Agenda
Salem-Keizer Area Transportation Study (SKATS)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
Date:
Time:
Place:

Tuesday, August 14, 2018
1:30 p.m.
MWVCOG Conference Room B
100 High St. SE, Suite 200
Salem, OR 97301
Phone: (503) 588-6177 FAX (503) 588-6094
E-mail: mwvcog@mwvcog.org
Website: www.mwvcog.org

A.

Call to Order ..................................................................................................Victor Lippert

B.

Approval of TAC Minutes July 10, 2018 .....................................................Victor Lippert

C.

RTSP Project Selection Process ....................................................................... Ray Jackson
Background: As part of embracing the performance-based planning paradigm for the
update to the SKATS Regional Transportation Systems Plan (RTSP), staff
has developed a new process for selecting projects to include in the
financially constrained project list. This process makes more explicit the
consideration of the Goals of the Plan. The attached memo presents the
proposed process for the review by the TAC. If necessary, additional
discussion of any modifications to the proposal will be presented for review
at the September 2018 TAC meeting.
Action
Requested:

D.

Discussion and provide feedback/direction on the proposed process.

Title VI Refresher ........................................................................................ Kim Sapunar
Background: As an agency responsible for coordinating the transportation planning
process, a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), such as SKATS,
must ensure that all segments of the population have been included in the
planning process regardless of race, national origin, income, age, sex, or
disability. MPOs must comply with Title VI requirements and develop and
implement a Title VI Program. Environmental justice considerations are
carried out through public participation and include a benefits and burdens
analysis at planning and project development stages to estimate potential
impacts of proposed projects on traditionally underserved populations. Staff

The Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments is pleased to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). If you need
special accommodations or translation services to attend this meeting, please contact Lori Moore at (503) 540-1609 or send e-mail to
lomoore@mwvcog.org at least 72 hours prior to the meeting. Hearing impaired please call Oregon Telecommunications Relay Service, 71-1. Thank you.

will present a review of Title VI and Environmental Justice components and
the requirements and work that SKATS does to comply with these
requirements.
Action
Requested:
E.

Informational.

RTSP: Public Outreach Coordination ............................................................ Ray Jackson
Background: An important component to updating the SKATS Regional Transportation
Systems Plan (RTSP) is ensuring that the public is kept informed of the
progress and is provided adequate opportunities to provide feedback and
comment. Staff will discuss with the TAC members opportunities to collaborate
on joint public outreach events and other aspects to public outreach and
participation. The existing schedule will be provided at the meeting, or refer to
Agenda C of the February 13, 2018 TAC meeting.

Action
Requested:

Discussion

F.

Other Business.................................................................................................. SKATS Staff
• Policy Committee Meeting – August 28, 2018
• Next TAC Meeting – September 11, 2018
o RTSP Chapter 4 – Existing System

G.

Adjournment ...............................................................................................Victor Lippert
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DRAFT
Minutes
Salem-Keizer Area Transportation Study (SKATS)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
July 10, 2018
100 High St. SE, Suite 200
Salem, OR
1:30 p.m.
TAC Members Present
Lisa Anderson-Ogilvie, Salem Community Development
Steve Dickey, Salem Area Mass Transit District
Dan Fricke, ODOT Region 2
Victor Lippert, Salem-Keizer School District, 2018 Chair
Brandon Reich, Marion County Planning
Cindy Schmitt, Marion County Public Works
Julie Warncke, Salem Public Works
TAC Members Absent
Sam Ayash, ODOT System Studies, (non-voting)
Nate Brown, Keizer Community Development, 2018 Vice Chair
Angela Carnahan, DLCD
Bill Lawyer, Keizer Public Works
Austin McGuigan, Polk County Planning
David Sawyer, City of Turner
Rachael Tupica, FHWA, (non-voting)
Todd Whitaker, Polk County Public Works
Cory Ann Wind, DEQ, as needed
Others Present
Becky Gilliam, Safe Routes To School National Partnership
Ray Jackson, MWVCOG-SKATS
Mike Jaffe, MWVCOG-SKATS
Lori Moore, MWVCOG-SKATS
Karen Odenthal, MWVCOG-SKATS
Kim Sapunar, MWVCOG-SKATS
Agenda Item A.

Call to Order

The meeting was called to order at 1:32 p.m. by past chair Cindy Schmitt.

Agenda Item B. Approval of the Minutes of June 12, 2018
Motion was made by Brandon Reich, seconded by Dan Fricke, to approve the minutes of
the June 12, 2018, TAC meeting as submitted. Those voting in favor of the motion were Steve
Dickey, Dan Fricke, Brandon Reich, Cindy Schmitt, and Julie Warncke. The motion passed
unanimously.
Agenda Item C. RTSP: Review Chapters 1, 2, and 3
Chair Victor Lippert arrived at 1:37 p.m. He conducted the remainder of the meeting.
Ray Jackson provided an overview of the revised first chapter of the Regional Transportation
Systems Plan (RTSP) update – Introduction. He informed the group that the section on
Technological Change is the major change made in this chapter. Rapid changes in technology
are increasingly impacting transportation.
Referencing the highlighted sections on page 3of draft Chapter 2 – Policies and Regulations,
Mr. Jackson noted that the highlighted sections are not FHWA-required. The 3 C’s required by
FHWA in transportation planning are covered on page 2 of the chapter: Continuing,
Comprehensive, and Cooperative.
TAC members discussed the merits of including or deleting the additional transportation C’s:
Consistent, Coordinated, Coherent, and Cost-effective. To alleviate confusion, Mr. Jackson
volunteered to forward TAC members the definition of the federally required 3 C’s of
transportation planning.
Referencing greenhouse gas regulations, Mr. Jackson reported that revisions to the document
will be made once the Transportation Planning Rule has been updated, as necessary. Steve
Dickey commented that the line between land use and transportation planning is becoming
blurry.
Mr. Jackson informed everyone that parts of Chapter 3 – Goals and Performance are the same as
before while other parts have been updated or changed. The language for Goal 7 and its
clarifying statement have not been finalized, as yet. Staff are working with the local jurisdictions
to resolve the issues. Other minor language issues in the Goals and statements are still being
discussed by the Policy Committee.
Referencing pages 5-6, draft Chapter 3, Ray Jackson noted that the objectives in the RTSP along
with their indicators and federally required performance measures are listed. Mr. Jackson
explained that the indicators and performance measures are illustrated in Table 3-1 on page 7 of
the draft chapter. Targets are listed, if they are available.

Ray Jackson requested updates related to local jurisdiction project lists and financial information.
Agenda Item D. Transportation Planning Rule Update (TPR)
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Mike Jaffe provided an overview of the latest iteration of the draft rules for updating the
Metropolitan Planning Rule (OAR 660-12) along with the Optional Elements for the Land
Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) to consider.
Major proposed changes to the TPR include:
•
•

Making the cities and counties responsible for compliance to the TPR rather than MPOs in
urban areas; and
Deletion of a separate Regional Transportation Systems Plan (RTSP), as this duplicates the
required federal transportation plan.

Mr. Jaffe noted that the MPOs approve the above changes.
•
•

Continued focus on implementing Oregon Goal 12 to increase transportation choices and
reduce reliance on the single occupant vehicle (SOV); and
Clarifying how cities and counties will report progress to LCDC.

Mr. Jaffe explained that there are three proposed methods of reporting progress: Performance
Measures, reduction in Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT), and Greenhouse Gas Reduction targets.
The last two options would require all of the jurisdictions in the region to work together and an
intergovernmental agreement (IGA) would be necessary.
Mr. Jaffe gave an overview of the four-step process for cities and counties to receive “an
approved final order” from the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD).
The consequences of failure to report include: denial of UGB expansion requests, and
jurisdictions would need to make additional findings for some Comprehensive Plan and Zone
changes.
Mr. Jaffe informed the group that at their last meeting, the SKATS Policy Committee decided
not to send comments about the proposed amendments. They encouraged individual jurisdictions
to send comments to DLCD. It is likely that there will be a LCDC public hearing in September
regarding the proposed changes.
Agenda Item E. Safe Routes to School (SRTS) Infrastructure Grants
Referencing the flyer included in the agenda packet regarding SRTS Infrastructure grants, Mike
Jaffe informed the group that he and several other local representatives attended a workshop
hosted by ODOT on June 25, 2018. A timeline is included in the information in the flyer
including a timeline of dates such as when applications will be available, when Letters of Intent
are due, and the application submission date.
It was noted that this round of SRTS grants will primarily be awarded to project in proximity to
Title I schools. Future rounds are likely to expand the focus of the program. Mr. Jaffe noted that
the local match requirement for projects associated with Title I schools is 20 percent. Match for
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other schools is 40 percent; although, that amount could change in the event that the proposed
project in located in a high accident area.
Questions regarding the program should go to LeeAnne Fergason, Safe Routes to School
Infrastructure Program Manager. Her contact information is displayed on the front page of the
flyer in the agenda packet.
Agenda Item F. Other Business
Mike Jaffe announced that ODOT and the three TMAs (SKATS, Central Lane, and Metro) are
discussing a proposal that would set obligation rate targets for MPO Transportation Improvement
Programs (TIPs).
TAC members discussed reasons for low obligation rates including the length of time to
complete intergovernmental agreements (IGAs), unexpected complications during project
development, and project costs that are coming in a lot higher than originally anticipated. The
draft ODOT proposal includes both rewards and penalties for reaching, or not reaching
increasing obligation-rate targets. Cindy Schmitt requested that staff compile recent years’
obligation rates for the individual SKATS jurisdictions.
Suggestions for improving obligation rates included programming right-of-way (ROW) over a
two-year period rather than one year and being less conservative in programming regional funds
as SKATS has been in the past. Julie Warncke commented that everyone involved needs to be
part of the solution, and should be part of the discussion. Mike Jaffe pointed out ODOT
requested that the initial discussion be with a smaller group of participants rather than a large
group. Some TAC members indicated that this conversation would be more appropriate between
ODOT and local jurisdictions rather than in the SKATS’ area.
It was announced that the next TAC meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, August 14, 2018. The
date was mid-identified in the July TAC agenda.
The next SKATS Policy Committee meeting is scheduled for July 24, 2018. A public hearing
TIP amendment for I-5 project will be included in the meeting.
Chair Victor Lippert adjourned the meeting at 3:38 p.m.
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Agenda Item C.
RTSP Project Selection Process
SKATS Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC)
August 14, 2018
Action Requested:
Review and provide feedback and comments/corrections.
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Memorandum
Date:
To:
From:
Re:

August 7, 2018
SKATS TAC Members
Ray Jackson, Senior Transportation Planner
Project Selection Process for the 2019-2043 Regional Transportation Systems Plan
(RTSP)

Action Requested:

Review the following proposal and provide feedback to staff:

Introduction
With the passage of MAP-21 (Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century), a new
requirement was introduced for state department of transportations (DOTs) and metropolitan
planning organizations (MPOs) to use an outcomes-based performance-based planning and
programming approach in developing their long-range plans and short-range improvement
programs. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) published rules that require all long-range plans and transportation improvement
programs (TIPs) adopted or amended after May 27, 2018 to use these methods (see 23 CFR
450.300 et seq). As part of implementing the performance-based planning paradigm for the
update to the SKATS Regional Transportation Systems Plan (RTSP), staff is proposing a new
process for selecting projects to include in the financially constrained project list. This new
process makes more explicit how the Goals of the Plan are taken into consideration.
Current Process
The process that has been used to develop the project list for the RTSP is as follows:
-

-

Local jurisdictions and agencies are requested to provide a list of projects they anticipate
will be completed over the timeline of the RTSP (typically 20 years).
o These projects come from the local transportation systems plans (TSP) and other
plans. To date, the local TSPs have not been financially constrained.
o The funding for these projects could be from federal, state, local or developer
sources.
The jurisdictions are also requested to provide either a forecast of the funds they
anticipate will be available during the years covered by the RTSP, or as much
information as possible to allow SKATS staff to develop an estimate. They are also

City of Keizer - City of Salem - City of Turner - Marion County - Polk County - Salem-Keizer School District – Salem Keizer Transit – Oregon Department of
Transportation – Cooperating Agencies: Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments – Federal Highway Administration – Federal Transit Administration

-

-

-

requested to report the percent of these funds that will be spent on capital projects located
on regional facilities.
SKATS staff use information from ODOT for the estimates of the amount of federal
funds that will be available.
The local jurisdictions are asked to prioritize their projects. Capital projects for each
jurisdiction are allocated local funds until the funds are depleted. If there are projects
remaining, SKATS funds for projects (which is slightly more than half of the total
SKATS is forecast to receive, the rest is allocated to programs such as the Regional
Traffic Signal Control Center) are used until it is depleted as well.
All the projects that are funded in this manner are part of the financially constrained
RTSP and either “committed” (those that will be built in the next five years, including
those already in the SKATS TIP) or “included” (those projects likely to be built in years
6 to 20 of the RTSP with the current prioritization and with the funds reasonably
anticipated to be available).
The projects that are not funded are designated as “illustrative” and are not part of the
financially constrained RTSP.

The chief limitation of the current process is that there is no tie between the selected projects and
the Goals of the Plan. This limitation was identified in the SKATS 2016 Quadrennial Review,
where SKATS was directed to include more documentation on “… the use of the plan’s vision,
goals, objectives, and indicators in the decision-making process …”. In the current process there
isn’t any direct assignment of SKATS funds to specific projects, nor is the project list really set
up for moving the projects into the TIP in an organized manner.
Proposed Process
The projects included in the financially constrained RTSP should meet the Goals of the Plan as
specified in Chapter 3. Additionally, all the projects in the financially constrained RTSP, when
considered as a complete package, should show that the region is supporting, and making
progress toward meeting the performance measure targets adopted by SKATS for each of the
federally required performance measures. To document this, the project selection process is
proposed to be modified as presented below:
-

-

-

Each jurisdiction develops a list of prioritized projects that they anticipate being
constructed during the lifetime of the RTSP (2019 to 2043) via any combination of funds
(federal, state, local or developer).
The projects will be scored to how well they meet the evaluation criteria based on the
Goals of the RTSP. An initial list of criteria is presented in Table 1. Scoring is proposed
to be simply one (1) point if the project addresses the criterion and zero (0) if the project
does not address the criterion. As shown in the table, for each of the different categories
of projects there are different sets of criteria. Also shown in the table is whether scoring
is possible (shown as “0 | 1”), not possible (“X“) or required (“Req.”), and the maximum
score for each of the categories.
After scoring the projects they will be ranked, both by project category and overall.
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-

-

-

One project from each jurisdiction, selected by the jurisdiction and regardless of rank or
score, will be guaranteed to receive a portion of the federal funding that SKATS is
forecast to receive over the next 20+ years.
The remaining federal funds will be allocated to the top scoring projects assuming a 20
percent local match until all federal funds are expended.
The projects that do not receive federal funds can be added to the financially constrained
list if the local jurisdiction has sufficient local funds.
o All the projects that are funded in this manner are part of the financially
constrained RTSP and either “committed” (those that will be built in the next five
years and are already in the SKATS TIP) or “included” (those projects likely to be
built in years 6 to 20 of the RTSP with the current prioritization and with the
funds reasonably anticipated to be available).
Projects that are not allocated any federal or local funds will be placed into the
“illustrative” list.

Table 1: Evaluation Criteria for Proposed Projects

Goal
1
2
2
2
3
3
3
4
4
4
5
6
6
7
7
7
8
9
9
10
10

Evaluation Criteria
Completes a gap in the defined regional system
Enhances Transit service or operations
Includes sidewalks and/or bicycle facilities
Addresses freight movement impediment on
designated CUFC
Reduces miles of pavement that are ranked “poor”
Reduces average age of transit fleet
Reduces number of bridges ranked “poor”
Located on a safety priority corridor
Located at a safety priority intersection (TBD)
Constructs separated facilities for pedestrians
and/or bicyclists
Project is located in an identified EJ area
Signal and/or interconnect project along regional
corridor
Constructs turning lanes, either mid-block or at
intersections
Includes stormwater mitigation components
Avoids sensitive natural, historical or cultural areas
Reduces CO emissions (for CMAQ funded only?)
Project cost estimate is detailed and recent
Provides access to regional employment center
Increases travel time reliability
Project is in a local TSP or other long-range plan
Project is the result of an open planning process
Maximum Score Possible
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Roadway Transit
0|1
X
0|1
Req.
0|1
0|1
0|1
X

ITS/Sig. Ped/Bike
0|1
0|1
0|1
X
X
Req.
0|1
?

0|1
X
0|1
0|1
0|1
0|1

X
0|1
X
0|1
0|1
0|1

X
X
X
0|1
0|1
X

X
X
X
0|1
0|1
0|1

0|1
X

0|1
X

0|1
0|1

0|1
X

0|1

0|1

X

X

0|1
0|1
0|1
Req.
0|1
0|1
Req.
Req.
19

0|1
0|1
0|1
Req.
0|1
0|1
Req.
Req.
16

X
0|1
0|1
Req.
X
0|1
Req.
Req.
13

0|1
0|1
0|1
Req.
0|1
?
Req.
Req.
13

Existing Goal Statements:
Goal 1:
Goal 2:
Goal 3:
Goal 4:

Goal 5:
Goal 6:
Goal 7:
Goal 8:
Goal 9:
Goal 10:

[…] Designed to allow easy access to people and goods, and meet the mobility
needs of the region for the next 20 years.
[…] Preserved in good repair and replaced at the end of their useful life, as
necessary, and maintained to be usable to protect the region’s investment.
[…] Developed with the collaboration of state and local governments to enhance
the safety and security of the regional system for all users and modes of travel.
[…] meets the needs for users of the regional transportation system: that the
benefits and burdens of the transportation system are not disproportionately
distributed.
[…] Efficient to use: this refers to a system that provides the greatest benefit to
the users of the system and does with projects that are cost appropriate
[…] Multimodal and comprehensive, supportive of moving goods and people by
the mode of their choice
[…] Planned to minimize the impact(s) to the natural and built environment.
(under review)
[…] Developed and maintained with the funds available to the region.
[…] Invests in transportation infrastructure that supports a vibrant regional
economy.
[…] Based from the result of an open and continuous dialog with the public, other
stakeholders, local jurisdictions, and agencies within the SKATS area.

For Discussion:
1) Should there be a cut-off score below which a project is dropped from consideration?
2) Given different scores for projects of different categories, how should funds be allocated?
a. Should there be funds allocated to each category, or
b. Have all projects combined and listed based on score regardless of the category?
3) Should straight scores be used or switch them to percent?
4) Should there be any modeling to determine the effectiveness of different combinations of
projects, or only modeling for the financially constrained list?
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Agenda Item D.
Title VI Refresher
SKATS Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC)
August 14, 2018
Action Requested:
Informational.

This page intentionally left blank.

8/6/2018

Title VI and
Environmental Justice
Overview
SK ATS TAC AND P OL ICY COMMIT TE E
AU GUS T 2 018

Outline
What is Title VI and Environmental Justice?
What are the Authorities?
◦ Related Statutes, Regulations, and Executive Orders

What are the responsibilities of ODOT?
What are the responsibilities of SKATS?
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What is Title VI?
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 – Addresses Nondiscrimination in
Federally Assisted Programs and Activities
“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.

Title VI and its Application
Applied institution-wide, not just the program receiving funding
Prevents discrimination in:
•Impacts, Access and Benefits
•Participation
•Treatment and Services
•Investigation of Complaints
•Allocation of Funds
Applies to operation of recipients and sub-recipients
(ODOT is a direct recipient, SKATS is a sub-recipient)
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What is Environmental
Justice?
Executive Order 12898, Signed by President Clinton
on February 11, 1994
Entitled “Federal Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and Low Income
Populations”

EJ and its Application
Each Federal agency must make EJ part of its mission by
identifying and addressing disproportionately high and adverse
human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies
and activities on minority populations and low-income
populations.
EJ is relevant to all stages of project development, for SKATS this
is the planning process of project selection. Design, Right of Way,
Construction must also include EJ considerations.
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Similarities
◦ Both address process and equal protection of the
laws
◦ Both share the goal to provide fair and equitable
treatment and address discrimination
◦ Both cover all program areas

Differences
◦ Title VI protections on Race, National Origin, and Color
◦ EJ applies to low-income populations and to minority
populations.
◦ Title VI has required elements for reporting and
implementation.
◦ Title VI prohibits discrimination on all federally funded
activities, not just those with may have adverse human health
or environmental effects
◦ EJ requires an evaluation or analysis of work to determine
human health or environmental effects – both benefits and
burdens
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Authorities
STATUTES & EXECUTIVE ORDERS
USDOT AND FHWA REGULATIONS

Related Authorities
The 1970 Uniform Act

(Property Acquisition)

Sec. 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Handicap/disability)
Federal Aid Highway Act of 1973 (gender)
Age Discrimination Act of 1975 (Age)
Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987 (All programs of an organization
must comply – Federal funds or not)
Americans with Disabilities Act (1990) (disability)
EO 13166 – Limited English Proficiency (2000) (national origin/language)
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Related Authorities
FHWA, USDOT and FTA all have issued orders or circulars updating
guidance on EJ programs
◦ May 2012 – US DOT order 5610.2(a)
◦ June 2012 – FHWA Order 6640.23A
◦ July 2012 – FTA Circular 4703.1

FHWA Title VI Program
FWHA Title VI Program is broader than just the Title VI statue alone,
encompassing statutes and authorities covering civil rights laws.
The FHWA and USDOT Environmental Justice Orders state that “adverse
effects” means the totality of significant individual or cumulative human
health or environmental effects, including interrelated social and
economic effects.
“FHWA Environmental Justice Reference Guide” (2015)
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From the FHWA EJ Reference Guide
Practitioners should consider potential imbalances in both the benefits and burdens of transportation
projects on EJ populations. Some examples include:
Potential Burdens:
• Disruption of community cohesion (e.g., access to schools, parks, medical facilities, and religious
institutions)
• Adverse employment effects
• Decline in tax base or property values
• displacements
• Increased noise and/or emissions
• Diminished aesthetics
• Disruption to businesses
• Parking/access to transit
Potential Benefits:
• Reduced travel times
• Reduced congestion
• Improved safety outcomes
• Improved travel options

ODOT
Responsibilities
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ODOT Responsibilities
Title VI and EJ
•Responsible for monitoring Title VI requirements for all programs and all phases of
projects
•Must have a Title VI Civil Rights Unit
•Must have a Title VI coordinator, an Implementation Plan, submit Annual
Accomplishment Report to FHWA
•Establish Procedure to investigate complaints, resolve & report data
•Conduct Title VI reviews (of subrecipients – SKATS and Local Public Agencies)
•Provide training and assistance to program area managers, cities, counties, MPO’s,
and contractors to ensure compliance with Title VI
•For EJ, ODOT provides EJ data via TransGIS, provides EJ guidelines, conducts
outreach, public involvement, implement LEP plan
•“Guidelines for Addressing Title VI and Environmental Justice in Transportation
Planning” –January 2015

SKATS
Responsibilities
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SKATS
Responsibilities/Responses
SKATS is a sub-recipient of federal funds
◦ Our Planning Program (RTP, TIP, UPWP) and process has to meet Title VI
requirements
◦ We have an adopted Title VI plan (2010)
◦ We have a Title VI Coordinator with access to Head of Agency (Mike Jaffe)
◦ Outreach Materials translated to Spanish
◦ Interpretation services available (best practice)
◦ Keep records of public involvement
◦ Title VI Complaint form and process available (website, or by paper)
◦ Annual Accomplishment report to ODOT
◦ Audit in 2013 by Civil rights division ODOT, will be part of a regular audit
schedule

SKATS
Responsibilities/Responses
We create a Demographic Profile of community updated regularly
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SKATS
Responsibilities/Responses
SKATS EJ analysis as part of TIP and RTP

SKATS
Responsibilities/Responses
2016 Quadrennial review – (corrective action) required a Public
Participation Plan (PPP) update to include specific outreach strategies
and coordination efforts to reach to traditionally underserved
communities in the planning process.
Response:
•Updated PPP (2017)
•Enhanced our contacts list –including agencies, businesses and schools
in EJ census tracts, and traditionally under-represented populations.
•Joining other open houses and outreach events for wider outreach
geographically and by populations
•Increasing other methods of outreach (e.g. Facebook)
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SKATS
Responsibilities/Responses
2016 Quadrennial review – Recommendation
RTP and TIP EJ analysis should be further developed to identify how
projects and programs would benefit and/or burden EJ populations
compared to non-EJ populations.
SKATS should consider using the RTP goals, objectives, and indicators as
criteria for this EJ benefits and burdens analysis
Response:
•Enhanced the EJ analysis for the 2018-2023 TIP update, more specific to
projects by category.
•Upcoming RTP EJ analysis later this year

SKATS, next
•Update Title VI plan (last adopted in 2010) – to reflect recent PPP
update
•EJ analysis for the RTP, will take into consideration Quad Review
recommendations
•Possible further EJ training , or at least feedback, from FHWA of the EJ
analysis in TIP and RTP
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