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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction and Objectives

Metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) have long been required to consider the
equity implications of their regional transportation plans and processes. Federal law and
guidance relative to Title VI and Environmental Justice requires MPOs to engage historically
disadvantaged communities in the planning process, to address the equity effects of MPO plans
and projects, and to systematically incorporate these analyses into their planning processes.
Despite widespread evidence that MPOs are making efforts to address equity goals, the role of
equity analysis in shaping long-range transportation plans and project decisions is often unclear
and undefined. More guidance is needed on best practice methods and performance measures for
addressing equity in a regional transportation planning context.

Funded by the National Institute for Transportation and Communities, this research aims
to provide additional guidance to MPOs on how to evaluate distributional equity in regional
plans and projects. The project evolved as a partnership between Portland State University and
the University of South Florida and their respective MPOs. The team used the varied interests of
the Portland Metro regional government and the Hillsborough MPO to create an analysis of
equity metrics and planning recommendations at different stages in the planning process. Both
teams were able to engage directly with their regional governments and use those experiences to
inform this research project, while also generating valuable insights for the regional planning
processes.

The specific research objectives of this project include the following:

1. Identify, collect and understand current practices for measuring transportation equity and
the distributional effects of regional transportation plans and projects.

2. Inform current or future public engagement efforts of the Portland MPO equity analysis
and the Hillsborough County transportation disadvantaged service program.

3. Synthesize methods for addressing key transportation equity issues of importance to
metropolitan areas, including improved or new analyses, and related techniques and data
collection methods.

4. Assist two metropolitan planning organizations — Hillsborough County in Tampa, FL,
and Portland, OR — in further developing and applying methods of distributional and
accessibility analysis in their regional planning efforts.

5. Document and disseminate these findings.

Methodology

The research began with an assessment of national research on the topic of equity in
transportation planning. MPO planning documents and current literature were reviewed to
determine the range of transportation equity analysis strategies employed nationally. The
comparative review addressed how MPOs defined communities of concern and located them
spatially; what strategies were employed to engage them in the planning process; and metrics
used to evaluate equity in relation to transportation policies, projects and expenditures. Publicly
available documents were used to conduct the analysis.
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Equity Requirements and Guidance

MPOs are legally required and socially obligated to evaluate the distributional effects of
long-range transportation planning and take steps to address the needs of, as well as mitigate
adverse effects on, low-income communities, minority groups, older residents, those with limited
English proficiency, and other historically marginalized stakeholders. These requirements are
based on two streams of federal regulations: Title V1 of the Civil Rights Act and the
Environmental Justice Executive Order 12898. These regulations have been interpreted for
transportation planning purposes at various points over the past four decades into a series of
guidelines issued by U.S. Department of Transportation modal agencies.

Our report reviews some of the more significant points from these guidance documents,
and emphasizes the following steps for integrating equity analysis into transportation planning:

e Developing community profiles for the planning area and maintaining a GIS database
with the capability to analyze socioeconomic demographics, define target populations,
and locate them spatially.

e Establishing an ongoing or concerted public involvement effort that is specially oriented
toward achieving a better understanding of the needs and concerns of low-income and
minority populations and other transportation-disadvantaged populations.

e Developing a system-level process for understanding the distributional effects of
transportation investments on accessibility of these populations to jobs and services and
on the availability of transportation alternatives in each region.

e Documenting the results for use in planning decision making. In particular, this should
occur during development of the MPO long-range transportation plan (LRTP).

In addition, while we found recommendations to address the distribution of transportation
benefits, what qualifies as fair distribution is open for interpretation. The academic literature
points to two distributional approaches. One is a “proportionality approach,” which examines
whether communities of concern receive benefits in proportion to other populations. Although
seemingly logical, this approach fails to compensate for what may be a history of
underinvestment. This leads to a second approach, called “restorative,” in which transportation
investments are distributed in a manner that favors underserved communities and reduces
inequalities over time. Some argue that a sustained effort over several decades will be needed to
rectify the consequences of past actions and ensure investment actions produce the desired
benefits in the future.

Other issues in current practice relate to the use of traditional long-range planning
methods. Some argue that MPO equity analyses should focus on current needs rather than long-
range forecasts, as migration patterns are rarely accurately predicted. This perspective advocates
the following approach to achieving greater equity in regional planning:

e Using transportation funds to invest in needs expressed by historically disadvantaged
communities;

e Allowing the community to make final decisions on proposed projects for their areas;

e Recognizing that the funds available today should be used for the needs of today rather
than the predicted future; and

e Tailoring performance metrics and targets to equity objectives and tracking progress.

2



Evaluation of MPO Equity Planning Practices

Our report documents some of the major steps involved in addressing equity in
transportation planning. We review contemporary practices in the following areas:

e Defining and Locating Communities of Concern

Involving Communities of Concern
Determining Distributional Equity of Investments
Evaluating Accessibility and Transportation Options
Examining Health and Safety Impacts
Housing and Transportation Affordability
Performance Indicators for Equity

For each, we highlight contemporary practices from a review of MPOs’ plans and documents
throughout the country. We present typical measures and data sources used for these equity
analyses.

Case Studies

Building upon the findings of the literature and current practice survey, the CUTR
(University of South Florida) and Portland State University research teams proceeded with case
study applications with their respective MPO partners — Hillsborough MPO (Tampa, FL) and
Metro (Portland, OR). Our project work attempted to engage with these two planning processes,
and support their research needs while also learning from them. The Florida research team
engaged with Hillsborough MPO staff on methods for identifying communities of concern and
issues of transit, pedestrian and bicycle accessibility to essential destinations; housing and
transportation costs; and safety. The Oregon research team engaged with the Metro planning
process by supporting staff research needs as they developed the equity analysis measures for the
long-range plan update. In that capacity, the research team developed a national assessment of
contemporary equity measures and assisted staff in evaluating those measures for their regional
planning needs. The research involved in both of these case studies is presented in our report,
including equity measures developed and other mapping and analysis performed.






1.0 INTRODUCTION

Metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) have long been required to consider the
equity implications of their regional transportation plans and processes. Federal law and
guidance relative to Title VI and Environmental Justice requires MPOs to engage historically
disadvantaged communities in the planning process, to address the distribution of burdens and
benefits created by MPO plans and projects, and to systematically incorporate these analyses and
concerns into their planning processes. Yet federal guidance falls short of providing specific
measures or standards to assess the distribution of benefits and burdens from projects or plans.

The lack of specific guidance on methods for evaluating distributional equity in regional
transportation planning has led to a patchwork of approaches. Despite widespread evidence that
MPOs are working toward equity goals, the role of equity analysis in shaping long-range
transportation plans and project decisions also tends to be haphazard or undefined. MPOs would
benefit from additional guidance on methods and performance measures for systematically
addressing equity in a regional transportation planning context.

Funded by the National Institute for Transportation and Communities, this research aims
to provide such guidance. The project evolved as a partnership between Portland State University
and the University of South Florida and their respective MPOs. The team used the varied
interests of the Portland (OR) Metro regional government and the Hillsborough MPO, which
covers the Tampa, FL urbanized area, to create an analysis of equity metrics and planning
recommendations that would be practical and implementable for MPOs in different planning
contexts. Researchers then worked with their respective MPOs, each at different stages in the
planning process, to provide technical support and/or to help inform public dialogue.

The final report catalogues the various methods in use by MPOs to evaluate equity in
planning, including emerging methods, data sources and processes for distributional and
accessibility analyses. Example performance measures are also identified for use in evaluating
and monitoring plan impacts and guiding project priorities. Selected methods and measures are
tested in two diverse metropolitan areas (Hillsborough County/Tampa, FL, and Portland, OR) for
further insight. The report concludes with a synthesis of methods and measures and a brief
discussion of contemporary directions for advancing regional transportation equity in the context
of metropolitan transportation planning.

1.1 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

Specific research objectives include the following:

1. Identify, collect and understand current practices for measuring transportation
equity and the distributional effects of regional transportation plans and projects.

2. Inform current or future public engagement efforts of the Portland MPO equity
analysis and the Hillsborough County transportation disadvantaged service
program.

3. Synthesize methods for addressing key transportation equity issues of importance
to metropolitan areas, including improved or new analyses, and related techniques
and data collection methods.
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4. Assist two metropolitan planning organizations — Hillsborough County in Tampa,
FL, and Portland, OR — in further developing and applying methods of
distributional and accessibility analysis in their regional planning efforts.

5. Document and disseminate these findings.

1.2 METHODOLOGY

The research team used quantitative and qualitative methods to achieve its research
objectives. These methods included a comprehensive review of the literature, as well as a
comparative review of MPO plans to document national best practices in equity analysis. We
then documented a variety of measures, data sources and analysis techniques, and explore how
these measures could be applied in the regional planning process through the use of geographic
information systems (G1S), travel demand models and stakeholder engagement.

The research began with an assessment of national research on the topic of equity in
transportation planning. MPO planning documents and current literature were reviewed to
determine the range of transportation equity analysis strategies employed nationally. Methods
used by large MPOs were documented, as well as notable practices of smaller MPOs in various
parts of the country. The comparative review addressed how MPOs defined communities of
concern under Title VI and other guidance; how they located them spatially; what strategies were
employed to engage these communities in the planning process; and metrics used to evaluate
equity in relation to transportation policies, projects and expenditures. Publicly available
documents were used to conduct the analysis.

New methods and data sources for equity analysis were then developed that consider the
needs of two distinctly different metropolitan planning areas: 1) Hillsborough County is a
relatively low-density, sprawling, auto-dependent area with limited public transportation; and 2)
Portland is a higher-density, compact urban area with a variety of travel options and a strong
urban growth management system. The two MPOs also differ in their approach to addressing
transportation equity in previous planning and public engagement activities. Portland has a
formal working group dedicated to measuring equity as a key performance measure in the
regional plan, following up from efforts in previous plans, while Hillsborough County is
exploring how to more systematically evaluate equity in the regional planning process.

Both MPOs are in the process of updating their long-range transportation plans and
related plans, such as transportation-disadvantaged service plans, which aim to improve and
coordinate transportation resources and services for elderly, disabled, or economically
disadvantaged people. The specific priorities of each region vary and were identified based upon
MPO staff recommendations, a review of current practices, and feedback from communities of
concern and other identified stakeholders. Dimensions of equity of interest to the MPOs include:
health and safety; affordability (e.g., combined transportation and housing costs); accessibility to
employment and essential services; the potential for transportation investments to create
pressures for displacement; and distributional equity of transportation investments.

Given the planning timeline of both MPOs, these analyses either served as
recommendations for current or future plan or project evaluation. The new methods or data
collection needs were tested and subsequently refined, and provided to each agency for their
consideration in ongoing and/or future evaluation and data collection practices. Efforts were also
made to assist MPO staff and other interested parties in the understanding and use of selected
transportation equity measures.



1.3 EQUITY REQUIREMENTS AND GUIDANCE

MPOs are legally required and socially obligated to evaluate the distributional effects of
long-range transportation planning and take steps to mitigate adverse effects on low-income
communities, minority groups, older residents, those with limited English proficiency, and other
historically marginalized stakeholders. These requirements are based on two streams of federal
regulations: Title VI of the Civil Rights Act and the Environmental Justice Executive Order
12898. These regulations have been interpreted for transportation planning purposes at various
points over the past four decades and are listed in Table 1. Further detail is given below about the
regulations and their interpretation for regional planning.

Table 1: Federal Regulations, Laws, and Guidance for Equity in Regional Transportation
Plans

Title VI Lineage EJ Lineage

1960s Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42
U.S.C. 2000(d) et seq. (July 2, 1964)

1970s Department of Transportation of the United
States (DOT). (1970) Nondiscrimination in
Federally-Assisted Programs of The Department
of Transportation--Effectuation of Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964. U.S. Code of Federal
Regulations. 49 CFR Part 21. (June 18, 1970)

1980s Federal Transit Administration of the United
States (FTA). (1988) Circular 4702.1 “Title VI
and Title-VI Dependent Guidelines for Federal
Transit Administration Recipients” (May 26,

1988)

1990s Federal Highway Administration and Federal Executive Order 12898, entitled “Federal
Transit Administration of the United States Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
(FHWA and FTA). (1999) Memorandum on Minority Populations and Low-Income
Implementing Title VI Requirements in Populations” (Feb 11, 1994).
Metropolitan and Statewide Planning (Oct 7,
1999)

Department of Transportation of the United
States (DOT). (1997) Order 5610.2 Department
of Transportation Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations
and Low-Income Populations (April 15, 1997).

Federal Highway Administration of the United
States (FHWA). (1998) Order 6640.23 FHWA
Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations (Dec 2, 1998).




2000s

Federal Transit Administration of the United
States (FTA). (2007) Circular 4702.1(a) “Title VI
and Title-VI Dependent Guidelines for Federal
Transit Administration Recipients” (May 13,
2007)

2010s

Federal Transit Administration of the United
States (FTA). (2012) Circular 4702.1 (b) “Title
VI Program Guidelines for Federal Transit
Administration Recipients” (Oct 1, 2012)

Department of Transportation of the United
States (DOT). (2012) Order 5610.2(a)
Department of Transportation Actions to
Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations (May
2,2012).

Federal Highway Administration of the United
States (FHWA). (2012) Order 6640.23(a)
FHWA Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations (June 14, 2012).

Federal Transit Administration of the United
States (FTA). (2012) Circular 4703.1
Environmental Justice Policy Guidance for
Federal Transit Administration Recipients (Aug
15, 2012).

Federal statutes and subsequent regulations from transportation agencies addressing

social equity in regional transportation planning rest on Title V1 of the Civil Rights Act of
1964(42 CFR 2000(d) et seq.), which states:

No person in the United States shall, on the ground of race, color, or national origin, be
excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to
discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance. (Sec
2000(d))

The regulation to apply and enforce the act in the transportation realm is found in the

Department of Transportation (DOT) (1970) regulation entitled Nondiscrimination in Federally-
Assisted Programs of the Department of Transportation -- Effectuation of Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964(49 CFR part 21). It interprets the core Title VI requirement for transportation

as follows:

A recipient [of DOT assistance], in determining the types of services, financial aid, other
benefits, or facilities which will be provided under any such program (...) may not (...)
utilize criteria or methods of administration which have the effect of subjecting persons
to discrimination... (Sec. 21.5(2)).

Since regional transportation planning affects the types and configurations of

transportation services and facilities, it must meet the requirements of this regulation. Perhaps
most relevant to regional transportation planning is this statement from the 1970 DOT regulation,




which encourages taking affirmative steps to remove or overcome the effects of past
discrimination in planning:

This part [of the DOT Title VI regulation] does not prohibit the consideration of race,
color, or national origin if the purpose and effect are to remove or overcome the
consequences of practices or impediments which have restricted the availability of, or
participation in, the program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance, on the
grounds of race, color, or national origin. Where prior discriminatory practice or usage
tends ... to deny them the benefits of ... any program or activity to which this part
applies, the applicant or recipient must take affirmative action to remove or overcome the
effects of the prior discriminatory practice or usage. Even in the absence of prior
discriminatory practice or usage, a recipient in administering a program or activity to
which this part applies, is expected to take affirmative action to assure that no person is
excluded from participation in or denied the benefits of the program or activity on the
grounds of race, color, or national origin. (Sec. 21.5(b)(7))

1.3.1 U.S. Department of Transportation Regulations Directing Social Equity
Assessments

Requirements pertaining to protecting civil rights in regional transportation plans are
derived from the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title V1 specifically). The requirement to meet Title
VI is clearly noted in the Department of Transportation’s Planning Assistance and Standards —
Subpart C: Metropolitan Transportation Planning and Programming (23 CFR 450), the main
regulations governing regional transportation plans and transportation fund programming. These
regulations include the requirement that the “metropolitan transportation planning process is
being carried out in accordance with... Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended (42
U.S.C. 2000d-1) and 49 CFR part 21.” (23 CFR 450.334 (a) (3))

Additionally, recent “Planning Emphasis Areas” memoranda (FHWA, 2015b, 2016) from
the former U.S. Secretary of Transportation Anthony Foxx to MPOs and state transportation
agencies have highlighted the importance of equity among the various competing demands for
priorities in regional planning. For example, the 2016 memorandum includes, in a section titled
“Ladders of Opportunity,” the following language:

We encourage State DOTs, MPOs, and providers of public transportation, as part of the
transportation planning process, to identify transportation connectivity gaps in accessing
essential services. Essential services include employment, health care, schools/education,
and recreation. ...tasks include developing and implementing analytical methods to
identify gaps in the connectivity of the transportation system and developing
infrastructure and operational solutions that provide the public, especially the
traditionally underserved populations, with adequate access to essential services. Other
effective work tasks could include: evaluating the effectiveness of public participation
plans for engaging transportation disadvantaged communities in the transportation
decision making process; updating the Section 5310 Coordinated Human Service Public
Transportation Plans; assessing the safety and condition of pedestrian and bicycle
facilities; and evaluating compliance with Americans with Disabilities Act, particularly
around schools, concentrations of disadvantaged populations, social services, medical,
and transit facilities. (p. 2)



The Ladders of Opportunity Program is intended to repair and replace infrastructure that
expands economic opportunity and socioeconomic mobility (USDOT, 2016b). In 2016, the
USDOT announced its National Transit Map Initiative, which will display stops, routes and
schedules for all participating transit agencies and be a useful tool for supporting “ladders of
opportunity” (USDOT, 2016a). The next sections present a subset of federal guidance that
directly addresses the regional transportation plan.

1.3.2 Title VI Guidance for Addressing Social Equity in Regional
Transportation Plans

The most relevant federal guidance for MPOs implementing Title VI in regional plans is
the “Memorandum on Implementing Title VI Requirements in Metropolitan and Statewide
Planning” released jointly by the FHWA and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) in 1999.
The memorandum contains a short 