any time, to which

the Civil Rights Office responds with sight

visits to investigate.

To improve the quality of participation
●

●

●

Use ‘intermediary” or “liaison” organizations

(such as in the Urban Habitat example) to help

make the linkages for communities between

transportation planning and social concerns.

Making transportation issues relevant to com-

munities on an ongoing basis should lessen the

more typical NIMBY confrontations, as more

neighborhoods will be involved earlier on.

Also, intermediaries can help to expand com-

munity concerns to broader city and regional

contexts, as well as connect the short-term

needs with the longer-term goals.

Use the required 45-day comment period to

comment on the public participation process

itself. Ideally, a well-developed partnership

with the public would help design the partici-

pation process to begin with; however, specific

suggestions and grievances can be raised dur-

ing this comment period.

Recognize that public “hearings” and opportu-

nities for “comment” are not as valuable as an

ongoing dialogue and partnership with deci-

sion-makers. Tky to cultivate the latter.

Furthermore, because immediate controver-

sial issues tend to overshadow longer-term

planning, recognize that separate opportuni-
ties to voice concerns on short and long-range

planning are necessary. Expand the public’s
involvement in long-range planning.

● Federal agencies should do more to cultivate

their new constituency-the public. While

U.S. DOT traditionally employs strategies to

educate ‘grantees, “ including the States and

operating agencies, more can be done to edu-

cate the public. This conference is one exam-

ple of public education (although it is a mutu-

al education process also). Similar efforts, par-

ticularly in conjunction with intermediary or

liaison groups, would be helpful.
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Transportation and the

Provision of Government Services
by Jacky Grimshaw, Center for Neighborhood Technology
Chicago, Illinois

There are many people who, because of their

age, mobility, or economic standing, rely on pub-

lic transportation for access to essential services.

Wkhout access to transportation, and to the

processes through which transportation policies

and plans are made, many citizens are locked out

of opportunities for education, employment and

health care, and social as well as other governmen-

tal services.

Those officials responsible for choosing the

location of facilities typically use conventional

marketplace criteria in making their decisions.

Like their private market counterparts, they focus

on the lowest immediate costs associated with

sites for federal, state, county and municipal pub-

lic service offices — the price of land, construction

costs and build-out expense. Assessment of such

costs is the criterion applied to decisions about a

wide range of public facilities, including county

hospitals, post offices, and public welfare offices;

services and accommodations for senior citizens,

and public housing complexes. The rationale is

that the government must “get a good deal” for

tax-payers. One key factor in the long-term suc-

cess of a facility is often overlooked, howevec is

there a transportation system that can provide

people efficient, affordable access to it? The best
of facilities is useless if those who most need the

services it provides are prevented from using it.

Public decision-makers are not always sensi-

tive to those citizens who do not have the choices

that automobile ownership allows. Data indicate

that racial minorities in poor communities have

the lowest rates of automobile ownership. Siting of

public facilities in areas without public transit
defies access to these citizens. This type of

inequity is prohibited by Title VI of the Civil

Rights Act and the Americans with Disability Act.

The government’s failure to act in the best interest
of these citizens or consider the discriminatory

impact of its actions can result in its being in non-

compliance with Federal laws.

Transportation is an integral part of creating

socially just and ecologically sustainable communi-

ties. That is why the President’s Executive Order

linking this principle with existing federal laws is so

important to the goal of eliminating discrimination

and achieving equity.

Government programs and policies sometimes

work at cross purposes. Even in agencies with a

mandate to promote access, the agency’s real estate

office, working in isolation, may locate facilities

where they are inaccessible. In contrast, trans-

portation programs, working in concert with hous-

ing, health, education, and other community ser-

vice systems, can dramatically enhance equity and

environmental quality.

The essential connection between transporta-

tion and the location of governmental services is

part of a broader issue. Transportation planning

usually focuses on “mobility”—getting people

from here to there. But “location” and “access” are

much more important-making sure that gover-

nment offices are near the people who need to use

them minimizes the need for transportation ser-

vices and makes access to them through existing

transit systems significantly easier.
Transportation plays a positive role in securing

a community’s ability to provide services such as

education and cultural programs and to control

crime. It is an asset upon which communities can

build and develop. It allows communities an option

to the suburban sprawl which degrades inner cities

and the environment and creates public health
problems. Yet there is an inequity in the expendi-

ture of public funds on urbardrural poor and com-

munities of color in comparison with those spent

on wealthy/suburban communities. Government
has a responsibility to correct its historical lack of

investment in inner city communities and repair
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the harm already done.

Governments that locate facilities in areas
where there are few or no alternatives to auto use

contribute to violations of the Clean Air Act

(CAA). While the goal of the CM is to reduce
vehicle miles traveled and air pollution emissions,

facilities that are inaccessible by mass transit pro-

mote increased vehicle miles and harmful air emis-

sions. Low-income and minority residents of

urban areas are hit hardest by air pollution—

another inequity.

The policy framework and planning process

for locating public facilities by the federal, state, or

local governments have to include assessments of

the facilities’ impacts on community and econom-

ic development. Public policy, in failing to miti-

gate racial injustice and reverse historical trends,

has stranded low income people and people of

color (especially African Americans) in central

cities. These citizens have been increasingly isolat-

ed from employment opportunities as jobs move

out to the suburbs. Government can and should

address their mobility and employment needs

through public policy decisions.

Governments have opportunities to plan facil-

ity locations that not only avoid creating barriers,

but also promote community economic develop-

ment in inner city neighborhoods. Government

facilities bring jobs and purchasing power, both of

which are essential stimuli to local economies.

They can also bring in additional investments and

hold capital within the areas surrounding them.

The improved economic base that public facility

investments provide for a community will directly

affect poverty, unemployment and underemploy-

ment rates, and crime rates. Government invest-

ment can lead to community revitalization, partic-

ularly if facility siting decisions are made as an inte-

gral part of a neighborhood-determined communi-

ty economic development plan.

One of the objectives of the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991

(ISTEA) is to assure that our transportation sys-

tem “... is economically efficient and environmen-

tally sound, provides the foundation for the Nation

to compete in the global economy...” This goal can
be achieved in part by making facility location
decisions within the context of an overall commu-

nity and economic development strategy.

Public participation in decision-making is

essential. Transportation needs of minorities and

low-income people are often overlooked because

these groups are not represented in the decision-

making process. Decision-makers see only their

own perspective, which has usually been created by

habitual automobile use. Since automobiles and
highways are a normal part of their experience,

they make sure that streets, highways, and parking

are accommodated in site planning. Alternative

transportation modes for those who don’t own

automobiles, if considered at all, are an after-

thought. Transit-dependent riders are not involved

in the decision-making process, so public trans-

portation access to public facilities is not a plan-

ning priority. If users are routinely lefi out of facil-

ity siting decisions, their needs are not addressed.

Making citizens partners in the planning

process may lead to the development of more equi-

table solutions to siting problems. It is unaccept-

able for government to do no more than give citi-

zens the opportunity to comment.

ISTEA requires public participation in trans-

portation planning. It states that “social benefits

must be considered with particular attention to the

external benefits of reduced air pollution, reduced

traffic congestion and other aspects of the quality

of life of the United States.” (Congressional
Record-House, November 26, 1991, HI 15 17).

The ability to get needed services in a cost-effec-

tive and timely manner is certainly a quality of life

issue, so a similar provision should be applied.

One more regulation for government officials

to follow will not solve this problem, however.

Officials must be held accountable for ensuring

public involvement in a meaningful way. ISTEA

places the responsibility for public input with

regional metropolitan planning organizations

(MPOS). These bodies often comply with the let-

ter rather than the spirit of the law, maintaining
business as usual. Transportation investments are

being made without the needs of those most

dependent on public transit being considered.
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Examples
Health care is an issue that has held the atten-

tion of a majority of Americans over the last two

years. The discussion has focused on providing

access to health care services for all Americans,

regardless of ability to pay. The goal of health

reform was to establish health care as a right.

Health services would be available to those

employed or not, young or old, healthy or with

preexisting conditions. The realization of this goal

will have to wait for the next Congress, but even if

the 103rd Congress had provided the universal

Health Security Card, some Americans would still

be denied access.

In many communities today health care facil-

ities already exist to serve the poor and the unin-

sured. Yet, people are still denied health services

because they just cannot physically get to the

health facility. Facilities are located in areas that

are not served by public transportation. People

without automobiles must rely on expensive alter-

natives-taxis, ambulances, or car rental. The

choice for these Americans is either to spend limi-

ted funds needed for food and shelter to get to the

clinic for routine check-ups or to go without pre-

ventive health care. Emergency care becomes the

only kind they get. Transportation’s impact on

health care is illustrated by data indicating that

transportation is the second greatest Medicaid

and Medicare expense-after doctors and hospi-

tals.

In 1970, the Chimawa Indian Health Clinic,

originally established to provide health care to the

children in the Chimawa Boarding School, was

expanded to serve the Native American population

living in Western Oregon. The availability of

health care for more people was indeed a victory.

Unfortunately the public transit line serving that

population stopped one mile from the clinic. Since

there were no sidewalks, transit-dependent
patients, including patients who were siclq preg-
nant, disabled, elderly or simply in need of routine
check-ups had to walk a mile through what

amounted to a muddy trail.

The Tahana Whitecrow Advocacy Alliance

asked the transit agency on behalf of the communi-

ty to extend the transit line an additional mile.

The General Manager denied their request. The

allegation that such a refusal amounted to de facto
racial discrimination held no sway. It took
protests, legal challenges, and a new General
Manager before the community won the mile-long

extension.

There are 32,000 patients registered at the

clinic. Eighteen thousand of these regularly use

the clinic, with six thousand of those in the greater

Salem area. However, the line is in jeopardy now

because of low ridership. The community needs

the transit agency’s assistance in marketing and

educating patients about service availability. The

curtailment of the line will not only restrict patient

access once again but also deny clinic workers tran-

sit access to their jobs.

Another example is St. Mary’s Hospital in

Ozaukee County, Wkconsin, a county of 80, 000

people. St. Mary’s was located in Port Washington

for a longtime. A decision was made to build a new

facility and the decision-makers chose to move the

hospital to Mequon, WI., a town of 20,000 people

located ten miles away off a country road and two

miles from an Interstate 43 interchange. The hos-

pital was able to get a certificate of need to relocate

even though there was and still is no sewer service

to the site. Mequon, however, is an affluent area.

The new location places the hospital at the center

of an upscale market where, incidentally, its doc-

tors also live.

The Woodstock Memorial Hospital in

Woodstoc~ Illinois used to be located in the town,

right next to the high school. Like St. Mary’s in

Mequon, it is now located in a former cornfield

between the towns of Woodstock and Crystal

Lake. When the new Memorial Hospital opened in

September of this year, it did have sewer service,

but is only accessible by automobile.

Decision-makers ‘in both Woodstock and

Crystal Lake also requested bids for land on which
to relocate the main post offices. In both cases they
choose the sites which were most immediately cost

effective. The existing post offices were downtown,

close to public transit. The new, lowest-price sites

in contrast are in outlying areas accessible only by

automobile. The Woodstock post office was

moved horn the town square to a side road off

Illinois Route 47. The Crystal Lake post office was
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moved from downtown to an industrial subdivision

north of Illinois Route 14.

Citizens fought to prevent these relocations,

but to no avail. In San Francisco, Contra Costa’s

citizens were more successful. They engaged the

NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund to

file a class-action lawsuit to prevent the County

from building a new hospital in an area inaccessi-

ble to poor and minority residents. Although the

hospital was already under construction, the feder-

al district court halted the project, finding that

“Construction of the new county hospital in

Central County, without any improvement in pub-

lic transportation or the availability of health care

services to the West and East County minority

poor, will, in effecg entrench and perpetuate the

county’s alleged systemic discrimination against

the county’s indigent minorities.” (U.S. Disrnct

Judge Saundra Brown Armstrong, August 1,1994,

as reported in the West County Times.) Judge

Armstrong also made it clear that looking at statis-

tics on travel time for all county residents was not

relevanq only data that zeroed in on the people

who actually used the hospital were to be consid-

ered.

McHenry, Illinois used to have its city hall

downtown. Recently, they relocated the city hall to

a huge facility on the outskirts of the city where it

is accessible only by car.

Illinois’ transportation agencies provide more

examples like McHenry. The Illinois Department

of Tmnsportation (IDOT) Chicago regional ser-

vice office is located in suburban Schaumburg.

Pace, the suburban Chicago bus company’s head-

quarters is located in the same type of suburban

office enclave as other corporations that have

abandoned dense communities in favor of subur-

ban sprawl. Pace’s parking lot is as full of cars as

any other office complex.

Analysis
Thmsportation’s interrelationship with service

delivery needs to be viewed from three perspec-

tives: citizens access to facilities, community eco-

nomic development, and public participation in

decision-making.
Fragmented governmental authority is some-

times a culprit in instances of social inequity.

Usually a capital planning, real estate, or procure-

ment office does the work of finding location,

negotiating leases, and purchasing properties.

Their locational decisions contribute to disinvest-

ment k tier city communities. The lure of the
green-field, open space, and cheaper immediate costs
trap real estate offiaals into inequitable decisions.

Often the operating agency which will occupy

the facili~ is not involved in the siting process,

even though it will be accountable, ultimately, for

providing services and best understand the poten-

tial impacts that siting decisions can have on their

clientele. Clearly, operating agencies should be

more intimately involved in the location of their

facilities so that they can be held accountable for

their success in providing services.

In the case of the federal government, the pro-

curement agency is the General Services

Administration (GSA). President Jimmy Carter’s

Executive Order of 1978 on Federal Space

Management provided guidance that seeks to

achieve both economic and community develop-

ment goals, and which could be the initial model

for state, local, and other public servicing institu-

tions. Unfortunately, it does not give guidance on

transportation comections and public participa-

tion. It does emphasize that the location of facili-

ties should be seen as a development opportunity

for local communities. The power and resulting

influence of a governmental decision to locate a

facility can be enough to spark compact develop-

ment in suburban transit served areas and reinvest-

ment in central cities. Local communities can use

the investment as an economic incentive to main-

tain an urbanized core, avoid sprawl and create

more livable and sustainable communities.

Governments, as well as private investors, need not

be participants, through omission or action, in the

effective redlining of inner city and other low-

income communities.

In those rare instances when the best possible

site for a facility is in an area not served by public

transportation, the government agency is responsi-
ble for collaborating with transit officials to pro-

vide efficient public transit access to the site-

using the provisions of ISTEA.
The need to expand limited public transit ser-

vice is extremely acute in rural areas, as well in
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inter-village/town transportation. Many such

areas have ‘no public transit access and thus main-

tain a serious, chronic barrier to accessible gover-

nmentservices.

Conclusions
Location decisions affect social equity. Federal

facilities that create inequities need to be reevalu-

ated and reshaped to eliminate rather than rein-

force conditions that deny access to all citizens.

GSA!s evaluation criteria should include coordina-

tion and cooperation among federal agencies in

implementing a comprehensive policy on social

equity. ~A officials, working with GSA should

have a policy which forces GSA decisions to be in

compliance with IS- w ADA Title VI of

the Civil Rights Act and the President’s Executive

Order on Environmental Justice. This policy

should apply to all federal agencies and state and

local governments facilities which are federally

tided, in whole or part. A Presidential Executive

Order might be the most appropriate way to

ensure the policy is broadly applied.

Location decisions effect air quality and

resulting public health conditions. The location of

government facilities in transit-rich areas not only

allow access by those that do not have cars, but

allows those with autos to choose not to be auto

dependent.

Location decisions affect community and eco-

nomic development and community employment.

Facility siting should also support community

development. This should be considered a priori-

ty. Decision-makers should provide local residents

with the opportunity to participate in planning

processes, so that those residents can take steps to

ensure that they are recipients of economic justice

and share in economic democracy. Governments

should seize the opportunity to reinvest and

reverse the trend of disinvestment in and segrega-

tion of inner city communities.
Location decisions affect land use.

Government officials choosing between urban and
suburban locations must consider well the ramifi-

cations of their decisions.
Location decisions affect community empow-

erment. Government policies on siting of gover-

nmentfacilities need to include public transit acces-

sibility criteria. This issue is fundamental to poor

and low income residents’ quality of life. The right

of the public to participate in all stages of review

processes for location decisions for federal facilities

as well as state and local facilities funded by feder-

al dollars should be guaranteed, and accountability

must be strengthened to ensure that that right is in

no way denied.
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The Impacts of Siting Transportation

Facilities in low-income Communities&

Communities of Color
by Susana Almanza and I&mlAlvarez, People Organized in Defense
of Earth and her Resources (PODER)
Austin, Texas

The inner city, where residents are largely

people of color, is exposed to high concentrations

of carbon monoxide horn automobile traffic on the

freeways and heavily traveled commercial roads

running through it. Local industries, airports, bus

yards, power plants, and other municipal and

industrial facilities, all significant sources of air

pollution, are also frequently sited in communities

of color.

Communities of color, especially those within

inner cities, are subjected to a variety of environ-

mental and economic injustices. Land-use prac-

tices and transportation design are among the

worst agents of these injustices. By encouraging

the use of the automobile, current land-use prac-

tices and transportation designs perpetuate subur-

ban sprawl. The siting of polluting facilities in

communities of color further encourages segrega-

tion and increases white flight to the suburbs.

White fight drains the tax base from the inner

cities. Suburbanites commuting by car to the inner

city by day exacerbate the problems of air pollution

and traffic congestion that led to their flight in the

first place. In addition, the rapid development of

cities’ outlying areas (to support suburban living)

depletes the natural resources which are part of the

cities’ environmental infrastructure and are essen-

tial to its health.

Low-income people and people of color are

usually left out of the planning process for the

development of transportation facilities, and have

little or no control over the environmental and

economic impacts they suffer as a result of place-

ment of those facilities in their communities.

Officials in charge of planning large-scale trans-

portation systems give almost no consideration to

the systems’ potential impacts on low-income

communities and communities of color. Local

governments encourage the siting of industrial

facilities in those communities through zoning

policies and through the designation of tax abate-

ment zones and enterprise zones. Also, the
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) regula-

tions and permit-granting policies reinforce these

trends in local land use and facility siting.

When federal, state, and local agencies examine

the social and environmental impacts of specific pro-

jects, they do not look at the aggregate risks in their

siting decisions. They only look at the impacts spe-

cific to the project under consideration.

Communities of color encounter difficulties in

raising objections to facility siting because they are

not able to invoke the same themes that tradition-

al white environmental organizations use. They

cannot point to endangered species, pristine wide

open spaces, lakes, streams, and oceans (essential to

the ecosystem and important sources of recreation)

to support their position. Communities of color

must make sure that policies are balanced between

“traditional” environment concerns and their

immediate concerns – housing, economic develop-

ment, unemployment, and pollution.

Communities of color should not be denied a voice

in decisions that affect the futures of their neigh-

borhoods. Decision-making processes should

include neighborhood organizations, small and

minority businesses, and individuals who are not

traditionally heard. The remainder of this paper

will discuss how low-income communities and

communities of color might affect the decision-

making process by looking at a specific case study.

Austin Case Study
When we refer to the siting of transportation

facilities we are specifically referring to the siting

of freeways and fixed-route systems (such as light
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rail). This includes the siting of facilities which

support these systems such as bus yards, light-rail

yards, and light-rail turnarounds. We also refer to

designation and improvement of roads for

transport of freight cargo and hazardous cargo,

What follows is a brief case study of a pro-

posed light-rail system for the Austin metropolitan
area. We will focus on the impact of the proposed

system on the Central East Austin hea, which is

made up primarily of people of color. We will

consider the accessibility of this system to Central

East Austin residents as well as the impacts of that

system on their community. Finally we will look

at current transportation guidelines, specifically

those that affect the siting of transportation

facilities, to see how they do and do not support

the principles of environmental justice.

Central East Austin
Central East Austin is defined by the census

tracts which make up the 78702 area code.

African-Americans and Mexican-Americans make

up more than 88 percent of the population in this

area. The area has a high degree of poverty. Five

of its seven census tracts have a poverty rate which

exceeds 30%. Two of its census tracts have pover-

ty rates which exceed 50%.

The groups most disadvantaged in access to

transportation are the young, the old, the poor and

the physically challenged. While a large percent-

age of Central East Austin residents qualifj as

transportation disadvantaged solely on the basis of

their income, it is important to remember that

low-income communities and communities of

color also tend to have high proportions of young,

old and physically challenged people. In the

Central East Austin Area, 30 percent of the popu-

lation is below the age of sixteen and 14.2 percent

of the population is over the age of sixty-five. In

Austin, only 21.5 percent of the population of

Austin is below the age of sixteen and 7.5 percent

is over the age of sixty-five. In the Central East

Austin area, 11.9 percent of civilian noninstitu-
tionalized persons between the ages of sixteen and

sixty-four are physically challenged. The percent-

age of civilian noninstitutionalized persons sixty-
five and over who are physically challenged is 34.3.

The percentages for Austin are 3.8 and 21.4

respectively. It is clear that the residents of Central

East Austin have a much greater need for trans-

portation services than the population at large.

Central East Austin and the light-Rail System
Light-rail systems run on routes (railways)

which are specifically dedicated for their use.

Unhindered by traffic signals and traffic conges-

tion, they provide more efficient public transporta-

tion than traditional bus systems. However, light-

rail systems, like so many other transportation

improvements, are often designed to address the

transportation needs of those traveling at peak

periods (rush hour), and as a result fail to address

the transportation needs of the disadvantaged.

The concerns of low-income communities and

communities of color are usually not considered at

the design phase, so new systems tend to provide

these communities with limited transportation

access. The light-rail system proposal for Austin

has, so far, been no exception. The majority of the

light-rail system services the area West of

Interstate Highway 35 (IH-3 5). Only the short

segment from IH-35 to Pleasant Valley Road pro-

vides direct access to residents who live East of the

interstate. Although the system would provide

some access to Central East Austin residents, the

majority of the population of this area would

remain unserved by the system. Access to such a

system may be further limited by the cost of use,
which could be high.

The proposed system, while providing few ben-

efits to Central East Austin, would have very signifi-

cant environmental, economic and social impacts

there. The light-rail storage and maintenance facili-

ty is included within the short segment of the light-

rail line which services Central East Austin. This

facilitywould have to be of considerable size in order

to accommodate the desired services. The location of

the storagdmaintenance yard is in a segment of

Central East Austin which is blighted and in need of

redevelopment but one has to consider how much of

an improvement this type of land use would be. The

increased noise and air pollution generated by such a

facilitywould be a nuisance to nearby neighborhoods.

In addition, the presence of the storagdmaintenance
yard would likely drive down property values in the

surrounding areas.
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The system would also have a significant effect

on pedestrian and bicycle circulation and local

automobile traffic within the neighborhoods in

Central East Austin. The proposed light-rail line

runs along East Fourth and East Fifth Streets.

Residents who live south of East Fourth would

have to cross the railway each time they wanted to

go to the grocery store, to a restaurant, or to

church. Children who live north of East Fifi

would have to cross the railway every day to get to

school. Concerns about safety and simple incon-

venience might lead people to find less direct

routes, thus splitting the community.

Light rail may also have a direct impact on

some residences and businesses in the surrounding

neighborhoods. Areas around light-rail stations

have a great potential for increased business activ-

ity due to the influx of people. The light-rail sta-

tions in Central East Austin are in a deteriorated.

area. There has been much talk about how light-

rail can revitalize this section of East Austin. In

fact, a study on redevelopment has already been

completed. Of concern is the potential that exist-

ing residences or businesses will be removed. Is

such displacement necessary? What would be

done about relocation? It is also important to con-

sider what impact new businesses might have on

those already established. Because they might take

away fkom the customer base of existing business-

es, new businesses should not overlap with the

market of existing businesses. Existing businesses

also should be given the opportunity to locate

along the light-rail corridor, particularly if they are

being displaced or have been otherwise adversely

affected.

Siting of Transportation Facilities and

Environmental Justice
The issues raised by the light-rail proposal

should be considered in all transportation system

proposal evaluations. Ideally they should be con-

sidered during the plan development process, but

in the past they have not been. This is due in large

part to the fact that low-income communities and
communities of color have not been represented in
the planning process. The involvement of these

communities in transportation has most often had

to be reactive and not proactive. The Intermodal

Surface Transportation and Efficiency Act

(ISTEA) is the first piece of legislation that calls

for increased public participation in planning

processes and requires the consideration of social

and environmental issues in the development of

transportation improvement programs and long-

range transportation plans.

Public participation is one of the cornerstones

of Environmental Justice. “Environmental Justice

demands the right to participate as equal partners

at every level of decision-making including needs

assessment, planning, implementation, enforce-

ment and evaluation.” While the Executive Order

on Environmental Justice does not go very far in

calling for public participation by people of color,

ISTEA does contain strong language about the

need for public involvement. ISTEA states that

the metropolitan planning process shall

Includea proactive public involvement process
that provides cornpkte information, timely
public notice,fhlipublic accessto key decisions,
and supports early and continuing involve-
ment of the public in developing pbz.s and
TIPs/Xran.ymrtutionImpemezu Prognmss]...

A further requirement of the planning process is

that it “seek out and consider the needs of those

traditionally underserved by existing transporta-

tion systems, including but not limited to low-

income and minority households...” This is a clear

statement, and should be invoked when it becomes

necessary to demand that metropolitan planning

organizations (MPOS) and state departments of

transportation (state DOTk) incorporate the con-

cerns of people of color in their planning.

Unfortunately ISTEA does not specify how

MPOS and state DOTS will be held accountable to

its requirements. Although the certification

process is a potential avenue for addressing this

shortcoming, certification is to a large extent at the
discretion of the Federal Highway Administration

and the Federal Transit Administration.

Certification guidelines should be strengthened so
that efforts to involve people of color will go

beyond an ad in the newspaper or a name on a

mailing list.
The social and environmental effects of the
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siting of transportation facilities are addressed by

the Executive Order on Environmental Justice.

The order specifies that “to the extent practical

and appropriate, Federal agencies shall use this

information [on environmental and human health

risks borne by various populations] to determine

whether their programs, policies, and activities

have disproportionately high and adverse human

health or environmental effects on minority
populations and low-income populations. ..”

Although ISTEA does not state that these consid-

erations must be given specifically to low-income

communities and communities of color, it does

require that MPOS consider “the overall social,

economic, energy, and environmental effects of

transportation decisions (including consideration

of the effec~ and impacts of the plan on the

human, natural and man-made environment...”

Due consideration for such impacts on communi-

ties of color should be specified in the regulations.

For significant light-rail and roadway systems

proposals, a major investment study (MIS) is
required. Current regulations specify that an MIS
“will include environmental studies which will be

used for environmental documents...” They

should specify, using similar language as that quot-

ed above from ISTEA, that the MIS must take into

account social, economic, energy and environmen-

tal effects. Furthermore, regarding Sec. 3-301 (b)

of the Executive Order on Environmental Justice,

the MIS should “identify multiple and cumulative

exposures.” In other words, the MIS should weigh

the impacts of new transportation projects accord-

ing to the negative social, economic, energy and

environmental impacts already experienced by the

affected low-income communities and communi-

ties of color.

Finally, ISTEA does not provide any specific

requirements for improving transportation access

to the transportation disadvantaged. ISTEA3 pol-

icy statement suggests that the transportation sys-
tem should, “help implement national goals relat-

ing to mobility for elderly persons, persons with

disabilities and economically disadvantaged per-

sons.” This policy should be translated into

requirements for using access as a criteria for pro-

ject evaluation.

Conclusion
Transportation facilities and systems can have

major impacts on the areas in which they are sited,

giving low-income communities and communities

of color much to consider. WN the system provide

transportation access to members of the communi-

ty? Has there been meaningful involvement of the

community in the decision-making process? This

study used a specific example from Austin to show

how we might start thinking about these proposals

and their development. The paper also tried to

show which transportation regulations could be

used to demand that there be more involvement by

and consideration for the issues of low-income

communities and communities of color in planning

processes, and how these regulations could be
strengthened. It is imperative that low-income

communities and communities of color get

involved in the planning of transportation systems.

Concern for issues which affect our communities

must become the rule, not the exception.
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Equity in Transportation Investments
by Hank Dittmar and Don Chen,
Surface Transportation Policy Project
Washington, DC

Forty years ago, Rosa Parks sparked the great-

est social change of the modern era when she

refused to sit at the back of the bus, thus asserting

her civil rights in transportation. Today Ms. Parks

might find bus service in her neighborhood nonex-

istent or dangerously overcrowded. She would

almost certainly find that it fails to connect her

conveniently with job opportunities, health care

and government services. And she would probably

find little use for the expensive transit service that

connects parts of her city to the suburbs.

This isn’t just a bad dream. In the United

States, urban low-income communities have his-

torically gotten less transportation funding from

the federal government than their suburban coun-

terparts. Transit, on which a disproportionately

large share of low-income people depend, has

received roughly $50 billion since the creation of

the Urban Mass Transportation Administration

nearly thirty years ago, whereas roadway projects

have received over $205 billion since 1956.

Roadway projects received roughly $14 billion in

1989 alone. While the data are still difficult to

track down, evidence of how this manifests itself at

the metropolitan level is growing. The

Environmental Defense Fund estimates that the

poorest fifth of urban residents in Southern

California receive only 4% of the area’s transporta-

tion benefits.1 And many people are realizing that

new and proposed transportation projects have a

range of negative impacts. For example, in Little

RoclG Arkansas, parents are concerned that a new

highway project will encourage white flight from

the city, aggravating segregation problems in the

city’s schools.

Rural areas, with less than a fourth of the

nation’s total population but nearly forty percent of
the nation’s poor, only receive 7 percent of trans-

portation funds.z The limited potential for fund-

ing in rural areas is also compromised by the diffi-

culty rural communities encounter in meeting the

50 percent operating expenses (collected mainly

through fares) matching fund requirement that is

often stipulated at the state level.

PoBiy Opportunities
Everyone is familiar with public debate and

official action on civil rights and equal protection

for education and housing. Less familiar is how

these guarantees apply to transportation. Yet the

Civil Rights Act applies to all federal programs,

including federal transportation policies. In fact,

ISTEA!S planning regulations specify that states

and metropolitan planning organizations must

demonstrate compliance with Title VI of the Civil

Rights Act. Compliance in a state or metropolitan

long-range plan or transportation improvement

program could be demonstrated by examining sev-

eral factors:
●

●

●

●

the accessibility of the transportation system

to different population and ethnic groups in

the area;

the ratio of transit and road system expendi-

tures by geographic subarea, focusing on cen-

sus tracts with high minority populations;

representation of different ethnic, racial and

social groups in transportation decision-mak-

ing and

transportation system use by the different pop-

ulation groups, compared with the geographic

distribution of the benefits of federal trans-

portation investment.

The recent Executive Order on

Environmental Justice requires all federal agencies

to develop strategies that address environmental

justice. While it is still too early to tell how well
agencies will implement the Executive Order, the

policy is a powerful tool. Since transportation is
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tightly linked to environmental issues like air qual-

ity, the social equity dimensions of transportation

clearly fall under the heading of environmental

justice. This relationship between transportation

and air quality was also recognized when lawmak-

ers explicitly linked the Intermodal Surface

Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 to the Clean

Air Act Amendments of 1990. Some policy

experts have recently argued that funds currently

available under ISTEA could very well be used to

promote social equity. One example of this is

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality funds

(CMAQ) which provide funding for projects that
reduce air pollution, including transit and down-

town revitalization for pedestrians, cyclists and

tiansit riders.

Another funding source that has often been

overlooked are enhancements provisions within

ISTEA. Enhancements are projects designed to

provide bicycling and pedestrian facilities and
enhance the physical beauty of a facilityor corri-
dor. Thus far, few enhancement projects have
been located in low-income communities.
However, Enhancements activities can serve as
micro-economic development projects that allow
community leaders to jumpstart downtown revi-
talization efforts. Enhancements are perhaps the
easiest monies to access through the ISTEA
process because while they must be included in a
metropolitan area’s Transportation Improvement
Program (17P), award decisions are often made
through a special decision-making process.
Citizen groupsinterested in applyingfor enhance-
ment funds may be required to apply through a
local government entity. However, and evenwith-
out such a requirement, they should consult with
their MPO or state DOT officeto developa com-
petitive proposal.3

How Accessible Is The Transportation System?
Measures of system accessibility begin with

the question of coverage and extent. For example,

is a transit line or arterial near the minority neigh-

borhood under consideration? Are minority

groups in the region likely to depend on transit for
their local travel? Do transportation options link
housing with services and employment sites?

Accessibility measures also look at service level.

For instance, how often does the bus come by and

how crowded is it? Urban minority neighbor-

hoods are often characterized by packed buses and

pass-ups while suburban commuters get a seat.

Similarly, freeways and arterials in close-in

neighborhoods are often crowded with commuters

while suburban arterials are less crowded. For

roads, one would examine congestion levels and

access to the freeway.
In rural areas, minority neighborhoods may

have unpaved roads or no transit service at all. A

judge in Contra Costa County, California recently

ordered the County to consider access to transit in

locating a county facility in response to a lawsuit

brought by the NAACP Legal Defense Fund.

Are Tax Dollars Being Invested
Fairly And Equitably?

A civil rights analysis could also examine

investment patterns proposed in the long-range

plan or transportation improvement program.

While ISTEA regulations discourage suballocation

to specific jurisdictions, they encourage trans-

portation agencies to meet the needs of central city

residents and of traditionally underserved seg-

men~ of the population. Furthermore, ISTEA

funds originally earmarked for highways and roads

can now be spent on a variety of projects, depend-

ing on the best match for the needs of the specific

community.

A civil rights analysis should seek to pinpoint

the percentage of road and transit funding going to

areas with high proportions of minority residents,

and how this investment pattern compares to the

population pattern in the region or state. Another
question to answer is whether adequate finding is

being devoted to maintain older areas with high

minority populations or whether the bulk of fund-

ing is being devoted to new projects in newly

developing areas. Finally are low-income and

minority communities receiving older, less reliable

transportation equipment and vehicles than

wealthier communities?

In addition to questions of fairness, the dispro-

portionate subsidization of transportation services

for wealthier communities makes little financial

sense. The Labor Community Strategies Center
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in Los Angeles has pointed out that overcrowded

bus routes in the L.A.’s center city actually break

even or make money while the new commuter rail

lines to outlying suburbs require tax subsidies of

$10-$20 per rider. h effect, this is like asking indi-
gent patients in a hospital to pay their own bills

plus those of affluent patients. Yet the injustices

continue. Another example from Los Angeles is

the recent decision to use revenues from a new

one-cent sales tax for high-occupancy vehicle lanes

and commuter rail instead of buses, upon which

extremely poor people depend.q

Minnesota state legislator Myron Orfield

studied public investment in the Tti Cities,

revealing deep disparities in spending that fhvor

the wealthy suburbs over city neighborhoods with

high percentages of minority residents. These

factors have led many equity advocates to conclude

that in some communities, transport is not the

effect of poverty, but rather a root cause of pover-

ty. Title VI and other leverage points should help

define and correct these biases.

Are Tbe Benefits Of The System Enioyed ByAll?
A civil rights analysis should also review the

use of the transportation system by different popu-
lation groups. Do all members of the population

enjoy the benefits (and cosfi) of the transportation

system equally? The 1990 Census contains much

data on this matter in the Urban Transportation

Pltig Package. At a national level, large dis-

parities are evident in rates of travel, auto owner-

ship, transit dependency and enjoyment of the

benefits of transportation. These disparities exist

along many lines: racial and ethnic, income, sex,

and urban vs. suburban.

If a civil rights analysis identifies inequities or

deficiencies in local and regional transportation

systems, then the plan should document the steps

being taken to address the problem. The end

result of such a review would be an orientation of
the transportation plan toward providing needed

services to neighborhoods and communities-a

planning approach where people matter. While a
civil rights analysis needs to begin by identifying

and correcting what’s wrong with the present sys-
tem, a transportation program focused on social

justice must go beyond ensuring that transporta-

tion contributes toward healthy and just communi-

ties. It’s not enough to just stop doing things

wrong. With $25 billion in federal tax dollars

invested in transportation every year, we must rec-

ognize the potential for transportation poiicy-mak-

ers to do the right things.

Washington, DC A Metropolitan Case Study
Prepared by Gawain Kripke, Friends of tbe Earth

The District of Columbia is a city of approxi-

mately 600,000. Like many local governments, the

city government is facing increasing budget strain

as businesses and middle-class taxpayers leave the

city for suburban areas. In addition, the burdens

on the city’s social and physical infrastructure are

growing as resident population becomes propor-

tionately poorer and surrounding jurisdictions

grow. In February 1994, the mayor proposed a

budget plan that raised new revenues $50 million

from an increase in local parking taxes and $9.9

million from an increased tax on gasoline. At the

same time as the mayor’s proposal to raise rev-

enues, she also proposed to make spending cuts to

balance the budget. The budget reduced the aty

contribution to mass transit by $14 rndlion.

Commercial parking lot owners quickly orga-

nized a campaign against the parking tax increase

hiring a local lobbying firm to produce a study and

leaflet their customers. Many of their customers,

however, are commuters who do not vote in the

city. Local business organizations loudly criticized

the tax increase and argued that it would induce

more downtown businesses to leave the city. A

coalition of environmentalists, citizen groups, and

transportation activists organized a joint letter to

the city council urging support of the parking and

gas tax increases and opposing the transit cut. In

addition, many low-income advocates, elderly citi-

zens, and disabled people testified before the city

council and other decision-making bodies to argue

against the transit cut. Environmental and trans-

portation activists argued that parking and gas

taxes should be viewed as user fees. Motorists in
the District receive benefits in the form of public

roads, street parking and orderly traffic enforce-

ment. Many motorists who make daily use of the

streets of D.C. pay very little or nothing in taxes to
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the District for Aese benefits.

Outcry against the transit cuts became clam-

orous when it became clear that this would translate

into fare increases. Local activistsargued that riding

to work on a bus or rail is far more energy efficient

and causes less air pollution than driving. They also

argued that fare increases would especially hurt

lower-income residents and disabled persons because

these disadvantaged people use tit more.

The city council stripped the budget of the

parking and gas tax increases but assigned the issue

of transit cuts to the relevant committee. After a

strong public response in hearings, the chairman

of the transit committee returned the issue to the

full city council advising no cuts. To makeup for

the shortfall, the council adopted legislation to

impose a parking fee on non-taxed parking spots.

Non-taxed parking spaces include those owned by

the federal government and non-profit institu-

tions. The city council did this under the rubric of

clean air law, thereby inducing the federal agencies

to comply with the local measures to meet clean

air standards.

l~chael Cameron, En~romental Defense Fund, personal communication.

2Rural populations include 43 OAof ~erica’s &sabled, 39% of its elderly, and s!)~o Of its impoverished

people. Cite: Jean Smith, Central Mcansas Development Council, 501.332.6215.
3 For more information, contact Bob Patten, Rails -to-Tkails Conservancy, 202-797-5416.
q Mafie ~coz~ and Peter Rown, editon, “Runningon Emp~ The Travel Patterns of Extremely Poor

People in Los Angeles,” presented at the Transportation Research Board 72nd Annual Meeting, 10-14
January 1993, Washington, DC.
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Social Equity, Transportation, Environment,

land Use, and Economic Development:

The livable Community
by Don Chen, STPP
Washington, DC

Transportation is about making connections.

Many marginalized communities and individuals

have recognized that the most effective and cre-

ative approaches to meeting their transportation

needs and alleviating their transportation problems

make use of an understanding of the connections

between transportation and issues such as the envi-

ronment, land-use practices, and economic devel-

opment. Government policy makers in these fields

also have begun to recognize the importance of

developing mechanisms that account for the rela-

tionships between these issues.

Social Equity, Transportatio~ the Environment,
land Use, and EconomicDevelopment Are linked

An urgency to acknowledge the links among

social equity, transportation, the environment,

land use, and economic development has arisen for

numerous reasons. The importance of efficient
transportation to business and to personal freedom

makes some level of economic, social, and environ-

mental cost unavoidable. There are monetary
costs to consumers and taxpayers, and the social

and environmental costs of pollution. T~ically,

low-income communities and communities of

color bear the largest portion of these costs overall,

while enjoying the lowest level of benefits. Why?

Because of racism, classism, exclusion from the

policy-making process, and additional forms of dis-

crimination. This imbalance is exacerbated by

land use patterns in the U. S., where low-density

suburban development has long been the dominant

trend. Longer distances between jobs, services,

shopping, and communities makes traveling more
expensive for everyone, but for the disadvantaged,

more expensive often means unaffordable, which

puts many jobs, services, goods, and people out of
their reach. Increasingly people are realizing that

some transportation solutions involve locating

desirable and important destinations closer to the

groups that need access to them. In response,

many environmentalist, grassroots neighborhood

groups, community economic development advo-

cates, and urban policy experts have joined in pro-

moting the development of jobs, services, business-

es, and housing in low-income communities and

communities of color.

Policy Opportunities
The logical connections that can be made

among social equity, the environment, transporta-

tion, land use and economic development have not

been part of mainstream discussions, and the

impacts of policies in these areas on low-income

communities and communities of color in particu-

lar have been overlooked. There are only a few

recent examples of federal law that begin to

acknowledge the relationships between civil rights,

the environment, land use, and economic develop-

ment. One law that has is the Intermodal Surface

Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991. ISTEA

explicitly requires planners to examine the rela-

tionship between transportation and air quality and

the impacts of transportation on civil rights.

ISTEA does not, however, explicitly call for assess-

ments of how environmental justice is affected by

transportation policies. The 1994 Clinton
Administration’s Executive Order on
Environmental Justice does—it requires all federal

agencies to develop strategies that consider the

impacts that their policies have on racial justice and

social equity. Still, a strategy that considers
impacts is still in the realm of government

rhetoric—it is not action. And it is not enough—

other promising policy ideas that link the issues
mentioned above have yet to be implemented or

adopted.

The following sections discuss examples of
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areas where an understanding of the links among

issues has lead or could lead to positive solutions.

Community EconomicDevelopment
Community economic development is not a

new idea. For decades, it has been widely touted

as a win-win strategy by advocates of equity, the

environment, housing, and civil rights because it

strengthens communities from within. It is not an

easy strategy to implement, however. It requires

long term commitment, hard work persistence,

resources, organization, and most important,

funding and faith. In part spurred by the L.A. riots

of 1993, many federal officials have called for new

investment in central city infrastructure, services,

employment opportunities, and amenities. This

recent spurt of interest in community economic

development has already dropped from the public

debate, but the need for action is as urgent as ever.

Funding for urban redevelopment has been

scarce over the last decade, diverted instead into

projects for new suburbs. Fortunately there are

some creative ways to leverage other federal fund-

ing sources for use in developing disadvantaged

communities. The potential applications of

promising finding sources to transportation issues

has not yet been thoroughly explored, but doing so

may prove to be a useful step towards the goal of

revitalizing urban centers. Some are listed below.
●

●

●

●

Money in the form of Community Block

Gran~ administered through the Department

of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)

has occasionally enabled communities to

rebuild local economies.

HUD administers the Community Viability

Fund, which is designed to enhance the orga-

nizational capacity of community-based

groups and institutions.

Another lever may be found in the

Community Reinvestment Act, which

requires banks to demonstrate that they are

investing in commercial, residential and non-

profit projects in their own neighborhoods.

At the Department of Transportation, the

Federal Highway Administration and the

Federal Transit Administration both have

funds that may be used for community eco-

nomic development, including Congestion

Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ)
Improvement programs; enhancements;

Surface Transportation Program (STP); and

Transit-section three funds that cover transit-

related pedestrian facilities and street, shuttle,

and station operations.

“ The Clinton Administration is launching

Empowerment Zones which would provide

funding for redevelopment and tax incentives

for investment.

● There are fimds fix a variety of community devel-

opment projects availablefiwn the Department of

Health and Human Services.1

Securing finding by no means guarantees success.

Many urban rekmne~ contend that current urban rev-

enue streams and investment practices are part of the

proble~ perhaps because they are not part of a sound,

unifji.ng vision. Such a vision for urban rebuilding is

criticalto fostering sustainable,growing economies, but

is diilicult to come by developing one within a com-

munity requires community organking, a challenge

when resources are scarce.

Imphcations for Jobs
Part of the challenge to community economic

development is migration of jobs to the suburbs.

In the Greater Baltimore metropolitan area, for

example, overall employment rose by 7’%0between

1980 and 1985, while central city jobs decreased by

8%. This discrepancy is largely the result of low

unemployment rates in suburban areas. In

Philadelphia, the central city unemployment rate is

over 10%, but its suburban unemployment rate
hovers around 3%. Other suburban boom areas

include Norfolk-V@nia Beach, Memphis, and

Tulsa, where employment rose by 126%, 154%,

and 166Y0, respectively, between 1970 and 1980.2

This is alarming for a number of reasons. The ris-

ing unemployment in many central cities makes

sustaining businesses in communities there diffi-

cult. The economic repercussions of unemploy-

ment are felt not only in the business arena; other

areas such as health care, education, and housing

suffer and crime rates rise. As intersuburban trav-

el increasingly becomes the main force behind

national travel trends, the tasks of addressing air

quality and other environmental issues in metro-

politan regions become even harder. Most
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discouraging of all, the boom in the suburbs is

encouraging more growth and land use sprawl. A

cycle has developed in which the inner city fails

because the suburbs are thriving and the suburbs

thrive because the inner city is failing.

Some have sought to deal with issues of

employment by focusing on the physical connec-

tions between home and work. Reverse commute

programs, which have been tried from time to time

since the 1950s, are becoming popular again. The

Clinton Administration, for example, has initiated

a new Mobility for Work program, which is

designed to link inner city neighborhoods with

suburban business districts through bus and van

services. Without such “reverse commute

programs,” many residents of the inner city would-

n’t have jobs at all.J However, critics have noted

that such arrangements forgive social segregation

and thus resemble apartheid.

Others dealing with transportation and jobs

point to the job opportunities that the transporta-

tion industry itself offers. Many, however, recog-

nize that jobs associated with major building pro-

jects tend to be short-term, and they are therefore

wary of viewing such projects as community devel-

opment tools. More important, they note, is what’s

being built. Too often, transportation officials

have entered communities with plans for major

projects and assurances of employment, and too

often the projects were ultimately detrimental to

the communities and the promise of jobs evaporat-

ed. And even when appropriate community rein-

forcing projects are being built or managed, low-

income people still seem to be left out. For exam-

ple, minority-owned businesses have frequently

faced an uphill battle in securing contracts for

work. The primary beneficiaries of construction

projects are large prime contractors. The contract

selection processes of federal, state, and local enti-

ties are required by US DOT Regulation 49 CFR

to give strong consideration to companies that are
certified as being owned and managed by people of

color, women, disabled, and other disadvantaged

individuals. The intent is to maximize those com-

panies’ ability to participate in available procure-

ment and contracting opportunities. Because some

agencies have been lax about enforcing this regula-

tion, groups such as the Conference of Minority

Transportation Officials have been working to

ensure that contracts are awarded more equitably

to promote racial and economic justice, and com-

munity economic development.q

Public Transit
Even the most successful low-income commu-

nity economic development program won’t be suc-

cessful without transportation services that are

affordable, efficient, convenient, and that cover

sufficient territory. For many economically disad-

vantaged individuals, mass transit may be the only

form of transportation accessible. Low-income

people do, in fact, constitute the largest share of

total public transit ridership.j Nonetheless, urban

and rural transit needs are frequently overlooked

because wealthier communities tend to attract

more than their fair share of transportation project

fimding. As transit service funding dries up, the

number of low-income people choosing mass tran-

sit, walking, and bicycling over driving as their pri-

mary means of mobility is dropping. Commuting

mass transit use by the national poverty population

dropped by 26 percent between 1985 and 1989,

while the use of single-occupancy vehicles rose by

about 5 percent to a total of roughly 60 percent of

total commute trips.b Part of the decrease in pub-

lic transit ridership was caused by a 7 percent

decline in the overall number of low-wage workers

during that same period. However, according to

the Nationwide Personal Transportation Survey

government budget constraints, the decrease in

driving expenses, and the suburbanization and

decentralization of jobs have also contributed to

the overall decline in use of alternatives to the pri-

vate vehicle.T

Although U.S. public transit services have

been deteriorating over the last two decades, there

is renewed interest in public transit as a means of

alleviating congestion and air pollution, and of

improving access and mobility. The passage of

ISTEA, which grants municipalities the latitude to

shift highway funds to transit projects, was a clear

signal that communities are beginning to recog-

nize the limits and costs of car dependency.
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Public Transit Technologies and

Private Sector Opportunities
ISTEA also provides tiding for the develop-

ment of Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS

— formerly known as Intelligent Vehicle-Highway

Systems). Such technologies, which greatly enhance

the flow of information between public transit oper-

ators, managers, vehicles, and passengers, could in

turn boost the performance of transit systems.

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) recent-

ly created a Program to study Advanced Public

Transportation Systems (APTS) and their poten-

tial to improve transit service, ease of operation,

and ridership levels. It is too early to tell whether

or not transit systems will benefit from such tech-

nologies.

Some have suggested that mass transit can

even be good business. For example, delivery ser-

vices such as Federal Express, U.S~ Postal Service,

and Amtrak could integrate parcel delivery with

passenger delivery, particularly to remote rural

areas where mass transit services are least likely to

exist.B Also, over the last few decades, illegal jit-

neys-private van services have proven to be effec-

tive in linking poorly connected transport alter-

natives. The Legislation of such “paratransit” and

mobility services could make larger transit systems

more convenient and help stimulate local business.

Transit-Oriented Development
Experts have also recognized the connections

letween land use and the fields of social equity,

transportation, the environment, and economic

development, and many are promoting alnd use

policies that are amenable to walking, bicycling,

and public transit use. “Transit-oriented develop-

ment” involves promoting densification, mixed

land uses, and design for human scale.g Critics

have charged that many of these concepts lead to

gentrification-many “neo-traditional” neighbor-

hoods are too expensive for low-income individu-

als. Zoning reform and other mechanisms could

successfully address this concern. The California

legislature is currently considering a bill that

would allow for “mixed-income” zoning, requiring

new developments to contain at least 10% afford-

able housing. This is viewed by transportation

advocates as a proven strategy to reduce commuti-

ng pressures and the inducement of traffic flow

and continued sprawl. Zoning changes can also
vary property use within city blocks, giving people

easy access to more services.

Non-Motorized Transport
Encouraging more people to walk ride bicy-

cles, and find other non-motorized means of access

benefits the environment and poor communities.

Transportation Alternatives has touted bicycling as

“non-polluting, liberating, healthful, scenic, eco-

nomical and fun.” Bicycle riding in New York City

is half as expensive as mass transit and a fourth as

expensive as driving, even considering the replace-

ment costs of bikes that are damaged by potholes

or stolen (the average bike life is three years).lo

Few projects, however, have emphasized the bene-

fits of walking and biking to social equity because

most bicycle-friendly regions in the U.S. are mid-

dle to upper-middle class communities. Greater

national promotion of walking and biking access

and facilities in low-income neighborhoods is

needed in the effort to achieve equity and environ-

mental goals.

Driving
While public transit, walking, and biking are

excellent solutions to our transportation problems,

many people will still want and need to drive. For

those who have access to a car, increased mobiliiy

may confer greater economic and social opportuni-

ties, but many do not have access and are not like-

ly to come by it without significant sacrifices.11

The upkeep of a car (as high as $1 ,000/month) can

cancel out the benefits of having one—a car may

give a low-income person access to a job, but the

wage earned may not be enough to maintain the

car.lz Any rise in driving costs can be a threat to

the livelihood of low-income commuters. 13

The increasing number of low-income people

relying on private automobiles has mobilized many

social equity advocates to call for effom to keep

down the costs of driving. This has created great

strife between the equity community and environ-

mentalists, energy conservation advocates, and

traffic managers, who want to control runaway

growth in driving and the impacts of traffic
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congestion. 14 Drivers, they contend, are shielded

from the total social and private costs of automo-

bile use that there is little motivation to change

their habits. The result is a transportation system

that generates close to $1 trillion in social costs

every year.lf Raising the price of driving through

fees, tolls, taxes, and other measures would allow

other modes of transportation to compete on a

level playing field and would create more social

benefits in the long run.lb

The regressive nature of such measures, how-

ever, has halted several consumer and environmen-

tal policy initiatives that would have raised the

costs of driving, including: the Clinton

Administration’s Btu tax, Southern California’s

higher paid parking fees, and California’s pay-as-

you-go car insurance bill. It is a conflict that can-

not easily be reconciled because equity advocates

regard driving not as a luxury, but as a necessity.

There are, though, numerous ways to address the

regressivity of environmental pricing policies.

One is the bundling of environmental taxes with

the costs of urban community redevelopment,

non-motorized access and transport, mass transit,

and incentives for energy efficient (and therefore

cost-effective) driving behavior. Examples of

encouraging efficient driving behavior include

rewarding carpoolers with cash, benefits, preferen-

tial parking spots and HOV lanes. In Southern

L.A., the Labor/Community Strategies Center

fought for the passage of the Social Equity Clause

of Employee Trip Reduction legislation, which

requires employers to offer transit riders, walkers,

bikers, and carpoolers a cash benefit that is equiva-

lent to the after-tax value of a parking space.

Employers also benefit because they can still

deduct the pre-tax value of the parking space from

their incomes. It is particularly cost-effective when

one considers that a year-long transit pass only

costs between $350 and $1,000, whereas a parking

space costs between $1,000 and $3,822 a year.lT

The Social Equity Clause also encourages employ-

ers to provide other benefits, such as mass transit

passes and showers and lockers for bikers, rather

than simply discouraging driving by making it

more expensive. 19

Efficient Cars
Promoting the sale of efficient cars is a favorite

pursuit of the environmental community.

Recently a policy concept called “feebates” has

been discussed as a means to improving America’s

car fleet fuel economy. Feebates are rebates given

or fees charged to new car purchasers based on

their car’s fuel economy rating, quality of emis-

sions, engine displacement, safety, interior volume,

and other factors. Since the cost of efficient cars

(already lower than average) would be further sub-

sidized by fees collected on sales of less efficient

vehicles, the price of a new, efficient car could be

reduced sufficiently to be within reach of low-

income individuals. Unfortunately, the vast major-

ity of low-income people purchase used cars, for

which financing is more expensive than for new

cars.

Low-income owners of very old, polluting cars

could benefit from another innovative program

known as “accelerated scrappage” or “cash for

chmkers.” Such programs have been initiated by

pollution generators (factories, refineries, etc.) and

involve paying cash for the most polluting cars in a

given airshed. The companies then receive a “pol-

lution credit” which they can trade for rights to

pollute under a regime outlined by the Clean Air

Act Amendments of 1990. The disadvantage here

is the cash paid (a maximum of $700 in one pro-

gram) is usually not enough to allow the recipient

to purchase a car better than the one he or she has

sold . Participants who benefit from the program

tend to be middle- or upper-middle-income peo-

ple, whose “guzzler” was a second or third car.

Conclusion
This paper has discussed access—physical

access to jobs, goods and services, schools, doctors,

and baby sitters-and financial access to tram-

portation services. However, the most important

form of access, the one that creates the types of
access listed above, is politicaiaccess.

Environmental justice and social equity begin

where the traditional top-down approach to policy

making ends. Grassroots community members are
in the best position to know what is best for their com-

munities. The only way a comrnunity?sdefinition of a
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Evabkcommunity can become realityis for grassroots

activists and transportation officials to be part of a

collaborative process in which everyone’s needs are

adequately represented. We hope that this confer-

ence helps give birth to a long-term dialogue and

collaboration that fulfills the potential for change

such a process holds.
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Topic 1

Justice in Decision Making
ISTEA tried to level the playing field between

transit and highways, and between traditional deci-

sion-makers and the public. All the language is

there, but how successful have the efforts been?

What is the difference between participation and

commenting versus real involvement and partner-

ship with the planners, or control of the decision-

making process? Holding decision makers

accountable is essential.

Working Group Responses
Justice in Decision Making is central to all of

the concerns of the general public and the

Environmental Justice Community in particular.

As conflicts erupt over specific projects and their

location, or about a city’s decision and its impact

on various communities, the heart of the problem

is a lack of understanding and communication

among all of the parties. Too often, officials

believe they know what would be best for a com-

munity and the community feels they have the cor-

rect solution and the two groups never jointly

identi~ the problem, so they are solving two dif-

ferent issues with two different sets of resources.

Example:

Arabella Martinez

Spanish Speaking Unity Council
I am very frightened for this movement and successful. We will have a mixed-use project sur-

minorities. Oakland along with many other com- pounding the BART station with a pedestrian plaza

munities is facing extensive migration to the sub- connecting the station to the commercial street

urbs and a shrinking tax base. This community has corridor. A Latin American library, a senior center,

been abandoned by government. a health clinic, housing and potentially a cornrnu-

The FruitVale BART Transit Wlage came to nity police station

be after BART wanted to build a 4-6 story parking The BART transit station is set back behind

garage dividing the community from BART, with the buildings on the commercial strip. We are

no design amenities and a $15 million price tag. making an effort to put the facilities where the

Minor public participation efforts accomplished transportation really exists. The initial US “DOT

little in involving any of the public. The commu- grant providing funds for traffic and environmen-

nity reaction was spontaneous in opposing that tal impact analyses, site planning, and a staff mem-

structure and not involving us in planning our ber is what made the difference in pushing this

community. We felt this would destroy what we work forward. It allowed the Spanish Speaking

were trying to do with FruitVale master planning Unity Council to gather the data and information

and the BART station-integrating it into the as well as work with the community to begin iden-

community The FruitVale is a dominantly Latino tifying a site plan that fulfills the communities

community with a mix of low and middle income needs and preferences. We have attracted close to

residents. $17-18 million in funding thus far. Building the

BART’s plan did not consider economic or public/private partnership is essential, even if these

social impacts, but only environmental impacts, people have traditionally been your enemies. The

which they underestimated. The community won planning process has remained a fluid open

that argument, defeating the parking garage, and process, growing and changing as the community

lost the $15 million. However, we did get BART understands more about the potential impacts and

involved in our local planning process. The works together to come to a joint understanding.

FruitVale redevelopment plan has been extremely
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Recommended Strategies For Obtaining Justice in
Decision Making
●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

Early and continuous involvement of the

affected community (Prior to the RFP)

Equal access to information and decision makers

Broaden minority representation

Improved two way communication to educate

the masses and the decision makers

Develop culturally sensitive communications,

(hi-lingual communications)

More effective outreach strategies i.e. child

care at public hearings, information in gro-

cery stores, churches, schools

Provide resources directly to affected com-

munities for planning and outreach

Allow citizens to qualifi as project sponsors

Standardize and centralize data

Standardize reporting of transit expenditures

Enforce existing laws, ISTEA, ADL Title

VI, Civil Rights Act, Community Right to

Know, Mortgage Disclosure Act and

Community Reinvestment Act.

Strengthen existing public involvement

requirements (i.e. adequate notice of hearing

beyond posting flyers)

Bring in pro-bono legal experts and help

Involve communities in identifj.ing problems,

defining and approving solutions to ensure

the integrity and appropriateness of the

process

Create a vision with community boards with

diverse representation

Topic 2

Siting of Transportation Facilities
People within the inner city are exposed to

almost every form of pollution known to

humankind. Air pollution impacts people living

within the inner city. People of color are impacted

double because high concentrations of carbon

monoxide from traffic, freeways , and heavily trav-

eled commercial roads are so often sited in their

communities. Local industries, airports, bus yards,

power plants, and other municipal and industrial

facilities, significant sources of air pollution, are

sited in communities of color. Designing the

transportation system to meet tbe needs of the

automobile will only serve to increase the prob-

lems of air pollution and traffic congestion in the

inner-city caused by suburban commuters who

come to the inner-city for their livelihood during

the day.

Low-income communities and communities

of color receive the largest share of the burden of

polluting facilities and infrastructure because they

are left out of the planning process. Large-scale

transportation systems are planned without con-

sideration for the effects on communities of color

and lower incomes. The aggregate impacts upon

communities from various polluting facilities are

rarely considered when evaluating the siting of

transportation or other facilities. When federal,

state and local agencies examine the social and

environmental impacts of specific projects, they

only look at the impacts specific to the project

under consideration.

Communities, elected officials and agency rep-

resentatives should consider many factors as they

consider the siting of any facility.
●

●

●

●

What will be the impacts in the community

regarding health, aesthetics, mobility, noise,

etc.?

WN the system provide access to mem-
bers of the community?

Has there been meaningful involvement

of the community?

What other facilities are straining the

community and what would be the aggre-

gate pollution impact?
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Working Group Responses
There has been much research and debate

over the years on the impacts of certain facilities on

communities and why communities of color and

low-income communities receive the largest per-

centage of polluting and obstructive facilities.

Transportation facilities are but one example;

incinerators, hazardous waste dumps, and lead

smelters are located predominantly in communi-

ties of color. Transportation facilities add to those

ills with the location of highways through low-

income communities and communities of color,

destroying their community and polluting those

who remain. In urban areas, the location of bus

and rail yards is also an issue. People look around

and see communities of color and low-income

communities supporting the costs of transporta-

tion services while not receiving the benefits of

good service. One of the largest demands is for

agencies to evaluate the AGGREGATE burden to

the community Iiom all of the polluting facilities,

before they even consider siting new facilities.

There is an overwhelming feeling that to end this

sort of persistent racism and classism, communities

must be given some power of self-determination.

“Cities and MPOS have different values than com-

munity residents that are or will be impacted.”

Recommended Strategies For Improved Siting of
Transportation Facilities

~clude rnbal leaders in the decision making

process.

Incorporate public hearings into existing com-

munity meetings.

Develop creative measures for informing the

public (i.e. radio and TV PSAS, hi-lingual

notices, notices in community and minority

newspapers.

Provide planning funds directly to affected com-

munities.
Require community participation as a condition

of receipt of federal funds.

Site transportation facilitiesbased on needs of

the people using the facility

Identi@ latent transportation demand in com-
munities.

Look at employment opportunities and

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

community return when analyzing transporta-

tion investments.

Require transit authorities to develop station

area plans in conjunction with local communi-

ties.

Conduct cumulative environmental impact

statements for the entire community versus for a

limited project area

Need better inter-agency coordination when

detenninin g whereto site facilitiesin order to
combat bad decisions by governmental agencies.

Develop regional evaluation criteria, benefits,

costs distribution and other information.

Criteria should not be a project by project basis.

Include equity studies and needs assessments in

the planning process.

Study the needs of low income and otherwise

disenfranchised individuals before siting a facility

in the area.

Improve landscaping, pedestrian access, noise

abatemenq pollution prevention to reverse the

negative effects of transportation facilities

Put the same money into a poor community as a

rich community
● Ensure that planning processes do not allow

Highways, Interstate projects to destroy com-

munities like the National I-10.

Examplcx

luz Cervantes

Urban Habitat Program
Highway 101 and 1-280 cut off the communi-

ty from the rest of the city and the bus lines are

slow. All alternatives presented by the city were

bus and light rail alternatives, which is of course

no alternative. We evaluated them and said

none of them ranked up to our standards: access

to employment, improved level of service, eco-

nomic development, environmental quality,

energy cost effectiveness, maximization of job

income opportunities in the community.
The city accepted the community alternative

as viable and included it as one of five proposals

to be evaluated through the major investment
analysis process. Expect to be working with the

community.
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Topic 3

Transportation and the

Provision of Government Services
There are many people who, because of their

age, mobility or economic standing, rely on public

transportation for access to essential services.

Public decision-makers are not always sensitive to

those citizens who do not have the choices that

automobile ownership allows. Siting of public

facilities in areas without public transit denies

access to these citizens. This type of inequity is

prohibited by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act and

the Americans with Disabilities Act.

Government programs and policies often

work at cross purposes. Even in agencies with a

mandate to promote access, the agency’s real

estate office, working in isolation, may locate facil-

ities where they are inaccessible to those being

served. Transportation planning usually focuses

on “mobility’’—getting people fkom here to there.

But “location” and “access” are much more impor-

tant—making sure that government office are

accessible to the people who to use them.

The government may not be able to control

the location of private companies but they do have

the opportunity to plan public facility locations

that not only avoid creating barriers, but that also

promote community economic development in

inner city neighborhoods.

Location decisions affect social equity.

Federal facilities that create inequities need to be

reevaluated and reshaped to eliminate rather than

reinforce conditions that deny access to all citi-

zens. The General Services Administration’s eval-

uation criteria should include coordination and

cooperation among federal agencies in implement-

ing a comprehensive policy on social equity.

Working group Responses
One of the problems often articulated is the

mismatch between government missions and gov-

ernment actions. While the transit agency is

working to make all of their facilities accessible to

the disabled, social service agencies are locating far

from any public transit. The government can’t

control where private industries locate their offices

[xamplw

Jacky levy

Neighborhood Capital Budget Group
The transit agency threatened to shut down

Chicago’s Green line. The communities along the

Greenline are among Chicago s oldest and poor-

est. The green line was the backbone of the

poverty census tracts in the county. An organized

citizen campaign saved the Greenline, instead of

closing the line, the agency committed to the

largest rehabilitation project eve~ $320 million.

This is the first step in an on-going project to

see public capital investment transformed into real

community empowerment. It required the coor-

dination of two separate political efforts on two

separate corridors on the south and west side. But,

can we leverage this investment into some real

opportunities for those neighborhoods? We must

bring the investment back to the neighborhood

folks who fought so hard to win it. Along with sav-

ing the line, several groups in Chicago worked

with one community near a transit station to rede-

velop not only the stop, but the surrounding

neighborhood; an example of transit-oriented

design, but in this case, designed by the neighbor-

hood. Both the Neighborhood Capital Budget

Group and Center for Neighborhood Technology

have secured government finds to lead communi-

ty design processes in several other neighborhoods

along the Greenline.

and facilities, but they should be able to ensure

that government investment furthers their goals

instead of compromising them. In the working

groups, the participants started from the assump-

tion that the government has a responsibility to

coordinate investment decisions and interagency

missions. The recommendations below are con-

crete suggestions as to how the government can

better ensure that their facilities are accessible to

all people and do not promote the ever-present
flight to the suburbs we see in private companies

across the country.
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Recommended Strategies For Transportation and

the Provision of Government Services
●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

Integrate fare structures between local trans-

portation systems.
Increase distribution sites for fare media to
include grocery stores and other community

activity centers.

Require that public agencies charge for park-

ing or provide free tokens to personsusing
transit.
Encourage other states to develop model land

use regulations.
Get the General ServicesAdministration to

adopt transit accessible building policies that

would apply to all agency facilities.

Consolidate government services at the
regional level to reduce the number of trips

necessa~ to obtain public services.

Require that HUD, GSL EPA DOT devel-

op cooperative agreements for addressing the

fifieen planning factors in ISTEA.

Improve accuracy of highway and transit data.

Study the specific transportation needs of all

citizens under the poverty line including the

unemployed with a focus on employment,

mobility and access needs.

Locate government services in targeted rede-

velopment areas.

Promote increases in telecommuting options.

Better coordinate land use and transportation

(i.e. locate day care centers at transit stops).

Ensure access to educational facilities.

Topics 4 & 5

Equity in Transportation Investments &

Transportation, Equity, land Use and

Economics
Subsidizing wealthier communities has

become our natural course of events, and this has

accelerated sprawl and the growth and develop-

ment of wealthier communities. We are faced with

the question of how to change this system which is

designed to suck resources out of urban and native

communities. Together we need to identify

avenues of action. STPP can provide some tech-

nical and strategic advice to communities working

to truly participate in the planning process. Along

with general accountability of local officials and

direct action organizing, there are some legal han-

dles. Title VI has never been done for transporta-

tion projects. STP, CMAQ, NHS, and transit

funds are all flexible and available for creative com-

munity enhancing projects-transit, bike and

pedestrian facilities; intermodal centers; daycare at
transit stops, etc.

We need to focus benefits on communities
where people alreadylive, and not in new commun-
ities without residents.

Working Group Responses
The participants sited that not only how the

decisions are made, but also the inequities in the
investmentpatternsof cities andstates area serious
problem. Transportation infrastructure, whether
highway,road or transit, appearsto be better fund-
ed and better maintained in areas of affluence,
especiallyin white communities of affluence. To
many people, achieving a more equitable trans-
portation system will require a redistribution of
resources as well as a change in the decision mak-
ing culture.

“Equity and intermodalism will both fail

unless we destroy the myth of inter-regional trans-

portation (highway) investments, for all tram-
portation is local in impact and all highways are
used for mostly local transportation needs.”
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Recommended Strategies For Obtaining E uity in
Transportation Investments, land Use anJ
EconomicDevelopment
●

●

●

●

●

b

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

Make rules andl_f3gllkXiOllS easy to nxd

Give more lead time for community meetings.

Hold all meetings at transit-accessible locations.

Integrate transportation and land-use plan-

ning into neighborhood-basedplanning.
Develop an advisorycommittee, a citizens
monitoring committee that has some power
and is either integrated with the MPO, or
separate from the MPO.
Teach communitiesresearch methodology
and processes.
Make Civil Rights Title VI data available.
Conduct a study on MPOS and State DOTS
to analyzewhere transportation investments.
Conduct technical analysisof who benefits
and who pays for transportation investmen~.
Collect accurate data to determine demo-
graphic identities of communities.
Only allowfullyfundedland use plansto be
implemented. If the fundsdo not exist for
roads, schools, medical,water, sewer,electric,
gas and other infrastructure,do not allow
buildingsto proceed.
Require state legislationto integrate trans-
portation and land use such as was done for
Oregon 20 years ago.
Obtainfundingtbra modelcivilrightsreport
thatwouldcovercivilrightsandequityissues.
Mandate local hiring requirementsand work
local economic impacts into contracts.
Contracting ratio of minority contractors
must be reflectiveof the makeupof the com-
munity affectedby the project, with a man-
date of 10% minimum.

Use an end-driven or goal-driven approach
to problem solving What are the many dif-
ferent alternativestepswe need to take to

reach a certain level of clean air?

Require long range neighborhood access plans.

Require the MPO to conduct collaborative

agency meetings for local areas.

Review Thle VI files currently being submit-
ted to FTA and other DOT agenci~ to see

how it has been handled.

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

Require a statement of residential marks

served and business markets served as part of

the project programming process. That way

investments within the city that comect sub-

urban residents to central city jobs will not

masquerade as transportation investments &
urban residents.
Prioritize transportation enhancement appli-

cations and policy goals which range from the

transit essential to removing billboards and

other aesthetic and esoteric things.

Concentrate on local transportation and less

on regional and inter-regional transportation.

Destroy once and for all the lies for inter-

regional highway facilities which primariIy

exist to move suburban people to jobs, health

care, education, shopping and amenities.

These are local fiw.ilitiespaid for with taxes.

Democratize the decision making process.

Create a working group for electoral democracy

Improve representation on local elected

boards by examinin g election processes.
Hold community representativea accountable

for participation.

Enforce existing laws.

Mobilize masses to realize that transportation

inequities are a civil rights issue.
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Strategies for Implementation of the

Executive Order on Environmental Justice

A.

1$

2.

3.

4.
5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

B.

1.

Enforce lSTE~ Title VI of the @il Rights Act,
the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, the
Americans with Disabilities Act, etc. at the
federal, state, tribal, and local levels to
ensure ieater equity for low-income and

1people o color communities.
Need conformity in regulations and coordina-

tion and policy alignments between FT~

FHW~ EPA, Fish & Wddlife Service, Army

Corps of Engineer, National Park Service, etc.

Need universal methods of communication of

resources.

Requirement to disseminate information that

is culturally sensitive so that the message is

received.

Need better enforcement of ISTEA

Need better oversight and enforcement of

Title VI on the management of State DOTS.

Require the certification of state DOTS just

like MPOS

Need better oversight of abiding by treaty laws

and involving tribal leaders.

Flexibility in 20 year plans to meet changing

community needs.

Better accountability of Port Authorities and

other organizations which are not accountable

to anyone.

More authori~ to MPOS for spending ISTEA

funds.

Lobby for enforcement of existing rules.

Ensure rester public participation, ranging
Ifrom pu Iic comment opportunities to collabo-

rative involvement processes in which com-
munity advocates are equal artners in the

/problem identification and ecision makin
process. Measures of accountabihty shoul!
also be included.
Involve communities in planning as well as the

evaluation stage of transportation expenditures.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Allow citizensgroups to compete with gover-

nmentagencies for funds. Provide fhncial assis-

tance to meet the local match requirement.

Provide better mechanisms for notifjing the

public about federal regulations and programs.

The Federal Register is not “citizen friendly”.

Allow non profits to compete for CMAQ

funds. Funds currently only given to public

agencies.

States should be encouraged to work with

community groups in the implementation of

CMAQ funds.

Better Federal DOT oversight over MPOS

and states to ensure that ISTEA monies are

spent as planned on approved projects.

Must hold decision makers accountable for

decisions that they make.

Better education for the public on the impor-

tance of participating in 20 year long range

planning efforts that set the stage for later pro-

ject planning.

Need a single point of access for program and

funding information.

Existing organizations should be used to make

fimding available.

Need a process for institutionalizing public

participation possibly through the formation

of Community Advisory Boards

Need strategic public involvement throughout

the planning process..

Citizens need input on projects prior to the

development of the RFP.

Have the federal government require that
RFPs on specific projects invite citizen partic-

ipation and submittals on the public participa-

tion planning elements. Eligible submittals

should include local private interests as well as

local community groups.

The minority community wants direct partici-
pation in the process.
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16. Need to revise traditional outreach efforts to

provide information to the public in ways that

are compatible with their daily lives (grocery

stores, churches, schools and public transit

prime time ads).

17. Provide citizen participation in the delivery of

programs and government services rather than

simply in planning them.

18. Provide more lead time between the release of

a plan and its due date to the Federal

Government.

19. Ask questions of the public rather than simply

telling them what will be or presenting pre-

define problems..

20. Form a Federal Advisory Committee to inves-

tigate, develop and evaluate the entire process

and accept citizen complaints for review.

21. Involve citizens in the MPO certification

process.

22. Provide legal action advocates and subsidies

for community groups to participate in the

legal system.

23. Establish a legal fund to pay for lawsuits.

24. Before drawing a line on a map, advertise,

involve community groups, participation on

functional and neighborhood committees,

committee chairs sit on coordinating committ-

ee.

25. Provide adequate transportation services to

and between government facilities for the

public.

26. Centralize similar government facilities to

provide one stop office hopping for citizens.

Include the needs of the public when locating,

designing and building government facilities.

27. Provide better customer service to the public.

28. Provide integrated ticket systems between

transportation systems. Aim for one fare or

transfer free trips for trip linking.

29. Expand the outlew for sale of transit media to
local grocery stores and ATMs.

30. Provide better public education to enable the
public to participate in a meaningful way.

31. Maintain throughout the planning process the
continuity, depth, quality and timing of com-

munity involvement.

32. Provide sensitivity training to DOTS to

reduce the single mode focus of DOT and to

foster a cultural shift to interrnodalism.

33. Increase representation and accountability in

MPOS.

34. Paid and trained citizen action committees

provided for at every stage of the process.

35. Let communities do “comprehensive community
assessments”.

36. Need pilot programs. Need to discover if

c.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

some reported environmental justice programs

are in fact environmental justice programs.

Improve research and data collection.
Provide information to communities about
revenue and expenditure flows, and inform
them of social and environmental impacts.
Information needs to be made relevant to the

community that is targeted. Funds availabili-

ty, regulatory, and other public oversight func-

tions need to be communicated to the public.

Need an integrated, neighborhood based,

development body for all funds, including

transportation.

Essential to study the needs of low-income and

otherwise disenfranchised individuals before

siting facilities.

Take the time to educate people about

impacts.

Need performance standards on “dispropor-

tionate exposure” and many other similar

objective measures that can show any undue

harm and burden being placed on certain com-

munities.

Need equity studies and needs assessments

included in the process.

Need guidelines to evaluate equitable provi-

sions for different populations: rate of use,

relative aesthetics and user-friendliness.

Assign transit vehicles based on need. Do not

send newer cleaner vehicles to wealthier areas

instead of the highest used lines.

Use better methods of counting transit riders.
Currently urban transit riders are undercount-

ed. There is a disparity between documenta-

tion of transit needs versus auto-based needs.

Data on pedestrians and bicyclists activity

must be included in needs assessments to

ensure that transportation investments follow

transportation problems.
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10. Need a better way of measuringunmet needs
for transit. Highway models do not work.
Ridership on some lines may be low because
the line is not meeting the needs of the com-
munity. Instead of eliminating the line, find
out how it can be restructured to better meet

the community’s needs.

11. Must redefine need not as traffic congestion

but as rebuilding communities.

12. Origin and destination studies for customers

should be required in EISS as estimates or real

numbers. An analysis should then be made to

determine if the need can be met with other

modes.

13. Require any institution receiving public

money such as hospitals and universities to list

customer and employee origin and destina-

tions.

14. Move away from forecasting which only per-

petuates what is already happening.

15. Need market analysis to see that the operation

of transit vehicles is meeting the needs of the

customers. Are origins and destinations

wrong? Are there too many stops which slow

competitiveness and reduce ridership?

16. Need to study the specific transportation

needs of all citizens under the poverty line

including the unemployed, with a particular
focus on employment and income mobility

and access needs.

17. Improve the timing and availability of data.

18. Look at demographics and health statistics to

understand environmental impacts on the

community.

19. Road building funds should be used to meet the

needs of the indigenous people in New Mexico

and in other areas as well as the federal govern-

ment.

20. Public private partnemhips are essential in suc-

cessful community initiatives to make trans-
portation investments reflective of community

needs.

21. EPA studies should adequately reflect the
extent of contamination and environmental

hazards that exist in the communities of people

of color.

D.

1.

2.

3.

4,

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

Identify differential patterns of consumption
of natural resources, the distribution of
resources costs and resources, and the inci-
dence of ollution in communities-compare

ithese wit the benefits they receive.
Transit Authorities should be required to

develop station area plans and become

involved in the local area master planning to

ensure that their facilities are integrated into

the existing community (Fruitvale BART

Transit Vdlage).

Communities should be included in policy

development not simply asked to respond to

the policy after it has been developed.

Government should seek to fund already existing

organizations and communities not promoting

policies which encourage the development of
new communities in remote locations.

Some use of ISTEA finds are not well thought

out. such as tollway authority building a bike-

way next to the freeway because it will help

them get ISTEA funds.

All modes including sidewalks should be

included in planning.

Siting transportation facilities means siting

new development. The Gray Panthers of

Berkeley oppose any new development that is

not usable by people who do not drive.

Demand should not be based on congestion

and projecting latent demand in fringe areas.

Instead there should be an effort to identify

the “latent” demand of unmet needs in existing

communities.

There should bean effort on the regional level

to identi~ underfunded neighborhoods as was

done in St. Paul) and hold public hearings in

neighborhoods to obtain ideas on what should

be built in that area. Identi@ employment

and community benefits when analyzing each

transportation investment.
Identify pedestrian access points which should
be protected and connected. Corridor analysis

prejudices the debate in terms of highways,

existing capacity, longer distance travel and
available land rather that real origin and desti-
nation needs. Need to look at nodal access not
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just long range designation of pedestrian-

access.

10. Property owners displaced by freeway con-

struction should receive comparable replace-

ment value.

11. To lessen the negative effects of transportation

facilities, agencies should landscape provide

noise abatement, pollution prevention and

increased pedestrian access.

12. Agencies should invest the same amount of

money in poor communities as they do in rich

communities.

13. If a public service provides free parking, they

should provide free tokens or charge for park-

ing and reduce the deficit.

14. If fixed routes are underutilized, then replace

with paratransit for both able bodied and chal-

lenged.

15. If buses are underutilized, then see if they are

going where people need to go. Also look at

the cost. Lack of ridership on public transit

often signals other issues other than lack of

demand.

16. Cities should make it uncomfortable for peo-

ple to drive by using traffic calming devices

and installing roundabouts.

17. Rural programs and elderly/handicapped are

the two programs for rural funding. However

they require two different applications, fund-

ing procedures, processes, and timetables with

separate administrators.

18. Need an education process and a communica-

tion process so that people can articulate their

needs.

19. Need to reevaluate stringent standards. Need

resources to build lower volume standards for

rural areas. Need a process for participation in

environmental justice policy for tribal govern-

ments and communities. Need tribal set-

asides for funding for road maintenance and

construction

20. Transit Authori~ should make service in the

low-income communities just as cost-effective

and efficient as in other areas.

21. Implement system for monitoring children
who are identified with high lead levels and

learning disabilities and providing them with

health care.

22. Community standards such as access to

employment, improved level of service, eco-

nomic development, environmental quality,

energy cost effectiveness, maximization of

employment opportunities should be included

in analysis of transportation alternatives.
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Appendix A

Report on Field Trips

The Center for Neighborhood Technology

organized a field trip for conference participan~

which focused on transportation related commun-

ity development efforts in Chicago. The tour

focused on four areas or projects: the new Orange

Line, the Tootsie Roll plant, Black Metropolis, and

the Green Line renovations. At each stop com-

munity activists addressed the group, explaining

both the history of the area and the impact of

existing or proposed activities.

The Orange line
As Chicago’s newest rail line, the Orange Line

serves not only Midway Airporq but also the

southwest part of the city. Communities that had

previously been served only by indirect bus links to

the center city now receive better service.

Furthermore, there has been some effort to link

the stations with local shopping opportunities.

The ridership on the Orange Line and the eco-

nomic benefits for the area have exceeded expecta-

tions.

Tootsie Roll Plant
Both Tootsie Roll and Nabisco have large

plants on the Southwestern edge of Chicago that

are served by freight rail lines. Wkhin the last

three years, both of these companies have consid-

ered leaving the city. The Greater Southwest

Development Corporation (the area’s leading

communi~ development corporation) coordinat-

ed discussions between the city and the companies

which ultimately led to decisions by both Tootsie

Roll and Nabisco to remain in Chicago. The city

provided the companies with investment incen-

tives that included major public investments in the

transportation infrastructure serving the plans.
Similar and broader investments, especially

upgrades in the highways leading to interrnodal
rail yards, are critical to a larger industrial reten-

tion policy for Chicago’s Southwest Side.

Black Metropolis
At the turn of the century, the Mid-South Side

of Chicago, Bronzeville, was thriving with black-

owned businesses, mansions, music and art. Less

than 10 minutes from downtown, the area played

host and home base to such blues music greats as

Buddy Guy and Muddy Waters and jazz grea~

Louis Armstrong and Duke Ellington. Today the

area is plagued with high unemployment and crime

rates and many of the brownstones on Grand

Boulevard have boarded up windows. The Mid-

South Planning and Development Commission

has developed a plan to restore Bronzeville,

rebuilding the economy based on tourism and cel-

ebration of the African-American culture and his-

tory.

The planning process has focused on commun-

ity involvement and control. A group of people

in the community have been meeting on a volun-

teer basis for the past three years to put the

restoration plan together and seek support for

their work citywide. The initial focus is preserva-

tion of several historic buildings and rehabilitation

of the Green Line stops in the com.txiunity.

Green line
The Chicago Transit Authority (CTA) pro-

posed closing the Lake Street Elevated Line that

serves the west side of Chicago due to a 30’XO

decline in ridership between 1985 and 1990, and

the need for major rehabilitation of the existing

infrastructure. The decline in ridership is attrib-

uted to the loss of population in the corridor, ser-

vice cuts, fare increases, and the high unemploy-

ment rate. Due to effective work on the part of

several community organizations, the line was

retained, and the CTA agreed to put $300 million

into restoration of the Lake Street and Jackson

Park/Englewood lines (together, the Green Line).
The non-profit organizations also led a com-

munity initiative of transit-oriented design for the

Pulaski Street station. Bethel New Life, the

Center for Neighborhood Technology and the

Neighborhood Capital Budget Group led the
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effort to create a transit-oriented redevelopment
plan around”one station at Pulaski and Lake
Streets. The Pulaski plan is now being used as a
prototype for redevelopmentefforts around other
stations on the line.

In keepingwith the recommendationsof com-
munity groups, the CTA has agreed to help devel-
op two “superstations”,one on Lake Street and
one on the south side. These stations will be built

with the use of federal funds available under the

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ)

program of the Intermodal Surface T-portation

Efficiency Act (ISTEA), and will incorporate many

of the elements suggested by the community.

Other CMAQ funds have been approved for use in

design efforts at other stops along the Green Line.

The Center for Neighborhood Technology devel-

oped a proposal that was advanced by the City of

Chicago and approved for federal funds by the

regional planning agency.
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Appendix B

Conference Evaluation

Following the Conference, STPP staff sought If so, are you willing to be a part of a tmnsporta-

feedback horn attendees, much of this was done tion planning coalition?

informally, through conversations and meetings,

An evaluation form was also sent out to get more Yes — 8 No—O N/A— 18

formal responses. Out of the roughly 150 forms

mailed, STPP received 26 responses, A summary Tbe responsewas overwhelmingly positive, but some
of the results, complete with original questions, is noted that it wouki depend on time commitment and
below. @ding.

1) How familiar were you with transportation

issues before attending this conference?

Very — 9 Fairly — 7 Not Very — 5

Not At All — 1 N/A — 4

Many respondent briefly dimmed some of their local
expen”encesin transportation issues.

2) Was this the first transportation planning con-

ference you’ve attended?

Y= — 14 No—9 N/A — 3

One re.qwmknt noted that this was the j?nt “of this
kind.”

3) Would you feel confident discussing trans-

portation issues with transportation plamers or

citizen groups in your community? If not, what

other information or tools do you need?

Y-—17 No—2 N/A — 7

Many people noted that tbg neededmore information
on air qualip regulation (like the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1990), the Intermodal Su~ace
Tramportation Eflciency Act of 1991 (lSTEA), and
otherplanning issues.

4) Do you intend to begin/continue to work on

transportation pltig in your community?

5) What was your major objective in attending this

conference, and did the conference meet your

objective?

Objectivesfell intoj?ve broad categories:
1) To karn more about tbe connectionsbetween envi-
ronmental jmtice, equity, and transponation. Tbk
responsecamefhm a broad array ofpeopk — activirt.r,
planners, government representatives,and oneaca&m-
ic. Peopkfelt that tbk issuewas aaliressedadequate~.
Howeveq manyfek that community development issues
were not tborougbly diwussed.

2) Tobetter undemtandbow government agenciescouki
prevent instances of social inequity in trazupo~tion
j%m occurrz”ng.This kmgely camefrom government
representatives. Everyone wbo L3-tedtbtl item felt that
they bad karned a great deal.

3) Tokarn aboutpolicy tooIslike IST~ and commu-
nity akvelopment block grantr. Most peopk filt that
they bad karned some usej%linformation about policy
took, but wanted to karn more. Somesimply noted that
tbe confwencebad exposedthem to a completelynew set
of toolsto use to help their communities.

4) % meet other peopleworking on these issues. Tbk
wm a frequent response. Many peopk mentioned tbe
excellent networking opportunities that they took
advantage of at tbe Confwence.

Yes— 18 No—1 N/A — 7
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5) To learn more about citizen participation in trans-
portation policy. The vast majority of thoseresponding
to the surveyfelt that the dtku.n-iononpublicpartt’tipa-
tion was valuable to understanding bow they couUpar-
titipate in tramportation planning.

6) Which session was most valuable to you, and why?

The responseto this questionwas very mixed, but some
items were mentionedfrequently. Respo&knti especW-
/y enjoyed presemwions ly Myron OrjieU, Gordon
Linton, SusanaAlrmsnza, and Cbarks Lee. M2ny ako
praiced their working group sessions,noting that the
dtkuwion of issueswas informative and belpjid in build-
ing trust.

7) Which session was least valuable to you, and

why?

Re@onsesto tbti were mixed as wel. Some noted that
their moderatom were opinionatedand dirrespectfhlto
someparthpants. Others noted that some lecturessuf-
fwed jhm poor sound and vi.ndc. Most, bowev~
noted that all sessionswere valuable becausethey were
part of the processof understanding the issues.

8) Do you feel that the issues that you worked on

were covered? If not, what additional information

should have been presented?

The re~onse to tbii question was ksrgely positive,
although many problemswere n“ted. The motifiequent
compbint was the lack of dh-um”onon community eco-
nomicdevelopment. Many noted that there nee&d to be
a confwenceon tramportation and community develop-
ment to compensatefor tbti failure. Many respondents
were also dtiappointed by the Largegaps in exywrttie
among participant. For example, experts on environ-
mental justice or transpotiation hues found it bard to
talk to one anotbeq or could only talk about their sub-
ject. Several people, bowev~ felt that tbk was an asset,
and that it was impo-nt for these d&rent kina3 of
peopk to get together and ~ntbesize their expm”ences.
Other respondentsfelt that environmental hues were
not adequately discussed. One respondent noted that
transportation in rural and Native Amm”canareaswas
notfWy explored.

9) Which speakers did you like?

In &on ta tie +eaktm notedin quatim #6, mpona%nfi
Mfiqu.endytited T%eRevemndCUvinPetmvn (Vbejlb
kw an tbe &k’J, RobertB* RodneyS&ateqAraba%

W CtiNiks,JantmSadik-lihbn and Gti3qf
10) Which speakers did you not like?

Responsesto tbk que~”onwwe mody positive, altbougb
oneptmon noted that ‘tome of the ~eakers were a bit
redundant in their comments and a bit too genwal in
the insights and information they were attempting to
communicate.”

11) How would you rate STPP’S performance on

organizing the conference?

Nearly all the respondentsbad positive things to say
about STPPY p+ormunce, the worst rating being
“OK” Some crt”tiquedtbe organizing @ort by saying
that there should have been a kss ambitious scope of
times covered. One person suggested that DOT folkw
up with a series of confwenceson d@Zrent subimues
throughout the country. One penon noted that cbiki
caresbouti have beenprovided.

12) Did you feel positive or negative about state-

ments made by federal and state transportation

officials?

Comments were hargelypositive, although many peopk
jW neutral about it. Tbreepeopk were negative. One
personsaid “1did not bear a positive twponse to gem”ng

finding to grassroots @orts: just like government
employeesneed income to work on transpowtion, so do
localgraswootspeople.” Many did not trust the govena-
ment representatives’ “I’m herefor you” attitude and
were waiting to see resultx

13) Would you like to see the Department of

Transportation continue this process?

Everyone who responded to this question said ‘yes.”
Some urged transpotiation oficials to pay more atten-
tion to and alkcate more resourcesfor communi~ par-
ticipation. Many also calledfor more conferences,espe-
cially at the localL?veI. One person askedfor DOT to
explore tram”t-on”enteddesign (TOD) as an economic
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redevelopment toolfor &pressed inner a-ties. Another
person askedfor rep”ona!meetings with the Amm”can
Association of State Highway and Transportation
Ojjkiak (2L4SHTO). Twopeopk askedfir more sur-
veys.

14) What other information or resources would

you like from STPP?

Overwbelmingiy, people wanted to remuin tapped into
STPPY resource base and mailing hi-t, and wanted
more information on bow to apply for grants, success
stories of transportation rt$orm, information on bow
flates are complyingwith 1S2%4, and information on
educationalprograms. One person asked fir +oec.ijic
support in starting their owngrassrootsejj%ntinvolving
reli~”ousorganizations.

15) Other comments, criticisms:

Thesecommentswere mosdy positive. There was Feat
praise jiw tbe Saturday field trap organized by tbe
Centerfir Neigbborbood Technology.Also, there were
muny thanks for the scbokmsbipsthat peopk received.
There were also several cra”ticthns.One person urged
STPP to “choosetbe titk carejidly next time. Itt ea.ty
to arousem-picionsamong activim ftbey think they’re
being miskd. ” A theme that reemerged in this secta”on
was tbe dh-proportionatefocus on tbe Executive Order
at tbe expenseof other imueslike communip economic
development. One person noted that more state
Depanment of Tramportation oficials should have
beenpresent, because“tbT’re tbe oneswe need to edu-
cate—sofaq they‘re clueless.” One respondent noted
that “ItYtoughgettingpeople to talk about devekprnent
that excludesnon-motorists.”
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Appendix C

Principals of Environmental Justice

First National People of
Color Environmental leadership Summit
October 24-27,1991
Washington, D C

WE, THE PEOPLE OF COLOR, gathered

together at the multinational People of Color

Environmental Leadership Summit, to begin to

build a national and international movement of all

peoples of color to fight the destruction and tak-

ing of our lands and communities, do hereby re-

establish our spiritual interdependence to the

sacredness of our Mother Earth; to respect and

celebrate each of our cultures, languages and

beliefs about the natural world and our roles in

healing ourselves; to insure environmental justice;

to promote economic alternatives which would

contribute to the development of environmentally

safe livelihoods; and to secure our political, eco-

nomic, and cultural liberation that has been

denied for over 500 years of colonization and

oppression, resulting in the poisoning of our

communities and land and the genocide of our

peoples, do affirm and adopt these Principles of

Environmental Justice:

1. Environmental justice affirms the sacredness of

Mother Earth, ecological unity and the interde-

pendence of all species, and the right to be free

from ecological destruction.

2. Environmental justice demands that public

policy be based on mutual respect and justice for

all peoples, free from any form of discrimination

or bias.

3. Environmental justice mandates the right to

ethical, balanced, and responsible uses of land and
renewable resources in the interest of a sustain-

able planet for humans and other living things.

4. Environmental justice calls for universal pro-

tection from nuclear testing and the extraction,
production and disposal of toxidhazardous wastes

and poisons that threaten the fundamental right

to clean air, land, water, and food.

5. Environmental justice affirms the fundamental

right to political, economic, cultural and environ-

mental self-determination of all peoples.

6. Environmental justice demands the cessation of

the production of all toxins, hazardous wastes, and

radioactive materials, and that all past and current

producers be held strictly accountable to the peo-

ple for detoxification and the containment at the

point of production.

7. Environmental justice demandsthe right to
participate as equal partners at every level of deci-
sion-makingincludingneeds assessment,plan-
ning, implementation,enforcement and evalua-
tion.

8. Environmental justice affirms the right of all

workers to a safe and healthy work environment,

without being forced to choose between an unsafe

livelihood and unemployment. It also affirms the

right of those who work at home to be free from

environmental hazards.

9. Environmental justice protects the right of vic-

tims of environmental injustice to receive full

compensation and reparations for damages as well

as quality health care.

10. Environmental justice considers governmental

acts of environmental injustice a violation of

international law, the Universal Declaration On

Human Rights, and the United Nations

Convention on Genocide.

11. Environmental justice must recognize a
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special legal and natural relationship of Native

Peoples to the U.S. government through treaties,

agreements, compacts, and covenants affirming

sovereignty and self-determination.

12. Environmental justice affirms the need for an

urban and rural ecological policies to clean up

and rebuild our cities and rural areas in balance

with nature, honoring the cultural integrity of all

our communities, and providing fair access for all

to the full range of resources.

13. Environmental justice calls for the strict

enforcement of principles of informed consent,

and a halt to the testing of experimental repro-

ductive and medical procedures and vaccinations

on people of color.

14. Environmental justice opposes the destructive

operations of multi-national corporations.

15. Environmental justice opposes the military

occupation, repression and exploitation of lands,

peoples and cultures, and other life forms.

16. Environmental justice calls for the education

of present and future generations which empha-

sizes social and environmental issues, based on

our experience and an appreciation of our diverse

cultural perspectives.

17. Environmental justice requires that we, as

individuals, make personal and consumer choices

to consume as little of Mother Earth’s resources

and to produce as little waste as possible; make

the conscience decision to challenge and repriori-

tize our lifestyles to insure the health of the nat-

ural world for present and future generations.

Adopted, October27, 1991
The First National Peopk of
ColorEnvironmental Leadersbij Summit
Washington,D.C.
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Appendix D

legal and Regulatory Framework

ISTEA Declaration of Policy
In its declaration of policy, the Intermodal

Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of

1991 states: “The National Intermodal
Transportation System shall include significant

improvemen~ in public transportation necessary

to achieve national goals for improved air quality,

energy conservation, international competitive-

ness, and mobility for elderly persons, persons

with disabilities, and economically disadvantaged

persons in urban and rural areas of the country.”

Such a statement reveals the federal commitm-

ent to move out of the “roads only” focus of the

Interstate age and into an era of balanced invest-

ment in transportation, which better reflects the

social, environmental, and energy goals of the

nation. If our country’s transportation system

meets these goals and is cost-efficient, the new law

will also help us compete in the global market.

ISTEA is not the first federal law to invoke

socially important goals. Other ambitious laws

have failed in the past. To assure realization of the

goals contained in ISTEA, fundamental changes

must occur in the way transportation decisions and

investments are made at the federal, state and local

levels. These changes will be implemented

through the expanded planning and public partic-

ipation processes in ISTEA. The linking of finan-

cial considerations and project selection will help

assure these processes are successful.

This fact sheet provides a general introduction

to ISTEA and other pertinent laws, It describes

the key changes in the planning and public partic-

ipation requirements under ISTEA. Major

Investment Studies will be examined, as well as

information on other equally important expres-

sions of policy that have been laid out in

Legislation over the years.

Interstate commerce and national defense are

two commonly cited foundations for a national

transportation system. While one foundation for

transportation investment clearly is the commerce

clause of the Constitution, an equally compelling

set of national transportation policy objectives

derive from goals such as equal_ protection, civil

rights, protecting the environment and ensuring

the public health, safety and welfare. These, have

been clearly stated in major federal legislation over

the last several decades. Explicit directives are con-

tained in the Declaration of Policy in Section 2 of

ISTEA.

Other Relevant laws
“ The Civil Right.rAct, Title VI of which requires

that federal programs and expenditures not be

discriminatory and that the benefits of invest-

ment and programs be shared across the pop-

ulation;

“ The Americans with Disabilities Act, which

requires sweeping changes in building codes,

transportation and hiring practices to prevent

discrimination against persons with disabili-

ties, not just in projects involving federal dol-

lars, but in all new public places, conveyances

and employers.

“ The 1990 Amendments to the Ckan Air Act
(CA.z@, which seeks to bring the nation into

compliance with health based standards for air

quality. The CAAA identifies “mobile

sources” (vehicles) as primary sources of pol-

lution and call for stringent new requirements

in metropolitan areas and states where attain-

ment of National Ambient Air Quality

Standards (NAAQS) is or could be a problem.

“ The National Energy PolicyAct, which seeks to

reduce our reliance on foreign oils and

improve energy efficien~,

“ The Ckan Water Act, which deals with non-

point source pollution such as highway runoff.

Other important national objectives have been

stated in legislation for healthy and safe cornrnuni-

ties, historic preservation, scenic beautification,

public lands and urban and rural metropolitan

vitality. The Clinton Administration has made

important directives by Executive Order, includ-
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ing the National Performance Review, which

counsels performance based objectives and mea-

sures; the Executive Order on Infrastructure

Investment, which considers least cost planning

approaches; and the Executive Order on

Environmental Justice

The Executive Order on Environmental Justice
The Executive Order on Environmental Justice

takes a first step toward institutionalizingconcern
for impacts on minority and low-income popula-
tions within important domestic federal agencies.
It attempts to accomplish this through several
means. First, it redefines agency missions to
include environmental justice, exhorting them to
work to address the adverse effects of their pro-
grams and activities on low-income and minority
populations. Second, it establishesan Interagency
Working Group on Environmental Justice (con-.
vened by the EPA Administrator) to coordinate

efforts and provide guidance. Third, it sets up

guidelines and a schedule for the development of

agency strategies and follow-up reports that have

three major objectives concerned with environ-

mental justice: enforcement, participation, and

improvement of research to identi~ and correct

disproportionate impacts. Finally it attempts to

“close the loop” by compelling the Working

Group to issue a Report to the President by April

16, 1995 that addresses the state of implementation

within the agencies as well as their final strategies.

The cornerstone of the Executive Order is the

development of agency strategies to promote fair

enforcement of statutes, to ensure greater public

participation, and to improve the overall research

and analysis effort as it relates to minority concerns

and environmental justice. The effort incorporates

a two-year timetable for this development process,

but leaves significant discretion over specific mile-

stones up to individual agencies. The most impor-

tant milestone for the immediate future occurs on

or about the middle of February, 1995. At that

time the final versions of the strategy will be sub-

mitted to the Working Group along with the iden-

tification of specific short-term projects that can

set the tone for future institutionalization. These

“model” projects represent a significant opportuni-

ty to influence the future direction of the process.

The presidential order specifically mentions
the need for minorities and low-income popula-

tions to influence the design of research strategies

to determine agency responsibility for environ-

mental justice. It mentions a concern with areas

where special government action (judicial or

administrative has been focused). In addition, it

requires agencies to pay special attention to areas

and sites that have been identified under the

Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-

Know Act. The ability of community groups to

become involved in the definition and design of

epidemiological and clinical studies that address

their unique concerns with public health and

environmental quality is a significant new opportu-

nity.

The following is a summary of Executive

Order 12898 of February 11, 1994 Federat Actions

To Address Environmental Justice in Minority

Populations and Low-Income Populations.

Agency Responsibilities
Wkhin the constraints of law and consistent

with the National Performance Review federal

agencies define environmental justice as part of

their mission and will work to address adverse

health and environmental effects of their programs

on minority and low-income populations.

Interagency Working Group
A federal working group on Environmental

Justice will be convened by the EPA Administrator
or designee. The working group will be made up

of the heads of the Departments of Defense,

Health and Human Services, Housing and Urban

Development, Labor, Agriculture, Transportation,

Justice, Interior, Commerce, and Energy as well as

the EPA, Office of Management and Budget

(OMB), the Office of Science and Technology

Policy, Presidential Assistants on Environmental

and Domestic Policy, the National Economic

Council and the Council of Economic Advisors.

The working group will be responsible for several

activities.
● Provide guidance on achieving of environmental

justice.
. Coordinate program consistency and enforce-

ment.
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“ Assist in coordination of research and data col-

lection by stimulating cooperation among

agencies and examining existing data and stud-

ies on environmental justice.

“ Hold public meetings for fact-finding, com-

ment and inqui~, making the results available

for public review. Wherever practical this will

include the translation of public documents

for people with limited English.

“ Develop interagency model projects.

Development of Strategies
Agency strategies will speci~ programs, poli-

cies, planning and public participation processes,

enforcement and rulemakings. These will be con-

ducted without discrimination or exclusion on the

basis or race, color, or national origin. The strate-

gies will have minimum objectives designed to

promote enforcement of statutes within low-

income and minority communities, ensure greater

public participation, improve research, and identi-

fi disproportionate impacts. Where possible the

strategies will also include a timetable for under-

taking revisions, with milestones fofi

1. internal process [08/16/94],

2. proposed strategy outline [10/16/94],

3. proposed strategy [12/16/94],

4. final strategy [02/16/95] (including the identi-

fication of several short term specific projects

and their implementation schedules),

5. first progress report [02/16/96], and

6. additional progress reports as required by the

Working Group.

Reports to the President
Wkhin 14 months [04/16/95] the Working

Group will submit a report through the kistants

for Environmental and Domestic Policy that

includes the state of implementation as well as the

final agency strategies.

Research, Dat~ and Analysis

Research: The research agenda must include human

environmental health impacts (including those

arising fkom cumulative exposures to pollution)

and involve epiderniological and clinical studies

to identi@ diverse segments of the population

thatare at high risk from transportation options.

Minority and low-income populations will be

afforded the opportunity to comment on and par-

ticipate in the design of research strategies.

Data and Andysin Within the constraints of law,

including the amended Privacy Act, each

agency will, wherever practical and appropri-

ate, collect and analyze information that allows

the comparison of health risks borne by

minority and low-income populations, includ-

ing those connected with subsistence con-

sumption of fish and wildlife. This informa-

tion will be used to determine disproportion-

ate consequences of their programs on these

populations, especially for areas surrounding

sites that have become the focus of “substantial

environmental administrative or judicial action”

(including reporting under the Emergency

Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act).

Unless legally prohibited this Mormation will

be made available to the public.

Planning Requirements in ISTEA
ISTEA places a great deal of emphasis on plan-

ning and public participation at both the metro-

politan and state levels. Several sections of the new

law direct federal and state Departments of

Transportation (DOTS) and metropolitan planning

organizations (MPOS) to “provide citizens, affect-

ed public agencies, representatives of transporta-

tion agency employees, private providers of trans-

portation, and other interested parties with a rea-

sonable opportunity to comment” at several junc-

tures in the transportation planning process. In

addition, Governors are directed to ensure that cit-

izens are involved in developing the state trans-

portation improvement program (’HP).

ISTEA lists specific issues that the local and

state level planning agencies must take into

account as they develop both short-range and
long-range plans for their region. These planning

factors are designed to ensure that transportation

planning and investments consider both the costs

and benefits of the proposed project or plan. For

metropolitan areas, 15 factors must be considered

and for the state plans 23 factors must be consid-

ered. A list of the state and metropolitan planning
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factors is included. Some of the key elements are

highlighted below.

●- Focus on rehabilitating of existing infrastruc-

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

ture rather than new constructio~

Comprehensive studies on the environmental

impacts of decisions;

Comprehensive studies on the social irnpactx

of decisions;

Expansion, enhancement and increased use of

transit service%

Investments in increased security of transit

vehicles and routes

Improved efficiency and effectiveness of the

transportation system;

Improvement of the transportation systems

provision of access to housing, employment

and recreatio~ and

Comprehensive evaluation of the impact of

transportation decisions on land-use, includ-
ing an evaluation of: amount of open land to
be consumed, consistencywith urban redevel-
opment goals, impact on environmental pro-
tection, and consistencywith regionalland-use
goals, among others.

Pubk Involvement and ISTEA
The public involvement requirements in

ISTEA clearly favor a proactive approach on the

part of governmental agencies. The new regula-

tions move away from the typical public participa-

tion process which consists of one hearing at which

the public must comment on already drafted plans.

The ISTEA planning requirements outline several

elements that must be part of each transportation

agency’s public participation process, including

public input on the process itself. The regulations
repeatedly stress the need to incorporate the pub-

lic into the entire decision-making process, moving

away from the “comment only” mentality.
The regulations openly encourage state DOTS

to develop a process for participation in the defin-

ition of the problems and potential solutions as

well as evaluating proposed plans. In practice,

however, the regulations provide somewhat vague

guidelines which can be interpreted in many dif-

ferent ways. Several areas have made great strides
in reforming the decisionmaking process, but there

is much work to be done.

Below is language directly from the planning

regulations regarding public involvemenfi

(a) Public involvement processes shall be proactive

and provide complete information, timely

public notice, full public access to key deci-

sions, and opportunities for early and continu-

ing involvement. The processes shall provide

fofi

(1) Early and continuing public involvement

opportunities throughout the transportation

planning and programming process;

(2)l”unely information about transportation

issues and processes to citizens, affected public

agencies, representatives of transportation

agency employees, private providers of trans-

portation, other interested parties and seg-

ments of the community affected by trans-

portation plans, programs and projects;

(3) Reasonable public access to technical and

policy information;

(4) Adequate public notice of public involve-

ment activities and time for public review and

comment at key decision points;

(5) A process for demonstrating explicit con-

sideration and response to public input during

the planning and program development

process;

(6) A process for seeking out and considering

the needs of those traditionally underserved by

existing transportation systems, such as low-

income and minority households which may

face challenges accessing employment and

other amenities;

(7) Periodic review of the effectiveness of the

public involvement process to ensure that the

process provides fill and open access to all and
revision of the process as necessary.

(b) The public involvement processes will be con-

sidered by the Federal Highway

Administration (FHWA) and the Federal
Transit Administration (F’TA) as they make the

planning finding required to assure that full
and open access is provided to the decision-

making process.
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Funding Flexibility levels the Playing

Field for Transportation Decisions
Until IST~ federal transportation policy

fueled our overdependence on the automobile by

dedicating substantially more federal funds to

highway construction than to transit or other

modes. The old program structure posed barriers

to achieving many of society’s broader objectives,

including environmental quality, economic health

and social equity.

In addition to substantial flexibility in the use

of federal highway dollars, ISTEA removes sever-

al financial biases favoring highways, which should

facilitate state and local governments choosing

projects based on merit. Chief among these new

provisions is the establishment of a uniform feder-

al share of a project’s cost. Now most projects,

regardless of mode, will be eligible for an 80 per-

cent federal share.

Another important change is that all projects

must meet a financial feasibility test as part of new

planning and programming procedures.

Previously only transit investments underwent

such an analysis, Moreover, the complex and time-

consuming review procedures for transit projects

also have been in certain circumstances, among

them compliance with ADA requirements. The

latter should allow transit projects to be advanced

more rapidly, which can result in substantial cost

savings.

Maior Investment Studies
Section 450.318 (c) “Major investment studies
shall evaluate the effectivenessand cost-effective-
ness of alternative investments or strategies in
attaining local, State and national goals and objec-
tives. The analysis shall consider the direct and
indirect costs of reasonable alternatives and such
factors as mobility improvements;social, econom-
ic, and environmental effects; safety operating
efficiencies;land use and economic developmen~
financirqyand energy consumption.”

74



TRANSPORTATION ENVIRONMENTALJUSTICEAND SOCIAL EQUITY CONFERENCEPROCHDINGS
● . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ● 00. . 0.0.00.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ● ..0.00.0.0.0.0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Appendix E

Attendee list

Patricia Abrams
cm
2125 West North Avenue
Chicago, IL 60647
Phone: 312/278-4800
Fax: 3 12/278-3840

Sam Ackerman
Comoprand, Inc.
1356 E. Hyde Park Blvd.
Chicago, IL 60615
Phone: 312/268-1356

Charles Addy
Friends of the Nippersink Creek
Route 1 Box 63 3-C
Genoa City, WI 53128

Susana Almanza
PODER
55 N. IH 35, #205B
Austin, TX 78702
Phone: 512/472-992 1
Fax: 5 12/472-9922

Raul Alvarez
PODER
55 N. IH 35, #205B
Austin, TX 78702
Phone: 512/472-992 1
Fax 512/472-9922

Olin Anderson
CATS
300 West Adams Street
Chicago, IL 60606
Phone: 312/793-3470
Fax: 312/793-3481

I@hi Animashaun
Greenpeace
20 13th Street, NE
Atlanta, GA 30309
Phone: 404/876-6477
Fax 404/892-7601

Lois Arms
RURAL
107 Nanti
Park Forrest, IL 60604

Brenda Armstead
FHIVA
400 7th Street, S.W.
Room 4132
Washington, DC 20590
Phone: 202/366-2925
Fax 202/366-1599

Kathleen Aterno
U.S. EPA
401 M Street, SW”
Washington, DC 20460

Keith Bartholomew
1000 Friends of Oregon
534 S.W. Third, Suite 300
Portland, OR 97205
Phone: 503/497-1000
Fax: 503/223-0073

Scott Bernstein
cm
2125 West North Avenue
Chicago, IL 60647
Phone: 3 12/278-4800
Fax: 3 12/278-3840

Doug Birnie
FTA
400 7th Street, SW
Room 9300E
Washington, DC 20590
Phone: 202/366-1666

Alice Boyd-Stewart
DOT, Office of Civil Rights
400 7th Street, S.W.
S-30
Washington, DC 20590
Phone: 202/366-9366
Fax: 202/366-937 1

Mary Bracy
OIC
2947 N. Martin Luther King
Milwaukee, WI 53212
Phone: 414/265-7675
Fax: 414/265-7646

Terrance Brannon
Pace Suburban Bus
550 W. Algonquin Road
Arlington Heights, IL 60005
Phone: 708/228-2303
Fax 708/364-7292

Charlene Bronner
FTA
400 7th Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20590

Hooper Brooks
Surdna Foundation
1155 Avenue of the Americas
16th Floor
Washington, DC 10036
Phone: 212/730-0030
Fax: 212/391-4384

Donna Brown
Wisconsin DOT
Environmental Strategies
Section
4802 Sheboygan Ave
Madison, WI 53707-7913
Phone: 608/267-0445
Fax: 608/267-0294

Julie Brown
BPI
17 East Monroe Street, Suite
212
Chicago, IL 60603
Phone: 3 12/641-5570
Fax: 3 12/614-5454
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Sharon Buccino
Natural Resources Defense
Council
1350 New York Ave., N.W.
Suite 300
Washington, DC 20005
Phone: 202/783-7800
Fax 202/783-5917

Robert Bullard
Environmental Justice
Resource Center
Clark Atlanta University
223 Brawley Drive
Atlanta, GA 30314
Phone: 404/880-6920
Fax: 404/880-6909

Judith Burrell
USDOT
400 7th Street, S.W.
Room 10200
Washington, DC 20590

Holly Campbell
cm
2125 West North Avenue
Chicago, IL 60647
Phone: 3 12/278-4800
Fax: 3 12/278-3840

Paul Carlson
APTA
1201 New York Ave., N.W.
Suite 400
Washington, DC 20005
Phone: 202/898-4103

Daisey Carter
Project Awake
Rt. 2, BOX282
Coatopa, AL 35470
Phone: 205/652-6823

Robert Castro
Rural Action, Inc.
1 Mound Street
Athens, OH 45601
Phone: 614/593-7490
Fax: 614/593-3228

Luz Cervantes
Urban Habitat Program
300 Broadway Suite 28
San Francisco, CA 94133
Phone: 415/788-3666
Fax 415/788-7324

David Chandler
cm
2125 West North Avenue
Chicago, IL 60647
Phone: 312/278-4800
Fax: 3 12/278-3840

Don Chen
STPP
1400 16th Stree$ N.W., # 300
Washington, DC 20036
Phone: 202/939-3470

Helen Chin
Natural Resources Defense
Council
1350 New York Ave., N.W.
Washington, DC 20005
Phone: 202/624-9330
Fax: 202/783-5917

Carmen C. Clark
SF County Transportation
Authority
100 Van Ness Avenue, 25th
Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102
Phone: 415/557-6853
Fax 415/557-6858

WWm Clay
OIC-GM
2835 N. 32nd Street
Milwaukee, WI 53210

Teresa Cordova
UniversiV of New Mexico
School of Architecture &
Planning
2414 Central SE
Albuquerque, NM 87131-1226
Phone: 505/277-2903
Fax: 505/277-0076

Jeanette Corlett
Metropolitan Planning Council
220 S. State Street
Chicago, IL 60604
Phone: 312/922-5616
Fax: 3 12/922-5619

Marvin Crafter
Woolfork Citizens Response
Group
P.O. BOX899
Fort Valley GA 31030
Phone: 912/822-9714
Fax 912/825-3654

Helen Cusic
Grand Calumet Task Force, Inc.
2400 New York Avenue,
Suite 303
Whiting, IN 46394
Phone: 219/473-4246

Tim Cusic
Grand Calumet Task Force, Inc.
2400 New York Avenue
Suite 303

Whiting, IN 46394
Phone: 219/473-4246

Kenneth Dallrneyer
Chicago Transit Authority
Merchandise Mart, Suite 700
Chicago, IL 60654-0555
Phone: 312/664-7200
Fax: 3 12/755-0126

Michelle DePass
NYC Environmental
Justice Alliance
271 W. 125th Street Room 303
NY, NY 10027
Phone: 212/866-4120
Fax 2 12/866-4511

Laura Deaton
NCATR
P.O. Box 1714
Durham, NC 27702
Phone: 919/683-3449
Fax: 919/956-8529
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Hank Dittmar

STPP
1400 16th Street, N.W., # 300
Washington, DC 20036
Phone: 202/939-3470

Eric Dozier
NC Fair Share
404 Hicks Mill Road
Oxford, NC 27565
Phone: 919/693-5081

Hugh ESCO
Atlanta Greens
P.O. BOX5332
Atlanta, GA 30307
Phone: 404/368-2805

Cecilia Estolano
U.S. EPA
401 M Street, SW #6101
Washington, DC 20460
Phone: 202/260-9562
Fax 202/260-5155

Joel P. Ettinger
Federal Transit Administration
55 E. Monroe Street
Suite 1415
Chicago, IL 60603
Phone: 312/353-2789
Fax: 312/886-035 1

Robert W. Faithful
Department of the Interior
MS 2340 Main Interior Building
Washington, DC 20240
Phone: 202/208-6191
Fax: 202/208-6970

Doug Farr

53 W. Jackson, #1456
Chicago, IL 60604

Josephine Fire Lame Deer
Haskell Indian Nations University
155 Indian Avenue
Lawrence, KS 66046
Phone: 913/749-8409
Fax: 913/749-8439

Blair Forlaw
East West Gateway Coord Cncl
911 Washington Ave
St. Louis, MO 63101-1295
Phone: 314/42 1-4220
Fax 314/231-6120

Jane Forrest
Ohio Citizen Action
1216 E. McMillan, Suite
Cincinnati, OH 45206
Phone: 513/22 1-2100
Fax: 513/221-2102

Francesca Forrestieri
Apogee Research

103

4~5~ East West Highway
Suite 600
Bethesda, MD 20814
Phone: 301/652-8444
Fax 301/654-9355

Denise Fowler
South Central Community
Development Commission
4531 Solar Lane
Dallas, TX 75216
Phone: 214/374-3236

Rev. Eugene Fowler
C.O.R.E.
5889 A Dr. King
St Louis, MO 63112
Phone: 314/385-4262
Fax 3 14/385-4262

Michael Freedberg
cm
2125 West North Avenue
Chicago, IL 60647
Phone: 312/278-4800
Fax 312/278-3840

Angela Gibson
University of Tennessee
Transportation Center
1828 Bishop’s Bridge Road
Knoxville, TN 37922
Phone: 615/574-7953
Fax 615/574-3895

Daniel Gogal
US EPA
401 M Street, SW
Washington, DC 20460

Charles R. Goodman
USDOT/FHWA
400 7th Street, S.W.
Room 3324
Washington, DC 20590
Phone: 202/366-9233
Fax 202/366-7696

Lori Goodman
Dine’ Care
10A Town Plaza Suite 138
Durango, CO 81301
Phone: 303/259-0199
Fax: 303/259-3413

Jacky Grimshaw
cm
2125 West North Avenue
Chicago, IL 60647
Phone: 3 12/278-4800
Fax: 312/278-3840

Peter Haas
cm
2125 West North Avenue
Chicago, IL 60647
Phone: 312/278-4800
Fax 312/278-3840

Peter Halpin
FTA
400 7th Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20590

Rita Harris
Mid-South Peace &
Justice Center
P.O. BOX11428
Memphis, TN 38111-7029
Phone: 901/452-6997
Fax: 901/452-7029
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Yvonne Hart
cm
2125 Wat North Avenue
Chicago, IL 60647
Phone: 312/278-4800
Fax 3 12/278-3840

Angela Hawkins
East Meyer Community
Association
6639 Wabash
Kansas City, MO 64109
Phone: 816/361-8070
Fax 816/822-8384

Vkiill’1 Hobgood
N.C. Fair Share
404 HiCkS Mi~ Rd.
Oxford, NC 27565
Phone: 919/693-5081
Fax 919/693-1617

Joanna Hoelscher
Citizens for a Better
Environment
407 Dearborn, Suite 1775
Chicago, IL 60605

Henry Holmes
Urban Habitat Program
300 Broadway Suite 28
San Francisco, CA 94133
Phone: 415/788-3666
Fax: 415/788-7324

Rosie Hopkins
cm
2125 West North Avenue
Chicago, IL 60647
Phone: 312/278-4800
Fax: 3 12/278-3840

Jenelle Horton
Environmental Law &
Policy Center
203 North LaSalle
Suite 1390
Chicago, IL 60601
Phone: 3 12/759-3000
Fax 312/332-1580
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Irv Horwitz
Illinois Alliance for Aging
111 W. Jackon Blvd., #950
Chicago, IL 60604
Phone: 312/922-5890
Fax 3 12/922-4365

Doug Howell
EESI
122 C Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20001
Phone: 202/628-1400
Fax 202/628-1825

Carmen D. Hunt
STPP
1400 16th Streeh N.W.
Suite 300
Washington, DC 20036
Phone: 202/939-3470

Susan Jackson
Metropoltian Energy Center
3808 Paseo
Kansas City, MO 64109
Phone: 816/53 1-7283
Fax 816/53 1-4846

Gloria Jeff
FHWA
400 7th Street, SW
Rm 3317
Washington, DC 20590
Phone: 202/366-0585

Carey JeEries
Central IN Trans. Initiative
1002 E. Washington, Suite 300
Indianapolis, IN 46202
Phone 317/685-8800
Fax 3 17/686-4794

Charles Johnson
Community Transportation
Forum
1412 Sanger
Dallas, TX 75215
Phone: 214/428-1737

Robert L. Jones
BPI
17 East Monroe Street
Suite 212
Chicago, IL 60603
Phone: 312/641-5570
Fax: 3 12/641-5454

Nancy Kelly
Grand Calumet Task Force, Inc.
2400 New York Avenue, Suite
303
Whiting, IN 46394
Phone: 219/473-4246

Mary Kim
cm
2125 West North Avenue
Chicago, IL 60647
Phone: 312/278-4800
Fax 3 12/278-3840

Marilyn Klein
Federal Railroad Administration
400 7th Street, S.W.
Room 8300A
Washington, DC 20590
Phone: 202/366-0358

Andy KIIOtt
Hoosier Environmental Council
1002 E. Washington St, #300
Indianapolis, IN 46202
Phone: 317/685-8800
Fax: 3 17/686-4794

Robert Knox
US EPA
401 M Street, SW
Washington, DC 20460
Phone: 202/260-2600

Arwed Kuhne
STPP
1400 16th Street, N.W.
Suite 300
Washington, DC 20036
Phone: 202/939-3470
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Nina Laboy
Bronx Voter Participation
Project
2432 Grand Concourse, #504
Bronx, NY 10458
Phone: 718/365-5071
Fax: 718/584-3358

Betty Lawrence
Broadway Improvement Project
142 Hillside Street
Asheville,NC 28801
Phone: 704/254-9672

Charles Lee
United Church of
Christ for RacialJustice
475 RiversideDrive, Suite 1950
New York NY 10115
Phone: 212/870-2077
Fax 2 12/870-2 162

Lily Lee
US EPA/OPPE/OPA/
WCPDAVPB
401 M Street,S.W.(2125)
Washington, DC 20460
Phone: 202/260-9096
Fax 202/260-0174

Robert Liberty
1000 Friends of Oregon
534 S.W. Third, Suite 300
Portland, OR 97205
Phone: 503/497-1000
Fax 503/223-0073

Fredricka Lightfoot
CAPS
6934 S. Stewart
Chicago, IL 60621
Phone: 312/483-9688
Fax 312/435-7539

Gordon Linton
Federal Transit Administration
400 7th Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20590
Phone: 202/366-4040

Cheryl Little
DOT/RSPA/Volpe Center
Kendall Square
Cambridge,MA 02142

Johnson Loveless
US Department of Energy
1000 IndependenceAvenue,
South West
Washington, DC 20585
Phone: 202/586-4728
Fax 202/586-0293

SulaimanMahdi
Fulton Atlanta
Community Action
75 Piedmont Avenue,NE
Suite 1200
Atlanta, GA 30303
Phone: 404/,524-5717
Fax: 404/524-5851

Nancy Marks
NRDC
40 W. 20th Street
New York NY 10011
Phone: 212/727-4405
Fax 212/727-1773

ArabellaMartinez
SpanishSpeakingUnity Council
1900 FruitvaleAve. #2A
Oaldand,CA 94601
Phone: 510/535-6905
Fax 510/534-7771

Lucius McDowell
Georgia Transportation Alliance
704 Claven Court
McDonough, GA 30253
Phone: 404/914-7909
Fax 404/875-4341

AnnieMelton
Trans TexasAlliance
613 Mt. AuburnAvenue
Dallas,TX 75223-1525
Phone: 214/828-2144
Fax 2 14/826-9222

Diana C. Mendes
Wallace Roberts & Todd
260 South Broad Street
8th Floor
Philadelphia,PA 19102
Phone: 215/732-52 15
Fax 215/732-2551

WNiam Merritt
CWED
100 South Morgan
Chicago, IL 60607
Phone: 312/243-0249

Rob Michaels
Environmental Law &
Policy Center
203 N. LaSalle Suite 1390
Chicago, IL 60601
Phone: 312/759-3400
Fax: 312/332-1580

Mutsumi Mizuno
Environmental Action
Foundation
6930 Carroll Avenue#600
Takoma Parlq MD 20912
Phone: 301/891-1 100
Fax: 301/891 -221.8

Mark Montonaga
Clean Air Council
135 S. 19th Street, Suite 300
Philadelphia,PA 19103
Phone: 215/567-4004
Fax 2 15/567-5791

Brenda Moore
TX Network for Envir. Justice
3927 Aransas
Dallas,TX 75212
Phone: 214/638-8749
Fax 214/631-2523

Fareedah Moore
New Start
3431 Morris
Dallas,TX 75212
Phone: 214/638-8794
Fax 214/63 1-2523
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Nina Morais
Pem Center
P.O. BOX126
St. Helena Island, SC 29920
Phone: 803/838-2432
Fax 803/838-3 139

Wendy Morgan
Waste Policy Institute
1872 Pratt Dr., Suite 1600
Blacksburg,VA 24060
Phone: 703/23 1-3324
Fax 703/23 1-3968

Michele Nanni
Hoosier Environmental Council
444 Barker Road
Michigan City, IN 46360
Phone: 219/879-5777
Fax: 2 19/879-5850

Christopher B. Niles
Labor/Community
Strategy Center
3780 Wilshire Blvd
Los Angeles, CA 90010
Phone: 213/387-2800
Fax: 213/387-3 500

Michael O’Neil
Neighborhood
Transportation Network
1906 Elliot
Minneapolis,MN 55404
Phone: 612/340-7420
Fax: 612/340-7675

Laura Olsen
STPP
1400 16th Street, N.W.
Suite 300
Washington, DC 20036
Phone: 202/939-3470

Myron Orfield
MN House of Representatives
4019 SheridanAvenueS.
Minneapolis,MN 55410-1256
Phone: 612/926-9205
Fax: 612/927-9601

Joe Ossi
FTA
400 7th Street
Room 9301
Washington, DC 20590
Phone: 202/366-1613

Lynn Otte
RegionalTransportation
Authority
181 West Madison, Suite 1900
Chicago, IL 60602
Phone: 312/917-0706

Jan Parker
Pace SuburbanBus
550 W. AlgonquinRoad
Arlington Heights, IL 60005
Phone 708/228-2303
Fax: 708/364-7292

Robert Patten
Rails-To-TkailsConservancy
1400 16th Street, N.W.
Suite 300
Washington, DC 20036
Phone: 202/797-5416
Fax 202/797-541 1

Stephen Perkins
cm
2125 West North Avenue
Chicago, IL 60647
Phone: 312/278-4800
Fax 312/278-3840

Dennis Perrott
Office of Civil Rights
FHWA - Region One
Albany NY 12207
Phone: 518/43 1-4224

SandraPeters
Office of NYS Senator Galibar
One Fordham Plaza
Bronx, NY 10458
Phone: 718/367-1397
Fax 718/367-2038

Calvin Peterson
Disabledin Action, Inc.
P.O. Box 566
Atlanta, GA 30301
Phone: 404/756-0583
Fax 404/756-0804

Janet A. Phoenix
National Safety Council
1019 19th Street, NW#401
Washington, DC 20036-5105
Phone: 202/293-2270
Fax: 202/659-1 192

David Plateiro
Shoshone InformationNetwork
1636 Sagebrush
Elko, NV 89801
Phone: 702/738-3618
Fax 702/753-5439

AndrewPlurnmer
CATS
300 West Adams Street
Chicago, IL 60606
Phone: 312/793-3470
Fax 312/793-3481

Deborah A. Price
COMTO
1330 Comecticut Ave., N.W.
Suite 320
Washington, DC 20036
Phone: 202/724-5002
Fax: 202/724-8549

Charles Prock
Federal AviationAdministration
2300 E. Devon Avenue
Des Plaines, IL 60018
Phone: 708/279-7768

Michael Pullen
Urban League of Portland
10 N. RussellStreet
Portland, OR 97227
Phone: 503/280-261 5
Fax: 503/281-2612
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Rhonda M. Reed
Federal Transit Administration
55 E. Monroe Street, #1415
Chicago, IL 60603
Phone: 312/353-2789
Fax 312/886-0351

Joyce Rhyan
Target Neighborhood Planning
City of Dallas
1500 Marina
Dallas,TX 75201
Phone 214/670-3628
Fax 2 14/670-0156

Ralph RiZZO
400 7th Street, S.W.
HEP-40
Washington, DC 20590
Phone: 202/366-5448
Fax 202/366-3409

Victoria Robinson
PRC Environmental
Management, Inc.
1505 PRC Drive, Suite 220
McLean, VA 22207
Phone: 703/883-8689
Fax 703/556-2852

Wtiam Rogers
cm
2125 West North Avenue
Chicago, IL 60647
Phone: 312/278-4800
Fax 312/278-3840

Gina Rosairo
EPA
77 West Jackson Blvd.
Chicago, IL 60604
Phone 312/353-2000

Janette Sadik-Khan
I?TA
400 7th Street, S.W.
Room 9310
Wmhington, DC 20590
Phone 202/366-4050
Fax 202/366-7 116

Will Schroeer
U.S. EPA
401 M Street, SW #2126
Washington, DC 20460
Phone: 202/260-1 126
Fax 202/260-0512

Peggy Shepard
West Harlem
EnvironmentalAction
465 W. 140th Street
New York NY 10031
Phone: 212/281-9436

Wendy Siegel
Chicago Institute on
Urban Poverty
208 S. LaSalle, Suite 1818
Chicago, IL 60618
Phone 312/629-4500
Fax 312/629-4550

Karen Skelton
DOJ - 10th& Constitution
P.O. Box 7611
Room 4313
Washington, DC 20044-7611

Rodney Slater
FHWA
400 7th Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20590

Gwynn Smalls
Bronx Voter
Participation Project
2432 Grand Concourse
Suite 504
Bronx, NY 10458
Phone: 718/365-5071
Fax 718/584-3258

Arthur Smith
Hyde Park & Aragon
ImprovementCorn
1528 Ttiggs Street
Augusta,GA 30901
Phone: 706/793-5309
Fax 706/724-9893

Jean Smith
SCAT Rural Bus
830 West Moline
Malvern, AR 72104
Phone: 501/332-62 15
Fax 501/332-2556

Melanie Smith
Tahana Whivecrow
AdvocacyAlliance
P.O. Box 18181
Salem, OR 97305
Phone: 503/585-0564
Fax: 503/363-0819

Prescott C. Snyder
Federal AviationAdministration
Airports Division,AGL-61 1.1
2300 East Devon Avenue
Des Plains, IL 60018
Phone: 708/294-7538
Fax 708/294-7036

AdrianneStacey
3434 S.E. Brooklyn
Portland, OR 97202
Phone: 503/232-4393

Linda Stone
Metro Area Transit
2222 Cuming Street
Omaha, NE 68102
Phone: 402/341-7560
Fax: 402/342-0949

Noah Temaner
CWED
100 South Morgan
Chicago, IL 60607
Phone: 312/243-0249

Pamela Thomas-Whitlow
DisabledIn Action, Inc.
l?O. BOX566
Atlanta, GA 30301
Phone: 404/756-0583
Fax 404/756-0804
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Elizabeth Thompson
Clean Air Council
135 S. 19th Street #300
Philadelphia,PA 19103
Phone: 215/567-4004
Fax 215/567-5791

Harriett Tregoning
US EPA/OPPE/OPA/
WCPDAVPB
401 M Street, S.W. (2125)
Washington, DC 20460
Phone: 202/260-2778
Fax 202/260-0174

Dave Van Hattum
State & Local Policy Program
Humphry Institute of
Public Affair
301 19th Ave. South
Minneapolis,MN 55454
Phone: 612/626-9861

Linda Waade
Coalition for Clean Air
901 Wilshire Blvd. #350
Santa Monica, CA 90401
Phone: 310/260-4770
Fax 310/260-4774

Olin Webb
SEED
186 Maddux Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94124
Phone: 415/822-8132
Fax: 415/243-3 118

Art Weber
Gray Panthers of Berkeley
1325 Grant Street
Berkeley CA 94703-1107
Phone: 510/524-0882
Fax 510/525-7973

Jennifer Weeks
FTA
400 7th Street, SW
Room 9301
Washington, DC 20590
Phone: 202/366-4020

Whitney WeHer AnnalisaZapien- Pina
Lawrence Avenue 2912 Summit
DevelopmentCorporation KansasCity, MO 64108
4745 North Kedzie Phone: 816/561-8859
Chicago, IL 60604 Fax 816/22 1-4894

Bill Welton
Haskell Indian
Nations University
Natural Resources Program
155 IndianAvenue
Lawrence, KS 66046
Phone: 913/749-8409
Fax: 913/749-8439

Orin WNiams
People For
Community Recovery
3738 Wtit Shakespeare
Chicago, IL 60647
Phone: 312/486-0422
Fax 312/486-0422

Cindy Wdson
Chicago Lawyers Committee
for Civil Rights
185 North Wabash, Suite 2110
Chicago, IL 60601
Phone: 312/630-9744
Fax 312/630-1127

Michael Wdson
FHWA
400 7th Street, S.W.
Room 4132
Washington, DC 20590
Phone: 202/366-2925
Fax 202/366-1599

BeverlyWright
Deep So Center for Enviro.
Justice
Xavier University
7325 Palmetto Street
New Orleans, LA 70125
Phone: 504/483-7340
Fax 504/246-8192
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Appendix F

Glossary

Access, Accessibility
The opportunity to reach a given end use
within a certain time frame, or without being
impededby physical,social or economic barri-
ers.

Allocation
h administrativedistributionof fundsamong
the States, done for funds that do not have
statutory distributionformulas.

Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA)
Federal Law that requires public facilities,
including transportation services, to be fully
accessible for persons with disabilities.ADA
also requires the provision of complementary
or supplemental paratransit services in areai
where fixed route transit service is operated.
Expands definitionof eligibilityfor accessible
services to persons with mental disabilities,
temporary disabilities, and the conditions
related to substanceabuse. The Act is an aug-
mentation to, but does not supersede,Section
504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 which
prohibits discrimination on the basis of dis-
abili~ against otherwise qualifiedindividuals
in programs receiving federalassistance.

Apportionment
A term that refers to a statutorily prescribed
division or assignment of funds. An appor-
tionment is based on prescribed formulas in
the law and consists of dividing authorized
obligation authority for a specific program
among the States.

Appropriations Act
Action of a legislativebody that makes funds
availablefor expenditure with specific limita-
tions as to amount, purpose, and duration. In
most cases,it permitsmoney previouslyautho-
rized to be obligated and paymentsmade, but
for the highwayprogram operatingunder con-
tract authori~, appropriationsspecifyamounts
of funds that Congress will make availableto
liquidateprior obligations.

Arterial
A class of street serving major traffic move-
ment that is not designatedas a highway.

Attainment Area
An area considered to have air quality that
meets or exceeds the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) health standards
used in the Clean Air Act. An area maybe an
attainment area for one pollutant and a non-
attainment area for others. Non-attainment
areas are areas considered not to have met
these standardsfor designatedpollutants.

Authorization Act
Basic substantive legislation or that which
empowersan agency to implementa particular
program and alsoestablishesan upper limit on
the amount of fundsthat can be appropriated
for that program.

Bikeway
A facility designed to accommodate bicycle
travel for recreational or commuting purposes.
Bikewaysare not necessarily separated facili-
ties; they may be designedand operated to be
sharedwith other travel modes.

Budget Authority
Empowerment by Congress that allows
Federal agencies to incur obligationsto spend
or lend money. This empowerment is gener-
ally in the form of appropriations. However,
for the major highwayprogram categories, it is
in the form of “contract authority.” Budget
authority permits agencies to obligate all or
part of the fundsthat were previously“autho-
rized.” Without budget authority, Federal
agencies cannot commit the government to
make expendituresor loans.

Central Business District (CBD)
The most intensely commercial sector of a
city.
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conformity
Process to assessthe complianceof any trans-
portation plan, program, or project with air
qualitycontrol plans. The conformityprocess
is definedby the Clean Air Act.

Congestion Management and Air Quality
Improvement Program (CMAQ)
A new categorical finding program created
with the ISTEA. Directs fundingto projects
that contribute to meeting national air quality
standards. CMAQ fundsgenerallymay not be
used for projects that result in the construc-
tion of new capacityavailableto SOVS(single-
occupant vehicles).

Consolidation
Restructuring transportation services to serve
the same market with fewerservice providers.

Contract Authority
A form of budgetauthori~ that permitsobliga-
tions to be made in advanceof appropriations.
The Federal-Aid Highway Program operates
mostlyundercormact authorityrules.

Coordination
When agencies share responsibilitiesrelated
to transporting clients: carrying others’
clients, arrangingwith other agenciesto carry
clients, or sharing vehicles or vehicle support
servicesincludingmaintenance,etc. Example:
a providerwhosemajor activityis transporting
elderly clients may make midday schedule
space to serve clients of an AFDC, VVIC,or
substance abuseprevention program.

Demand-Responsive
Descriptive term for a service type, usually
considered paratransit, in which a user can
access transportation service that can be vari-
ablyrouted and timed to meet changingneeds
on an as-needed basis. Compare with Fixed-
Route.

Dial-a-Ride
Term for demand-responsivesystems usually
deliveringdoor-to-door service to clientswho
make requests by telephone on an as-needed
reservation or subscriptionbasis.

Elderly and Handicapped (E&H)
Anachronistic designation for special trans-
portation planningand services.

Enhancement Activities
Refersto activitiesrelated to a particulartrans-
portation project that “enhance”or contribute
to the existing or proposed project. Examples
of such activitiesinclude provisionof facilities
for pedestrians or cyclists, landscaping or
other scenic beautification projects, historic
preservation, control and removal of outdoor
advertising, archeological planning and
research, and mitigation of water pollution
due to highwayrunoff.

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Report which details any adverse economic,
social,and environmentaleffectsof a proposed
transportation project for which federal fund-
ing is being sought. Adverse effects could
include air, water, or noise pollution; destruc-
tion or disruptionof natural resources; adverse
employmenteffects; injuriousdisplacementof
peopleor businesses;or disruptionof desirable
community or regional growth.

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
EPA is the federalsource agency of air quality
control regulationsaffectingtransportation.

Expenditures (Outlays)
A term signifying disbursement of funds for
repayment of obligations incurred. An elec-
tronic transfer of funds, or a check sent to a
State highway or transportation agency for
voucher payment, is an expenditureor outlay.

Expressway
A controlled access, divided arterial highway
for through traffic, the intersections of which
are usuallyseparated horn other roadwaysby
differinggrades.

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Division of the U.S. Department of
Transportation that funds highway planning
and programs.
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Financial Capacity, Capability
Refers to U.S. Department of Transportation
requirement that an adequate financial plan
for funding and sustaining transportation
improvements be in place prior to program-
ming federally-funded projects. Generally
refers to the stabilityand reliabilityof revenue
in meeting proposed costs.

Fiscal Year (ET)
Since FY 1977, the yearly accounting period
beginning October 1 and ending September
30 of the subsequentcalendar year. Prior to
FY 1977, the Federal fiscalyear started onJuly
1 and ended the following June 30. Fiscal
years are denoted by the calendar year in
which they end; e.g., FY 1991 began October
1, 1990, and ended September 30, 1991.

Fixed-Route
Term appliedto transit service that is regular-
ly scheduled and operates over a set route.
Usually refers to bus service.

Fragmentation
A situationstemmingfrom the lackof effective
and efficientintegration of programs, facilities
and services.

Freeway
A divided arterial highway designed for the
unimpeded flow of large traffic volumes.
Access to a freeway is rigorously controlled
and intersection grade separations are
required.

Federal Tkansit Administration (l?CA)
Division of the U.S. Department of
Transportation that fundstransit planningand
programs.

Guaranteed Ride Home
Refers to employer-sponsored program that
encourages employees to carpool, use transit,
bike or walk to work by guaranteeing them a
ride home in case they cannot take the same
mode home (e.g., if they need to work late or
if an emergency occurs).

High Occupancy Vehicles (HOVS)
Generallyappliedto vehiclescarrying three or
more people. Freeways,expresswaysand other
largevolumeroadsmayhavelanesdesignatedfor
HOVuse. HOV lanesmaybe designatedforuse
by Carpoolers,vanpools,and buses. The term
HOV is also sometimesused to refer to high
occupancyvehiclelanesthemselves.

Highway
Term applies to roads, streets, and parkways,
and also includes rights-of-way, bridges, rail-
road crossings, tunnels, drainage structures,
signs, guard rails, and protective structures in
connection with highways.

Home-Based Work Trip
A trip to or from home for the purpose of
one’s employment.

Infrastructure
A term connoting the physicalunderpimings
of society at large, including, but not limited
to, roads, bridges, transit, waste system, public
housing, sidewalks,utility installations, parks,
public buildings, and communications net-
works.

Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency
Act of 1991 (ISTEA)
Legislativeinitiativeby the U.S. Congress that
restructured funding for transportation pro-
grams. ISTEA authorized increased levels of
highway and transportation funding and an
enlarged role for regional planning commis-
sions/MPOs in funding decisions. The Act
also requires comprehensive regional long-
range transportation plans extending to the
year 2015 and placesan increasedemphasison
public participation and transportation alter-
natives.

Land Use
Refersto the manner in whichportions of land
or the structures on them are used, i.e., com-
mercial, residential,retail, industrial,etc.

Limitation on Obligations
Anyactionor inactionby an officeror employee
of the United States that limits the amount of
Federalassistancethat maybe obligatedduringa
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specifiedtimeperiod.A limitationon obligations
doesnot affectthe scheduledapportionmentor
allocationof tick, it justcontrolstherate at that
theseiimdsmaybe used.

Local Street
A street intended solely for access to adjacent
properties.

Long Range
In transportation planning, refers to a time
span of more that five years. The
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
is typicallyregarded as a short-range program,
since ISTEA has changed the TIP from a
five-year to a three-year document. See
“TransportationImprovementProgram.”

Management Systems
Six systemsrequiredunder ISTEA to improve
identification of problems and opportunities
throughout the entire surface transportation
network and to evaluate and prioritize alter-
native strategies, actions and solutions. The
six management systems include: Pavement
Management System (PMS), Bridge
Management System (BMS), Highway Safety
Management System (HSMS), Congestion
Management System (CMS), Public Transit
Facilities and Equipment Management
System (PTMS) and IntermodalManagement
System (INK).

Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)
The organizational entity designated by law
with lead responsibilityfor developingtrans-
portation plans and programs for urbanized
areas of 50,000 or more in population.MPOS
are establishedby agreement of the Governor
andunits of general purposelocal government
which together represents 75 percent of the
affected population or an urbanizedarea.

Mobility
The abilityto move or be movedfrom placeto
place.

Mode, Intermodal, Multimodal
Form of transportation, such as automobile,
transit, bicycleandwalking. Interrnodalrefers
to the connections betweenmodes and multi-

modal refers to the availabilityof transporta-
tion options within a system or corridor.

Model
A mathematical and geometric projection of
activity and the interactions in the transporta-
tion system in an area. This projection must
be ableto be evaluatedaccording to a givenset
of criteria which typicallyinclude criteria per-
taining to land use, economics, social values,
and travel patterns.

Network
A graphic and/or mathematical representation
of multimodalpathsin a transportationsystem.

National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS)
Federal standardsthat set allowableconcentra-
tionsandexposurelimitsfor variouspollutants.

National Highway Systems (NHS)
A federal transportation program authorized
by ISTEA that designates nationally signifi-
cant Interstate Highways and roads for inter-
state travel, national defense, interrnodalcon-
nections, and international commerce. Other
eligible activities include bikewaysand park-
and-ride lots. The NHS is currently being
developed as the first component of a larger,
intermodal National Transportation System.
See “NationalTransportation System.”

National Transportation System (NTS)
ISTEA called for the development of a
“National Intermodal Transportation System
that is economicallyefficientand environment-
ally sound, provides the foundation for the
Nation to compete in the global economy and
will move people and goods in an energy effi-
cient manner.” The NTS is intended to allow
for the development of transportation plan-
ning, program management and investment
strategies that will bring about a transporta-
tion system that will move people and goods
more effectively and efficiently, and thereby
advance our economic, environmental and
social goals. Secretary Pena has launched an
outreach initiativeto identi~ the NTS.
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Obligational Authorily
See “Limitation on Obligations.”

Obligations
Commitments made by Federal agencies to
pay out money as distinct from the actual pay-
ments, which are “outlays.” Generally,oblig-
ations are incurred afier the enactment of bud-
get authori~. However, since budget authori-
ty in many highwayprograms is in the form of
contract authority, obligations in these cases
are permitted to be incurred immediatelyafter
apportionment or allocation. The obligations
are for the Federal share of the estimated full
cost of each project at the time it is approved
regardless of when the actual payments are
madeor the expectedtimeofprojectcompletion.

Ozone
Ozone is a colorless gas with a sweet odor.
Ozone is not a direct emission horn trans-
portation sources. It is a secondary pollutant
formed when hydrocarbons (HC) and nitro-
gen oxides (NOx) combine in the presence of

sunlight. The ozone is associatedwith smog
or haze conditions. Although the ozone in the
upper atmosphere protects us from harmful
ultraviolet rays, ground level ozone produces
an unhealthy environment in which to live.

Paratransit
Alternatively known as ~ecial tran.rportation
when applied to social services systems.
Applies to a variety of smaller, often flexibly-
scheduled and routed nonprofit-oriented
transportation services using low-capacity
vehicles, such as vans, to operate within nor-
mal urban transit corridors or rural areas.
These services usuallyserve the needs of per-
sons that standard mass transit serviceswould
serve with difficulty,or not at all. Common
patrons are the elderly and persons with dis-
abilities.

Peak Hour
The 60-minute period in the a.m. or p.m. in
whichthe largestvolumeof travelisexperienced.

Pedestrian W*ay
A secured path for walking.

Penalty
An action that doesnot allowa State to use the
full amount of its apportioned funds. The
action may be a withholding of project
approvals or withholding of a percentage of
the State’s apportionment. The action may be
taken when the State does not comply with a
requiredprovisionof law.

Person-Trip
A trip made by one person from one origin to
one destination.

Privatization
The supplying of traditionally government-
suppliedgoods and servicesthrough for-profit
businessentiues to enhance public cost effi-
ciency.

Provider
h agency that causes clients to be transport-
ed, as opposedto an agencywhose role is lim-
ited to fundingprograms.

Public Authority
A Federal, State, county, town, or township,
Indian rnbe, municipalor other local gover-
nmentor instrumentality with authority to
finance, build, operate, or maintain toll or
toll-free transportation facilities.

Public Participation
The active and meaningfulinvolvementof the
public in the development of transportation
plans and improvement programs. The
Interrnodal Surface Transportation Efficiency
Act (ISTEA) and subsequent regulations
require that state departments of transporta-
tion and MPOS proactively seek the involve-
ment of all interested parties, including those
traditionallyunderservedby the current trans-
portation system.

Public Road
Any road or street under the jurisdiction of
and maintainedby a public authori~ and open
to public traffic.

Rescission
A legislativeaction to cancel the obligation of
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unused budget authority previouslyprovided
by Congress before the time whenthe author-
ity would have otherwise lapsed. Rescission
may be proposed by the Executive Branch but
requires legislativeaction to become effective.

Region
h entire metropolitan area including desig-
nated urban and rural subregions.

Regionally SignMcant
A term whichhasbeen defied in federaltrans-
portation planning regulations as “a
project...thatison a hility whichservesregion-
al transportationneeds...andwouldnormallybe
included in the modeling of a metropolitan
area’s transportation network including, at a
minimum, all principal arterial highway and
fixedguidewaytransit facilitiesthat offer a sig-
nificantalternativeto regionalhighwaytravel.”

Reverse Commute
Commuting against the main directions of
traffic. Ofien refers to the central city to sub-
urb commute.

Rightof WV(R-O-W)
Prioritypathsfor the constructionandoperation
of highways,lightandheavyrail,railroads,etc.

Shuttle
Usuallya serviceprovidedwithan up-to-20 pas-
sengervehicleconnecdngmajortripdestinations
and originson a fixed-or route-deviationbasis.
Shuttlescanproviderfeederserviceto maintran-
sitroutes,or operatein a point-to-pointor circu-
lar fashion.

Single-Occupant Vehicles (SOVs)
A SOV is a vehicleused to get just one person
to a destination.

Social Equity, Justice
The provision of affordable, efficient and
accessibletransportation servicesto all people
regardless of race, ethnicity, income, gender,
or disability. A socially equitable transporta-
tion system provides all people with conve-
nient access to meaningfuljobs, services and
recreational opportunities.

State Highway Department
The department, commission, board, or offi-
cial of any State responsiblefor highwaycon-
struction, maintenance and management.

State Implementation Plan (SIP)
Requireddocumentspreparedbystatesandsub-
mitted to EPA for approval. SIPSidenti~ state
actions and programsto implementdesignated
responsibilitiesunder the CleanAirAct.

SurliaceTmnsportation Program
A new categorical funding program created
with the ISTEA. Funds may be used for a
wide variety of purposes, includirqy roadway
const~ction, reconstruction, resurfacing,
restoration and rehabilitation,roadwayopera-
tional improvements; capital costs for transit
projec~, highway and transit safety improve-
men~, bicycle and pedestrian facilities scenic
and historical transportation facilities and,
preservationof abandonedtransportation cor-
ridors.

Telecommuting
The substitution,either partiallyor complete-
ly of transportation to a conventional office
through the use of computer and telecommun-
ications technologies (e.g., telephones, per-
sonalcomputers, moderns,facsimilemachines,
electronic mail). Implieseither work at home
or at a satellitework center that is closer to an
employee’shome than the conventionaloffice.

Tkle III
Title of the Older Americans Act enabling
expenditures for nutrition and transportation
programs that service elderlypersons.

Tkle IV
Title of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 that
ensures that no person in the United States
will be discriminated against on the basis of
race, color or nationalorigin. The transporta-
tion planning regulations, issued in October
1993, require that metropolitan transportation
planningprocessesbe consistentwith Title IV

Tkmsit
Generally refers to passengerservice provided
to the general public along establishedroutes
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with fixed or variable schedules at published
fares. Related terms include: public transit,
masstransit, publictransportation,urbantran-
sit and paratransit.

Transit Dependent
Persons who must rely on public transit or
paratransit services for most of their trans-
portation. T~ically refers to individualswith-
out access to personalvehicle.

Transportation Control Measures (TCMs)
Local actions to adjust traffic patterns or
reduce vehicle use to reduce air pollutant
emissions. These may include HOV lanes,
provision of bicycle facilities, ridesharing,
telecommuting, etc.

Ti-ansportation Disadvantaged
Those persons who have little or no access to
meaningful jobs, services and recreation
because of a transportation system that does
not meet their needs. Often refers to those
individualswho cannot drive a private auto-
mobile because of age, disability or lack of
resources. See also “SocialEquity,Justice.”

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
This is a document prepared by states and
planning commissions citing projects to be
fundedunder federal transportation programs
for a full-yearperiod. Wkhout TIP inclusion,
a project is ineligiblefor federalfunding.

Transportation Management Area (I’lWA)
Defined by ISTEA as all urbanizedareas over
200,000 in population. Wkhin a ThL% all
transportation plans and programs must be
based on a continuing and comprehensive
planning process carried out by the
Metropolitan Plaming Organization (MPO)
in cooperation with states and transit opera-
tors. The TMA boundary affectsthe respon-
sibilityfor the selection of transportation pro-
jects that receive federal funds.

Transportation Management Association
(TMA)
A voluntary association of public and private
agencies and firms joined to cooperatively

developtransportation-enhancingprograms in
a given area. TMAs are appropriateorganiza-
tions to better manage transportation demand
in congested suburbancommunities.

Transportation System Management (TSM)
The element of a TIP (Transportation
Improvement Program) that proposes non-
capital-intensive steps toward the improve-
ment of a transportation system, such as
refinementof system and traffic management,
the use of bus priority or reserved lanes, and
parking strategies. It includes actions to
reduce vehicle use, facilitate traffic flow, and
improveinternal transit management.

Travel Time
Customarily calculated as the time it takes to
travel from “door-to-door.” In transportation
planning, particularly in forecasting the
demand for transit service, measures of travel
time includetime spent accessing,waiting, and
transferring between vehicles, as well as that
time spent on board.

Trust Funds
Accounts establishedby law to hold receipts
that are collected by the Federal Government
and earmarked for specific purposes and pro-
grams. These receipts are not availablefor the
general purposesof the Fedetal Government.
The Highway Tmst Fund is comprised of
receipts from certain highwayuser taxes (e.g.,
excise taxes on motor fuel, rubber, and heavy
vehicles)andreservedfor use for highwaycon-
struction, mass transportation, and related
purposes.

U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT)
The principaldirect federalfundingand regu-
lating agency for transportation facilities and
programs. Contains FHWA and FTA.

Urbanized Area (WA)
Area which contains a city of 50,000 or more
population plus incorporated surrounding
areas meeting set size or densitycriteria.

Vehicle Miles of Tmvel (VMT)
A standardareawidemeasure of travel activity.
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Most conventionalVMT calculationis to mul-
tiply averagelength of trip by the total number
of trips.

Zone
The smallest geographically designated area
for analysisof transportation activi~. A zone
can be from one to 10 square miles in area.
Average zone size depends on total size of
study area.

Soureeix
~ “Statewide and MetropolitanPlanning

Re~ationsl° FederalHighwayAdministrationand
Fe~eral Transit Admin~straUon,United States
DepartmentofTransportation.

Feti-i%d ~
. .

v Federal Highway
Administration,United Sta~esDepartment of
Transportation.

“ASummaryofTransportationProgramsandProvisions
oftheCleanAirActAmendmentsof 1990,”Federal
Highway Administration, United States
Department of Ttisportation.

“Talking the Talk,” East-West Gateway Coordinating
council.
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Appendix G

Further Reading

Robert Bullard and Hank Dittmar, two of the

conference speakers, have two specific articles
that are of particular relevance to the issues dis-

cussed. Although theywere notincluded in the

proceedings,the articles are highly recommended
as further reading.

Bullard, Robert D. Grassroots Flowering: The
environmental justice movement comes of age.
The Amicus Journal. Spring 1994, pp. 33-43.

Dittmar, Hank. .4 Broader Context for
Transportation Planning: Not Just An End In Itse~
Journal of the American Planning Association,
vol. 61, No. 1, pp. 7-13.
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