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Attached is the agenda with related materials for the Long-Range Transportation Plan 
(LRTP) Subcommittee meeting scheduled for Wednesday, June 3, 2020 from 11:30 a.m. – 
1:30 p.m. (or immediately following TTAC). 
 
Pursuant to Governor Northam’s Executive Order 53 issued on March 23, 2020 and 
Executive Order 61 issued on May 8, 2020 prohibiting all public and private in-person 
gatherings of ten or more individuals, the LRTP Subcommittee meeting will be held 
electronically. 
 
Members of the public are invited to address the LRTP Subcommittee.  Due to the COVID-19 
crisis, interested persons may submit comments to the LRTP Subcommittee in advance of 
the meeting by email to kmiller@hrtpo.org or phone (757) 366-4370.  Each comment is 
limited to three minutes.  All comments received by 12:00 PM on June 2, 2020 will be 
provided to the LRTP Subcommittee Members and included in the official record.  
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AGENDA 
HRTPO LRTP SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING 

June 3, 2020 
CALL TO ORDER 11:30 A.M.  

(or immediately following TTAC) 
 
 

Pursuant to Governor Northam’s Executive Order 53 issued on March 23, 2020 and Executive 
Order 61 issued on May 8, 2020 prohibiting all public and private in-person gatherings of ten 
or more individuals, the LRTP Subcommittee meeting will be held electronically. 

 
 

1. Call to Order 
 

2. Public Comment Period (Please refer to Agenda Item Note 2 for more details) 
 

3. Submitted Public Comments 
 

4. Approval of Agenda 
 

5. Minutes of March 4, 2020 
 

6. 2045 LRTP Status Update 
 

7. 2045 LRTP:  Project Prioritization Recommended Enhancements – Public Comments 
 

8. 2045 LRTP Candidate Projects:  Data Collection 
 

9. For Your Information 
 

10. Old/New Business 
 

11. Next Meeting 
 
Adjournment 

 



 

 

 

 

 

AGENDA ITEM #1: CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting will be called to order by the Chair at approximately 11:30 a.m. 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM #2: PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
Members of the public are invited to address the LRTP Subcommittee.  Due to the COVID-19 
crisis, interested persons may submit comments to the LRTP Subcommittee in advance of the 
meeting by email to kmiller@hrtpo.org or phone (757) 366-4370.  Each comment is limited to 
three minutes.  All comments received by noon on June 2, 2020 will be provided to the LRTP 
Subcommittee Members and included in the official record.  
 
 
AGENDA ITEM #3: SUBMITTED PUBLIC COMMENTS 
See Agenda Item #7 for submitted public comments regarding the recommended 
enhancements to the HRTPO Project Prioritization Tool. 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM #4: APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
Members are provided an opportunity to add or delete items from the agenda.  Any item for 
which a member desires an action from the LRTP Subcommittee should be submitted at this 
time, as opposed to under “Old/New Business”. 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM #5: MINUTES OF MARCH 4, 2020 
Summary minutes of the March 4, 2020 LRTP Subcommittee meeting are attached.  
 
Attachment 5 
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Summary	Minutes	

HRTPO	Long‐Range	Transportation	Plan	Subcommittee	

Meeting	of	March	4,	2020	

	

1.		 Call	to	Order	
Chair Robert Lewis called the meeting to order at 11:16 a.m. in the Regional Building Board 
Room, with the following in attendance: 
 
Members	in	Attendance:	 

Troy Eisenberger (CH) 
Grant Sparks (DRPT) 
Carol Rizzio (GL) 
Ray Amoruso (HRT) 
Jamie Oliver (IW) 
Paul Holt (JCC) 
Angela Hopkins (NN) 
Bryan Stilley (Vice Chair, NN) 
Deborah Mangiaracina (NO) 
 

Robert Lewis (Chair, SU) 
Jason Souders (SU) 
Katie Shannon (VB) 
Tara Reel (VB) 
Eric Stringfield (VDOT) 
Barbara Nelson (VPA) 
Joshua Moore (WATA) 
Carolyn Murphy (WB) 
Timothy Cross (YK) 
 
 

HRTPO/HRPDC	Staff:  
Sam Belfield  
Theresa Brooks 
Steve Lambert 
John Mihaly 

Keith Nichols 
Leo Pineda 
Jeff Raliski 
Dale Stith 
 

  
Others	Recorded	Attending:  
Benjamin Camras (CH) 
Sandon Rogers (HM) 
Kevin Page (HRTAC) 
Karen McPherson (McPherson Consulting) 
Bridjette Parker (NN) 
Angela Rico (NN) 
Cole Fisher (VB) 
 

Elaine Linn (VB) 
Caleb Brooks (VDOT) 
Robin Grier (VDOT) 
Todd Halacy (VDOT) 
Sonya Hallums-Ponton (VDOT) 
Ray Hunt (VDOT) 
 
 
 

2.		 Public	Comment	Period 
There were no public comments. 
 
3.		 Submitted	Public	Comments	
There were no submitted public comments. 
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4.		 Approval	of	Agenda	 
Chair Lewis asked for additions or deletions to the LRTP Agenda.  Hearing none, Ms. Carolyn 
Murphy Moved to approve the agenda as written; seconded by Mr. Joshua Moore.  The 
Motion Carried. 
 
5.		 Approval	of	February	5,	2020	Minutes	 
Chair Lewis reported that the LRTP summary minutes from the February 5, 2020 meeting 
were included in the March 4, 2020 LRTP Subcommittee Agenda.  Chair Lewis asked for any 
additions or corrections to the minutes.  Hearing none, Mr. Timothy Cross Moved to approve 
the minutes as written; seconded by Mr. Eisenberger.  The Motion Carried. 
 
6.	 2045	LRTP	Candidate	Projects:	Comments	Received	
Ms. Theresa Brooks briefed the LRTP Subcommittee on this agenda item, detailing the 
comments that HRTPO staff received from the Southern Environmental Law Center (SELC) 
during the public review period for the 2045 LRTP Candidate Projects.  As part of her 
summary of the SELC comments, Ms. Brooks informed the LRTP Subcommittee that HRTPO 
staff provided a written response to SELC.  Additionally, Ms. Brooks addressed project 
specific comments from SELC with the LRTP Subcommittee.  As part of a group discussion, 
the LRTP Subcommittee made the following suggestions pertaining to the project specific 
SELC comments: 

 New Route 460 (Suffolk to Zuni) 
o SELC concerned over “serious permitting issues.”  Also, refined improvements 

have been developed that focus on targeted upgrades to the existing Route 460 
o LRTP Subcommittee response: Long-term capacity needs still need to be 

addressed along corridor, so retain as a candidate project. 
 Route 460/58/13 Connector 

o SELC concerned because recent VDOT study was halted because “existing 
capacity should be able to handle expected travel demand through 2040” and 
“VDOT further found that each of the options under review would have 
enormous impacts on wetlands in the corridor” 

o LRTP Subcommittee response: Safety concerns along corridor therefore retain 
candidate project.  Modify project description to reflect safety improvements 
along corridor, including potential interchange at regional landfill. 

 Southeastern Parkway and Greenbelt (SEPG) 
o SELC concerned because FHWA “terminated the environmental review 

process” over “raised serious and repeated concerns with its impacts on 
wetlands and other resources – essentially finding this project unpermittable” 
and that these issues “are even greater today in light of the immediate threats 
posed by climate change and the need to protect wetlands as a resiliency 
resource for local communities.” 
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o LRTP Subcommittee response:  Virginia Beach staff will modify the project 
termini, submitting two viable segments of the SEPG to evaluate as candidate 
projects. 

 Nimmo Parkway Phase VII-B 
o SELC concerned over potential “impacts on wildlife populations and habitat” 

and states the project could “exacerbate local flooding” thereby “restricting 
the normal bi-directional flow of water in response to winds, tides, and 
rainstorms, and by isolating wetlands that help absorb floodwaters.”  SELC 
further suggests that “Improving the existing Sandbridge Road corridor is a far 
less damaging alternative that should be pursued instead.” 

o LRTP Subcommittee response: 
 Tara Reel, Transportation and Transit Planner, City of Virginia Beach, 

stated that the main purpose of the transportation improvements to 
Sandbridge Road are to reduce recurring flooding.  The environmental 
impacts are essentially the same for Sandbridge Road and Nimmo 
Parkway.  It becomes more difficult to raise Sandbridge Road because 
of the proximity to houses, driveways, septic tanks, parking areas, 
etc.  Raising Sandbridge Road and providing the necessary shoulder 
treatments would likely result in impacts to residential or commercial 
properties due to inadequate access or driveways that are too steep. 
Therefore, Nimmo Parkway becomes a less impactful option at that 
point.   Also, as provided in the approved United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACOE) permit with Sandbridge—Nimmo 7A, there are 
culvert crossings to allow natural stormwater flow to occur.  There 
are also culvert crossings dedicated for wildlife movement as well.  In 
addition to the bridge for Nimmo 7B, we would anticipate similar 
infrastructure for stormwater and wildlife movement.”  

 Based on VB’s response, project will be retained as a candidate project. 

Ms. Brooks shared SELC’s comments regarding the Bowers Hill interchange with the LRTP 
Subcommittee and informed them that HRTPO staff plans to forward the comments to the 
Bowers Hill Working Group. 

Ms. Dale Stith addressed potential modifications to other candidate projects.  As part of a 
group discussion, the LRTP Subcommittee made the following suggestions: 

 I-64 HOT Lanes (Exit 242 to New Kent County Line)  
o Public submission 
o Project outside of Express Lanes Network concept endorsed by the HRTPO 

Board (HRTPO Resolution 2019-06) 
o LRTP Subcommittee response:  
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 VDOT plans to follow up on project with VDOT leadership. 
 Move to 2045 LRTP Vision Plan.  No evaluation needed. 

 I-64 Peninsula (8-Lane Option, Bland Blvd to New Kent County Line) – 2040 LRTP 
Vision Plan 

o 2040 LRTP Vision Plan project 
o Current widening effort for I-64 on the Peninsula includes I-64 Peninsula 

Regional Priority Projects (Segments 1 – 3: widen to 6 lanes).  Segment 4 is a 
candidate project (widen to 6 lanes) 

o LRTP Subcommittee response: 
 VDOT plans to follow up on project with VDOT leadership. 
 Move to 2045 LRTP Vision Plan.  No evaluation needed. 

 Route 460/58/13 Connector (8-Lane Widening, Bowers Hill to Suffolk Bypass) 
o 2040 LRTP Study 
o LRTP Subcommittee response: 

 Move to 2045 LRTP Vision Plan.  No evaluation needed. 

Mr. Moore Moved to endorse the modifications to the 2045 LRTP Candidate Projects list as 
discussed with the LRTP Subcommittee (including any other modifications stemming from 
follow ups on projects); seconded by Ms. Reel.  The Motion Carried.  

7.	 2045	LRTP:	Environmental	Mitigation	Consultation	
Ms. Stith briefed the LRTP Subcommittee on this agenda item, detailing the environmental 
mitigation consultation effort for the 2045 LRTP.  She informed the LRTP Subcommittee of 
the environmental agencies that will be contacted for feedback regarding the 2045 LRTP 
Candidate Projects.  Additionally, she informed the LRTP Subcommittee that several 
environmental agencies will be contacted for comment on the relationship and coordination 
between environmental and transportation planning.  Per VDOT, HRTPO staff will consult 
new Indian Tribes recognized in Virginia. 

The recommended action for this agenda item is for the LRTP Subcommittee to review the 
list of agencies for environmental mitigation consultation and update as necessary. 

8.	 2045	LRTP	Candidate	Projects:	Data	Collection	
Ms. Brooks briefed the LRTP Subcommittee on this agenda item, detailing the upcoming data 
collection effort for the 2045 LRTP Candidate Projects.  The 2045 LRTP Candidate Projects 
list is a compilation of roadway, transit, intermodal, and active transportation projects 
developed through input from various HRTPO technical and advisory committees and the 
public.  Of the 336 candidate projects, 42 of them are considered to be committed (defined 
as projects that are fully funded through construction in the current VDOT Six-Year 
Improvement Program).  Ms. Brooks addressed two projects recently deemed as committed 
as part of VDOT’s committed projects review with the LRTP Subcommittee.  Per locality 
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feedback, the Freeman Ave Railroad Overpass project (Chesapeake) can remain on the 
Committed Projects list, while the Shoulders Hill Rd project (Suffolk) can move to the 
Candidate Projects list. 
 
The next step in the development of the 2045 LRTP is to collect data on these candidate 
projects for travel demand modeling, scenario planning analysis, environmental justice 
analysis, and project prioritization. 
 
As part of the data collection process, Ms. Brooks will provide two spreadsheets 
electronically to the LRTP Subcommittee to review and populate data for planning level cost 
estimates and for the data needed for the project prioritization process. 
 
The recommended action for this agenda item is for the LRTP Subcommittee to review and 
provide data/feedback to Ms. Brooks by: 
 

A. Cost Estimate spreadsheet: March 18, 2020 
B. Prioritization Data spreadsheet: March 31, 2020 

 
9.	 For	Your	Information	
Ms. Stith briefed the LRTP Subcommittee on this agenda item, informing the group about 
2045 LRTP candidate project maps, the status of scenario planning, the initiation of Title 
VI/Environmental Justice analysis, and the InteractVTrans tool. 
 
 
10.	Old/New	Business	
No old or new business. 
 
11.		Next	Meeting	
The next LRTP Subcommittee meeting is tentatively scheduled for June 3, 2020 following the 
TTAC meeting. 
 
ADJOURNMENT	12:19	P.M.	
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AGENDA ITEM #6: 2045 LRTP – STATUS UPDATE 
 

HRTPO staff will provide an update of efforts conducted since the March 4, 2020 LRTP 
Subcommittee Meeting. 
 
Links to 2045 LRTP draft reports: 
 
DRAFT Regional Needs Report 
https://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/HR_2045LRTP_RegionalNeeds.pdf 
 
DRAFT Title VI/Environmental Justice Candidate Project Evaluation Report 
https://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/HR_2045LRTP_TitleVI-EJ-
CandidateProjectEvaluation.pdf 
 
Ms. Dale Stith, Principal Transportation Planner, will brief the LRTP Subcommittee on this item. 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

None required. 
  

https://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/HR_2045LRTP_RegionalNeeds.pdf
https://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/HR_2045LRTP_TitleVI-EJ-CandidateProjectEvaluation.pdf
https://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/HR_2045LRTP_TitleVI-EJ-CandidateProjectEvaluation.pdf


 

AGENDA ITEM #7: HRTPO PROJECT PRIORITIZATION RECOMMENDED 
ENHANCEMENTS:  PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED 

As part of the public review of the HRTPO Project Prioritization Recommended Enhancements, 
which ran from February 6, 2020 to March 6, 2020, comments were submitted by the Southern 
Environmental Law Center (SELC).  HRTPO staff summarized these comments and forwarded 
them to Prioritization Task Force members for review and feedback.  Feedback was received 
from the City of Chesapeake.   
 
Ms. Dale M. Stith, Principal Transportation Planner, will address the comments and feedback 
with the LRTP Subcommittee. 
 
Attachment 7:  SELC submitted comments 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 

For discussion and modify recommended enhancements as necessary. 
  



	 	

	
	

 

 
 

March 5, 2020 
 
Dale Stith 
Principal Transportation Planner 
Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization 
723 Woodlake Drive 
Chesapeake, VA 23320 
dstith@hrtpo.org         VIA EMAIL 
 
Dear Ms. Stith, 

The Southern Environmental Law Center (SELC) offers the following comments on the 
proposed modifications to the Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization’s Project 
Prioritization Tool (PPT).  SELC is a non-partisan, non-profit organization headquartered in 
Virginia that works throughout the southeast to promote policies and laws that protect our natural 
resources, strengthen our communities, and improve our quality of life.  

SELC strongly supports using objective criteria to evaluate and prioritize transportation 
proposals, and we commend the HRTPO for being one of the pioneers in Virginia in this regard.  
Further, recognizing that project prioritization tools and their associated methodologies should be 
evaluated and updated over time as the quality and quantity of available data improve and as 
regional priorities shift in response to new or growing challenges, we applaud the HRTPO for 
taking the initiative to review the PPT.  We also want to thank you again for taking the time to 
speak with us and exchange emails to answer some of our questions about the proposed changes, 
and we hope these comments can help strengthen key aspects of the proposed changes before 
they are finalized. 

I. Enhancing Consideration of a Project’s Environmental Impacts 
 
A. Factoring in Impacts to Natural Resources  

 
We strongly support adding consideration of projects’ environmental impacts to the PPT, 

as this crucial component of a project’s viability and overall value is not captured in the current 
PPT criteria.  As noted in slide 31 in the Additional Resource Slides presentation available on the 
HRTPO’s Project Prioritization webpage (https://www.hrtpo.org/page/project-prioritization/), the 
current PPT criteria assess the status of a project’s environmental review and permits, but  
provide no real indication of the project’s actual environmental impact.   
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Further, we support the proposal to assess a project’s impact on natural and cultural 
resource acreage as a primary element of its environmental impact score (the “Acres of Natural 
and Cultural Resources” criterion), similar to one of the ways environmental impacts are 
evaluated in Virginia’s SMART SCALE project prioritization tool.  Slide 13 in the Additional 
Resource Slides presentation indicates that the specific types of resources assessed for this 
criterion will be conservation lands, protected habitats for threatened and endangered species, 
cultural resources, and wetlands.  In addition to their purely ecological value, wetlands and other 
types of conservation lands and wildlife habitats are of particular importance in Hampton Roads 
because of the vital protections they provide to communities by slowing and storing floodwaters 
and by buffering against storm surges and rising seas.  In a region that is already facing 
significant impacts from climate change, and with new data showing sea level rise accelerating 
in Virginia and along the East Coast,1 it is imperative that the PPT take into account the extent to 
which a transportation proposal would negatively impact these natural resiliency resources.   

B. Valuing Impacts to Natural and Cultural Resource Acreage Adequately 
 

Although we are glad that these natural resource acreage impacts would now be assessed 
under the PPT, we are concerned by the minimal value this criterion would have in proportion to 
a project’s overall score.  As proposed, the “Acres of Natural and Cultural Resources” criterion 
would only account for up to 3 points (or 1% of a project’s overall score) for the Highway, 
Interchange, and Bridge & Tunnel project categories, and up to 4 points (or 1.33% of a project’s 
overall score) for the Intermodal and Transit project categories.  This strikes us as far too few 
points to adequately reflect the value of these resources to the region or the detrimental effect 
that damaging these resources can have on project viability (since projects with greater impacts 
to environmental and cultural resources are more likely to encounter permitting delays and 
litigation, among other challenges).  We therefore urge the HRTPO to increase the value of the 
“Acres of Natural and Cultural Resources” criterion to better reflect its importance. 

One way to do this would be to reallocate value from the “Basic Environmental Review” 
criterion to the “Acres of Natural and Cultural Resources” criterion.  In our view, the proposed 
“Basic Environmental Review” criterion misses the mark as an assessment of environmental 
impacts.  Based on the Additional Resource Slides presentation (and slide 33, specifically), the 
criterion appears to consist of a few “Yes/No” questions such as: (1) “Is there a fatal flaw for 
permitting?” and (2) “Is the intrusion into sensitive areas justified?”.  Answering these questions 
requires a high degree of subjectivity, diverting sharply from the objective and data-driven 
approach that we understand the HRTPO strives for the PPT to embody.  Further, these questions 
fail to capture a project’s environmental impact in a meaningful way.  Indeed, the question 
asking whether the intrusion into sensitive areas is justified seems to provide an opportunity for 

																																																								
1 David Malmquist, Sea-level Report Cards: 2019 Data Adds to Trend in Acceleration, Va. Inst. of Marine Sci. (Jan. 
30, 2020), https://www.vims.edu/newsandevents/topstories/2020/slrc_2019.php. 
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an applicant to summarily dismiss a project’s environmental impacts based on the applicant’s 
view of the value of other aspects of the proposal.   

We understand that the HRTPO first considered incorporating certain environmental 
measures of effectiveness (MOEs) from SMART SCALE to serve as the portion of a project’s 
score that is now proposed to be represented in the “Basic Environmental Review” criterion, but 
that the “Environmental MOEs” criterion was ultimately rejected due to a concern that several of 
the environmental MOEs from SMART SCALE are fairly design-specific and do not translate 
well to projects in the more conceptual stage of development that are typically included in long-
range transportation plans.  Although that rationale makes some sense to us, we still have the 
serious doubts we outlined above about the effectiveness of the “Basic Environmental Review” 
criterion that has been proposed in place of the “Environmental MOEs” criterion.  We therefore 
recommend against including the “Basic Environmental Review” criterion at this time, and we 
urge the HRTPO instead to allocate its share of point value (3 points in most project categories) 
to the far more objective and informative “Acres of Natural and Cultural Resources” criterion, 
providing a much-needed boost to its overall value within the project scoring methodology.   

C. Assessing Natural and Cultural Resource Acreage Impacts for Active 
Transportation Projects 
 

As we understand the current proposal, the “Acres of Natural and Cultural Resources” 
criterion for projects in the Active Transportation category will award points based on the extent 
to which a project would increase access to these resources.  That approach is in contrast to how 
this criterion will be assessed for the other project categories; points will be awarded to proposals 
in those other categories based on avoiding impacts to natural and cultural resources.   

We are concerned that the approach proposed for this criterion in the Active 
Transportation category could in some cases inadvertently reward projects that adversely impact 
the very areas to which they are providing access (for example, a pedestrian trail leading to a 
natural area that results in the clearing and paving of a path through part of the natural area).  
Providing better access to natural and cultural resources can be beneficial for many reasons, but 
it does not always result in a positive environmental impact—particularly where the proposed 
infrastructure would directly or indirectly damage some portion of the resource.   

We urge the HRTPO not to use this different approach to assessing this criterion for 
Active Transportation projects.  Rather, we believe that for all project categories, the “Acres of 
Natural and Cultural Resources” criterion should focus on the potential damage to these 
resources.  The improved access that active transportation projects might provide to natural and 
cultural resources would be more appropriately captured in a different measure, such as the 
“Increased Opportunity” criteria under the Economic Vitality measure.   
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D. Rewarding Projects that Improve Freight Rail Networks or Intermodal Facilities 
 
Slide 34 in the Additional Resource Slides presentation indicates that at one point during 

the review process, an environmental criterion was considered that would reward projects that 
“include[] improvements to the freight rail network or intermodal (truck to rail) 
facilities/ports/terminals.”  We believe this is a suitable environmental criterion because 
transportation improvements that help move freight from our highways to other modes of 
transportation can provide significant air quality benefits (in addition to improving highway 
safety and reducing congestion).  However, that same slide indicates that one of the regional 
stakeholders expressed concern that this criterion “appears to double dip from the Economic 
Vitality section,” and it seems that it is no longer being considered as a result.   

 It is unclear to us how the Economic Vitality measure captures enhancements to the 
freight rail network and/or intermodal facilities.  We assume the stakeholder comment cited in 
Slide 34 may refer to the “Addresses the Needs of Basic Sector Industries” criterion, which 
includes an element for increasing access to port facilities.  However, any slight potential for 
overlap with respect to port facilities does not, in our view, justify eliminating a proposed 
criterion that is based on a much broader set of transportation modes and facility types, and we 
recommend that it be added back to the changes that will be presented to the HRTPO Board later 
this month. 

II. Including Resiliency in the Project Prioritization Tool 
 

For many of the same reasons we strongly support adding to the PPT an environmental 
criterion that assesses a project’s impacts to natural areas, we are also in favor of adding a 
resiliency component that would generally work to discourage the building of new transportation 
projects in areas threatened by flooding and other effects of climate change.  For this reason, we 
think the current proposal’s default position of rewarding points to projects that are not located in 
areas vulnerable to sea level rise, storm surge, or recurrent flooding is a good one. 

Under the proposed changes, projects that are proposed in vulnerable areas would be 
awarded points if: (1) the applicant has “developed planned improvements or adaptation 
strategies to address future sea level rise/storm surge/recurrent flooding” (see slide 6 in the 
Additional Resource Slides presentation); or (2) the project provides access to critical areas or 
facilities such as hospitals, emergency shelters, and dense employment areas.2     

We are concerned that the first of these two prongs is too vague and could be read to 
cover situations as broad as one in which a locality is awarded points for a project proposed in a 

																																																								
2 We note that the criterion related to providing access to critical facilities was adjusted in the most recent proposal 
to reflect our previous suggestion to limit it to facilities that are actually located in vulnerable areas (so that a new 
road linking to a hospital in an area that is not at risk for flooding would not receive resiliency points), and we 
appreciate our suggestion being incorporated. 
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vulnerable area simply because the locality has developed a locality-wide sea level rise plan, 
regardless of whether the project itself is designed to withstand projected flooding.  We 
recommend being clear about what would qualify as “planned improvements or adaptation 
strategies” to help limit this criterion to a more focused and appropriate set of situations in which 
the project design clearly incorporates climate resiliency. 

Taking this a step further, we recommend that projects proposed in vulnerable areas 
should only be eligible for resiliency points if they include design features that make them 
resilient to flooding and fall into one (or both) of two categories: (1) the project is an 
improvement to an existing transportation facility that currently floods or is projected to flood in 
the reasonable future (e.g., raising an existing roadway that regularly floods); or (2) the project—
either an improvement to an existing project or a new project—would significantly improve 
access to critical areas or facilities that are currently disrupted, or projected to be disrupted in the 
reasonable future, by flooding or related effects of climate change.  We urge the HRTPO to 
consider adjusting the resiliency measure along these lines to help ensure that the types of 
projects that would be awarded points for providing a resiliency benefit would actually do so. 

III. Diluting Project Viability Measure through Application of the Cost Effectiveness 
Criterion 
 

SELC is concerned with the proposed move of the Cost Effectiveness criterion from the 
Project Utility measure to the Project Viability measure for all categories of projects, particularly 
in conjunction with the proposed change to the way Cost Effectiveness would be measured.   

As proposed, Cost Effectiveness would be measured by comparing a project’s estimated 
cost to the sum of its scores under the Project Utility measure and the Economic Vitality 
measure, and it would comprise twenty percent (20 of total 100 points) of a proposal’s Project 
Viability score.  We believe that basing twenty percent of the Project Viability score on the sum 
of the Project Utility and Economic Vitality scores would exaggerate the value of those two 
measures at the expense of the Project Viability measure and the important criteria it includes, 
such as a project’s environmental impact.   

Instead, we urge the HRTPO to either move the Cost Effectiveness criterion to the 
Economic Vitality measure, or to include it as a fourth, stand-alone measure.  In both cases, we 
also recommend reallocating its 20-point allotment within the Project Viability measure to the 
environmental criteria in order to help boost these criteria’s overall value to a more significant 
level.  
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IV. Ensuring Economic Distress Factor Takes Broad View of Potential Impacts  
 

We support adding an “economic distress” factor to the PPT that would reward projects 
benefitting areas with lower-income neighborhoods or high unemployment.  Past and current 
transportation policies and decision-making have too often generated more adverse impacts and 
fewer benefits for poor communities, burdening them with a disproportionate share of 
transportation pollution while often inadequately investing in mobility options.  As a result, it is 
essential that we address these flaws in our policies and decision-making going forward.  
However, the proposed “economic distress” factor could have the opposite effect if it is 
measured in a way that rewards projects that would further disrupt or harm these communities 
by, for example, routing a new highway right next to—or even through—them.   

It appears the economic distress factor will focus on the extent to which a project would 
improve congestion and travel time in and around lower-income and high unemployment areas.  
Using the example of a new highway project again, the traffic modeling for a new freeway 
proposed next to a low-income neighborhood may well indicate that residents of that 
neighborhood would have a faster route to a nearby area of high job concentration.  But if the 
freeway would take land from the neighborhood or negatively impact its air quality, faster travel 
times or reduced congestion may be of small solace—particularly for those residents of the 
neighborhood who cannot afford a car or are unable to drive.  We therefore urge the HRTPO to 
make sure the “economic distress” factor is measured and applied in a way that takes the 
potential for detrimental impacts to low-income areas into account.   

Thank you again for engaging us in the process of updating the PPT and for your 
consideration of our comments and recommendations.  Please do not hesitate to contact me if 
you would like to discuss any of this further. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Morgan Butler 
Senior Attorney	
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AGENDA ITEM #8: 2045 LRTP CANDIDATE PROJECTS:  DATA COLLECTION 

HRTPO staff has initiated the process of collecting and producing data for the Project 
Prioritization Tool, this includes running the regional travel demand model and conducting 
spatial overlay analysis.   
 
Other essential project data is needed from regional stakeholders in order to properly evaluate 
the candidate projects.  HRTPO staff will be emailing a data collection spreadsheet to LRTP 
Subcommittee members to review and populate. 
 
Note that some cost estimate data is still missing for some projects.  Staff will not be able 
to produce a prioritization score without this data. 
 
Ms. Theresa Brooks, Transportation Engineer III, will brief the LRTP Subcommittee on this 
agenda item. 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

Review and provide data/feedback to Ms. Theresa Brooks by:  COB June 26, 2020. 
 
 
  



 

AGENDA ITEM #9: FOR YOUR INFORMATION 
 
Requests for SMART SCALE HRTPO Resolutions of support should be submitted by June 30, 
2020.  These requests will be reviewed for LRTP consistency. 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM #10: OLD/NEW BUSINESS 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM #11: NEXT MEETING 

The next LRTP Subcommittee meeting will be on either July 1 or July 8, 2020 at 11:30 a.m., 
directly following TTAC. 
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