
November 22
nd

, 2015 

 

Ken Alex 

Chair, Strategic Growth Council  

1400 Tenth Street 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

 

Re: Draft Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program guidelines  

 

Dear Chair Alex and Members of the Council:  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the draft Affordable Housing and 

Sustainable Communities (AHSC) Program guidelines. The Coalition for Active Transportation 

Leadership (CATL) represents organizations in California that promote equitable walking and 

bicycling. The AHSC Program continues to advance our collective mission to provide much-

needed financial resources to create healthy, equitable, sustainable communities where all people 

have access to affordable homes and can safely walk and bicycle to work, school, and other key 

destinations.  

 

We are impressed with the significant revisions to the draft AHSC guidelines. A few notable 

revisions we appreciate and believe will greatly improve presence of active transportation in the 

AHSC Program are:  

 

1. Distinguishing Transportation-Related Infrastructure into two categories, Sustainable 

Transportation Infrastructure (STI) and Transportation-Related Amenities (TRA). We 

believe creating these separate categories will incentivize developers and local 

jurisdictions to invest in meaningful active transportation projects that increase walking 

and bicycling as well as reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  

 

2. Recognizing the importance of active transportation as a GHG reduction strategy 

and balancing the limits of CalEEmod in adequately accounting for this GHG reduction 

potential by awarding up to ten supplemental points for projects that include active 

transportation improvements. We are pleased to see recognition of active transportation’s 

benefits beyond what was calculated in CalEEMod and believe this will help integrate 

active transportation into competitive projects.  

 

3. Requiring that all AHSC affordable housing developments have at least one secure 

overnight bicycle parking for every two units. Ensuring that AHSC-funded projects 

promote sustainable transportation options through strategies like this that increase 

amenities for walking and bicycling encourages residents to forgo cars and invest in other 

modes of travel.  



 

4. Creating the Rural Innovation Project Area (RIPA). Rural communities play an 

important role in our efforts to reduce GHGs but often struggle to compete with urban 

areas due to density and overall lack of infrastructure. We appreciate the set-aside of 10 

percent of AHSC funds to be invested in these communities to ensure these communities 

also benefit from this program. 

 

5. Strengthening the Community Benefits and Engagement section of the scoring 

criteria.  We appreciate the inclusion of language that directs applicants to have a robust 

public participation process that will result in the projects that meaningfully address co-

benefits as identified by community residents.  

 

These revisions were a significant step forward to improve the accessibility and competitiveness 

of active transportation projects in the AHSC Program. To further the goals of the AHSC to 

create healthy, equitable, sustainable communities that increase walking and bicycling, we 

recommend the following changes: 

 

1. Improved Transparency: We remain convinced that this program will thrive with 

greater transparency. We recommend posting all applications, the scoring criteria, and a 

detailed breakdown of AHSC spending per project to improve the understanding of the 

selection process and ensure better projects are submitted. 

 

2. Offer clear, quantifiable criteria in all scoring categories: The SGC’s goal of 

achieving consistent high levels of project performance and outcomes is best supported 

by consistent and objective scoring criteria. We recommend minimizing the use of 

narrative, qualitative responses in favor of clearly defined, quantifiable criteria 

throughout the application – in particular in the Active Transportation, Community 

Engagement, and Anti-Displacement categories. We recommend providing a checklist of 

eligible options where possible in lieu of lists of examples to minimize uncertainty. We 

also recommend rewarding applicants that engage communities through proactive 

community and active transportation planning, not just project-based outreach. 

 

3. Award Active Transportation points according to quality of proposed 

infrastructure: Applicants should only receive all 10 points if project would be served 

by both high-quality bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, with partial points for 

incremental improvements. We recognize that not all projects have the same baseline, 

and so recommend awarding points based on conditions after the proposed project is 

completed. We recommend that up to five points be awarded for pedestrian 

improvements and up to five points be awarded for bicycle improvements as 

follows: 

 



a. Pedestrian conditions: 

i. 0 points: Project provides sidewalks and curb 

ramps fronting project location meeting the latest 

draft Public Rights-of-Way Accessibility 

Guidelines (PROWAG) standards.  

ii. 1 point: Project provides above AND provides 

PROWAG-compliant sidewalks (or multi-/shared-

use path), curb ramps, and crossing enhancements 

(crosswalk markings, rectangular rapid flashing 

beacons, signage, pedestrian countdown signals, 

accessible pedestrian signals, etc.) that connect 

project site to at least one (1) High Quality Transit 

stop located within ½ mile of project location for 

TOD project areas; to at least one (1) Qualifying 

Transit Station Stop located within ½ mile of 

project location for ICP project areas; or, for 

RIPA project areas only, to at least one (1) critical 

services/destinations (e.g., schools, health care, 

grocery store)–which is not located at the project 

site but may be up to 1 mile from project location; 

iii. 2 points: Project provides above AND provides 

PROWAG-compliant sidewalks (or multi-/shared-

use path), curb ramps, and crossing enhancements 

(crosswalk markings, rectangular rapid flashing 

beacons, signage, pedestrian countdown signals, 

accessible pedestrian signals, etc.) that connect 

project site to at least two (2) critical 

services/destinations (e.g., schools, health care, 

grocery store)–which are not located at the project 

site but may be up to 1 mile from project location 

iv. 3 points: Project provides above AND addresses 

community concerns/perceptions related to traffic 

safety and personal security through 

improvements at the project site and along routes 

to at least (2) critical services/destinations–which 

are not located at the project site but may be up to 

1 mile from project location–that may include but 

are not limited to pedestrian-scale lighting, road 

reconfiguration to slow vehicle traffic, restricting 

right-turn on red movements, eliminating 



channelized right-turn lanes, implementing all-

way diagonal pedestrian crossings, splitting 

pedestrian and traffic signal phases, etc. 

v. 4 points: Project provides above AND improves 

the quality of the walking environment at the 

project site and on routes connecting to at least 

two (2) critical services/destinations–which are not 

located at the project site but may be up to 1 mile 

from project location–through placemaking 

improvements that may include but are not limited 

to, parklets, public plazas, pedestrian wayfinding 

systems, benches, water fountains, restrooms, 

shade trees, and living alleys 

vi. 5 points: Project provides above AND provides 

PROWAG-compliant sidewalks, curb ramps, and 

crossing enhancements (crosswalk markings, 

rectangular rapid flashing beacons, signage, 

pedestrian countdown signals, accessible 

pedestrian signals, etc.) that connect project site to 

a total of five (5) or more critical 

services/destinations (e.g., schools, health care, 

grocery store)–which are not located at the project 

site but may be up to 1 mile from project location 

b. Bicycle conditions: 

i. 0 points: Project does not provide a bicycle 

facility (Class I, II, IV, or bicycle boulevard).  

ii. 1 point: Project provides continuous bicycle 

facilities (Class I, II, IV, and/or bicycle 

boulevard) that connect project site to at least 

one (1) High Quality Transit stop located within 

1 mile of project location for TOD project areas; 

to at least one (1) Qualifying Transit Station 

Stop located within 1 mile of project location for 

ICP project areas; or, for RIPA project areas 

only, to at least one (1) critical 

services/destinations (e.g., schools, health care, 

grocery store)–which is not located at the project 

site but may be up to 1 mile from project 

location; 



iii. 2 points: Project provides above AND provides 

continuous bicycle facilities (Class I, II, IV, 

and/or bicycle boulevard) that connect project 

site to at least two (2) critical 

services/destinations (e.g., schools, health care, 

grocery store)–which are not located at the 

project site but may be up to 1 mile from project 

location 

iv. 3 points: Project provides above AND provides 

continuous low-stress bicycle facilities (Class I, 

IV, and/or qualifying bicycle boulevard*) that 

connect project site to at least one (1) High 

Quality Transit stop located within 1 mile of 

project location for TOD project areas; to at 

least one (1) Qualifying Transit Station Stop 

located within 1 mile of project location for ICP 

project areas; or, for RIPA project areas only, to 

at least one (1) critical services/destinations (e.g., 

schools, health care, grocery store)–which is not 

located at the project site but may be up to 3 

miles from project location; 

v. 4 points: Project provides above AND provides 

continuous low-stress bicycle facilities (Class I, 

IV, and/or qualifying bicycle boulevard*) that 

connect project site to at least two (2) critical 

services/destinations–which are not located at 

the project site but may be up to 3 miles from 

project location 

vi. 5 points: Project provides above AND provides 

continuous low-stress bicycle facilities (Class I, 

IV, and/or qualifying bicycle boulevard*) that 

connect project site to a total of five (5) or more 

critical services/destinations (e.g., schools, health 

care, grocery store)–which are not located at the 

project site but may be up to 3 mile from project 

location 

vii. *A qualifying bicycle boulevard meets NACTO 

standards of fewer than 1,500 vehicles per day 

traveling at an 85th percentile speed of less than 

20 miles per hour. 

 



4. Clarify Definitions of STI and TRA: While we support the distinction between 

Sustainable Transportation Infrastructure (STI) and Transportation Related Amenities 

(TRA), the definitions of STI and TRA are open to interpretation and not sufficiently 

clear. Further, it is not clear how definitive the Appendix B listing of example eligible 

costs including potential STI and TRA project elements is meant to be. For example, 

bike-sharing infrastructure is listed as a TRA element only – this doesn’t recognize the 

difference between an on-site, private bike-share system and siting a bike-share hub that 

is part of a larger network. This is a critical clarification given that full points under the 

Housing and Transportation Collaboration scoring criteria requires the inclusion of an 

STI component. Applicants will need certainty that their proposed STI is in fact eligible 

under the program guidelines; requesting advice from SGC staff during the NOFA period 

will not encourage best practices of early-stage project integration. We believe that 

program resources are best spent on building high-quality bicycle and pedestrian 

infrastructure and therefore recommend that a strict definition for STI be maintained. 

 

5. Make GHG reduction a threshold: CalEEMod was not developed to rank projects 

competitively. We recommend that CalEEMod be used to determine whether a project 

meets a GHG-reduction threshold versus awarding points and funds. If the SGC and ARB 

continue to use CalEEMod as a ranking tool, we recommend the SGC and ARB improve 

the current modeling tools to better quantify GHG reductions from active transportation. 

Specifically, we suggest distinguishing between projects more or less likely to create 

mode shift--such as protected bicycle lanes and complete networks of bicycle and 

pedestrian facilities--and acknowledging that most bicycling and walking trips that 

replace short vehicle trips do not involve transit.  

 

6. Revise Integrated Connectivity Project (ICP) or RIPA guidelines to better serve 

rural and small urban communities: We appreciate the creation of the ICP and RIPA 

as a tool to ensure that rural and small urban communities can compete and access these 

much-needed funds to transform their communities. While we commend the SGC for 

the creation of the RIPA, we do not believe 10 percent is sufficient based on the need 

and opportunity in rural California. We recommend that the language for RIPA be 

changed from 10 percent target to 10 percent minimum investment floor to show 

that 10 percent is only a minimum and not a maximum investment. To better ensure 

these communities can access these funds, we also recommend the ICP and RIPA include 

an eligibility category for areas that cannot meet the current transit requirements but can 

demonstrate meaningful GHG reduction strategies through other mechanisms such as 

walking or bicycling networks.  

 

7. Increase points for funds leveraged from the Active Transportation Program (ATP) 

and traditional state transportation funding sources such as the State 

Transportation Improvement Program (STIP): We appreciate that the draft guidelines 



award 5 points for funds leveraged. We believe this is a step forward to start leveraging 

the planning and project development from other programs. However, we believe the 

draft guidelines can incentivize better coordination and planning from other state funding 

sources to reduce VMT and spur community-driven projects.  

a. The ATP invested in and spurred a significant amount of planning and community 

engagement to develop strong community driven projects. The AHSC program 

should incentivize leveraging this project development in allotment for active 

transportation projects. With this in mind, we recommend that the draft guidelines 

increase points for projects that leverage funds from the Active Transportation 

Program.  

b. With the limited amount of funding available from the AHSC program, it is 

critical that projects leverage traditional state transportation dollars for 

transportation projects to invest in active transportation and forward local goals to 

reduce VMT and align with regional Sustainable Community Strategies (SCSes).  

We recommend that the draft guidelines increase points for projects that leverage 

funds from state funding sources such as the STIP.  

 

8. Ensure all projects achieve multiple co-benefits and are evaluated on their potential 

benefits to disadvantaged communities: We support the revision in the draft guidelines 

that awards 5 points for the identification of additional community benefits. To maximize 

the co-benefits a project achieves, we recommend all projects provide at least 2 benefits 

from the 3 categories and then any additional benefits provided earn the applicant more 

points. For example, 2 benefits would equal 1 point, 3 benefits would equal 2 points, 4 

benefits would equal 3 points,  and so forth. We also recommend the SGC provide 

separate scoring components for each co-benefit such as health, environment, and 

economic co-benefits in order to incentivize maximizing multiple co-benefits to DACs.  

 

9. Reconsider the use of Walk Score/Bike Score: Walk Score is a privately developed, 

non-transparent index that measures access to destinations and amenities. This is 

implicitly biased against disadvantaged communities, which by definition will have lower 

levels of amenities and destination points. Moreover, it is not clear how Walk Score 

weights the different types of destinations that exist; certain destinations are truly 

essential services for residents (Schools, Grocery Stores, Health Care), while others are 

non-critical amenities (Restaurants, Bars, Shopping). Bike Score has the same flaws as 

Walk Score, but also suffers from being inconsistent across the state. We recommend an 

alternative based upon the TCAC and HCD Geographic Amenities criteria, with special 

attention to use a methodology that does not hinder projects in rural and/or disadvantaged 

communities. This would allow SGC more control over identifying which amenities are 

more appropriate to the goals of the program and its attention to disadvantaged 

communities. We will work on detailed recommendations and follow up with staff 

directly to discuss.  



 

10. Remove joint and several liability requirement: SGC has amended the joint and 

several liability requirement to allow side agreements between joint-applicant parties.  

Both private developers and public agencies have expressed dissatisfaction with this 

solution. While we appreciate the revision, we continue to be concerned that this 

requirement will create a barrier for agencies and developers to partner on AHSC 

projects, specifically active transportation projects in the public right-of-way, due to 

applicants’ reasonable unwillingness to expose themselves to the risks of public project 

delivery.  

 

11. Ensure implementation of planning efforts benefit all projects: We are pleased that 

points will be awarded to projects that implement local policies and programs that reflect 

the region's RTP/SCS outcomes. To benefit all communities, we recommend all projects 

that implement local policies and programs that reflect the region’s RTP/SCS receive a 

full point, not just those projects in transit priority areas. 

  

12. Technical Assistance for Disadvantaged Communities: We are pleased with the pilot 

technical assistance grant program for AHSC and plan to partner with the SGC to ensure 

that disadvantaged communities are able to access this critical opportunity. We urge the 

SGC to expand eligibility for Technical Assistance (TA) beyond those projects that were 

submitted during Round 1, as such an arbitrary barrier will keep many worthy projects 

from receiving the support they need to compete for funds and ultimately implement 

effective projects. We are especially concerned about applicants in rural areas who did 

not apply last year but will apply this year due to the RIPA. It is these communities in 

particular that will need support in developing strong, competitive projects. We 

recommend expanding the eligibility requirements for the TA program to capture those 

applicants able to submit qualifying applications and in need of TA, with a preference for 

projects serving lower income and disadvantaged communities. We recommend that, 

outside of the funds dedicated for technical assistance, the SGC host outreach workshops 

in disadvantaged communities as the RFPs are released to ensure these communities are 

aware of this opportunity. 

 

13. Track 1
st
 and 2

nd
 round awards for possible regional allocation: There are a number 

of proposed regional allocation concepts, including the mega-region proposal described 

in the SGC staff report from Oct 15, 2015. A modified proposal from a statewide 

conversation facilitated by the Resources Legacy Fund and former Senator Darrell 

Steinberg included a statewide set-aside in addition to a mega-regional allocation. Rather 

than immediately adopting any allocation strategy, we suggest tracking awards in the first 

2 rounds to illustrate how the program is doing relative to various regions of the state.  

Data should be tracked by County, by MPO, by mega-region, and statewide. Because of 

the complicated nature of the program’s design, we recommend considering an allocation 



formula that takes into account additional factors beyond per capita population, including 

GHG emissions, disadvantaged communities, and other factors relevant to SB 375 goals. 

We continue to view the Active Transportation Program as a model for balancing 

statewide competition and fair regional distribution of funding. 

 

14. Ensure that the AHSC meaningfully prioritizes project applications that connect 

disadvantaged community residents and individuals with employment barriers to 

workforce development and jobs. We support the Guidelines’ inclusion of jobs and 

training access for DACs as an example of an economic co-benefit however, there is 

relatively weak priority of this within the scoring criteria and a lack of strong language 

throughout the Guidelines to direct applicants to achieve this.  AHSC Guidelines should 

meaningfully encourage and grant preference to groundbreaking projects that are working 

to not only reduce greenhouse gases but that also increase access to much needed 

education and employment opportunities for our most vulnerable residents. Low-income 

communities and communities of color experience the most severe barriers to training, 

education and family-sustaining jobs and careers. Many of these folks are formerly 

incarcerated, lack the education, skills, and financial support needed to access livable 

wage jobs, are long-term unemployed, or are disconnected youth.  If we continue to not 

meaningfully consider this in the awarding of projects, we run the risk of leaving behind 

all those who stand to benefit the most from green jobs and workforce development 

opportunities. We recommend revising Scoring Element and Criteria (page 32) to 

allocate 5 points to a Policy Objective titled:  “Workforce Training and Employment 

Strategies for Disadvantaged Communities and Workers” and reducing “Cost 

Efficiency of Reductions” to 10 points in the scoring criteria.  This will ensure that 

there is a focus and priority for projects providing training and/or jobs to 

community residents who are most in need.  This also allows for a greater 

prioritization of projects that maximize different types of co-benefits for 

disadvantaged communities. As one of the state’s most innovative programs, it is 

important that the AHSC program funds projects that result in significant GHG 

reduction while delivering multiple co-benefits to our communities of highest 

need.  We recommend the Guidelines incorporate the following into this new scoring 

area: 

a. Workforce Training and Employment Strategies for 

Disadvantaged Communities and Workers (beginning near 

page 46): The Workforce Training and Employment Strategies 

criterion is based on the premise that project applicants 

should consider how they are targeting workforce 

development opportunities and/or jobs created by projects to 

residents of disadvantaged communities and/or individuals 

with employment barriers (as defined by Section 14005 Letter 

J) of the Unemployment Insurance Code; please see 



definition in Appendix G of this document for additional 

information). 

b. Points will be awarded for the demonstration of strategies 

that result in at least 30 percent of work hours performed by 

disadvantaged community residents and/or individuals with 

barriers to employment, and/or the demonstration of 

partnerships with community-based workforce development 

and job training programs that serve disadvantaged and/or 

disconnected youth and adults (i.e. community-based 

training entities, state certified community conservation 

corps, YouthBuild, pre-apprenticeship, registered 

apprenticeship programs, etc.). 

c. Workforce Training and Employment strategies designed to 

recruit, train, and/or hire disadvantaged populations with 

barriers to employment include one or more of the following: 

i. Project labor agreements with targeted hire 

commitments 

ii. Community workforce agreements 

iii. High-road agreements 

iv. Partnerships with community-based workforce 

development and job training entities that have 

a track record of success serving 

disadvantaged populations and/or 

demonstrated a high job placement rate among 

trainees from disadvantaged communities. 

v. Partnerships with pre-apprenticeship, state 

certified community conservation corps, “earn-

while-you-learn” models, and/or YouthBuild 

programs; and/or registered apprenticeship 

programs that lead to industry recognized 

credentials, certifications and/or references for 

the long term unemployed. 

vi. Partnerships with local Workforce Investment 

Board programs serving disadvantaged 

populations. 

d. Applicants will receive points as follows: 

i. 5 points for identification and implementation of 

2 or more strategies 

ii. 3 points for identification and implementation of 

1 strategy 

iii. It will be the responsibility of the applicant to 

track and report project information to the 

SGC  in accordance with the recordkeeping and 



reporting guidance developed by ARB (e.g., 

number of workers employed, hours worked, 

hourly wages (entry level and median wages), 

types of benefits, occupation and/or trainee 

classification, worker zip code, gender, 

race/ethnicity, and veteran status, number of 

workers trained, hours of training per person, 

trainee wages, number and type of 

certifications awarded, number of trainees 

enrolled in state-certified apprenticeship 

programs, number of job placements for 

trainees, etc.). 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these guidelines. We are excited to continue to 

partner with the Strategic Growth Council to ensure this program is a model for the creation of 

sustainable, equitable, and healthy communities that ensure all people can safely walk or bicycle.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

Angela Glover Blackwell, President and CEO 

PolicyLink 

 

Eric Bruins, Planning and Policy Director  

Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition 

 

Kimberly Chen, Policy Advocate 

California Pan-Ethnic Health Network 

 

Tony Dang, Deputy Director  

California Walks  

 

Chanell Fletcher, Senior California Policy Manager 

Safe Routes to School National Partnership 

 

Matt Read, Director of Statewide Government Relations 

Breathe California  

 

Joshua Stark, State Policy Director  

TransForm 

 

Jeanie Ward-Waller, Policy Director  

California Bicycle Coalition 



Appendix G:  

 

As noted in AB 32 and AB 1532, measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions shall 

“maximize benefits for California’s economy”, “maximize additional environmental and 

economic co-benefits for California,” and “foster job creation”.  Preparing and 

connecting vulnerable youth and adults to green workforce development opportunities 

and jobs that pay family-sustaining wages will strengthen local and regional economies, 

and advance the economic goals of state climate laws.  For example, if a project 

applicant is partnering with a community-based training entity that serves formerly 

incarcerated residents living in San Pablo, this will support the targeted training and 

recruitment of disadvantaged populations for workforce development opportunities and 

jobs created by the AHSC program. The local economy will benefit from an increased 

purchasing power of women and men which creates a strong multiplier effect and 

reduces the burden on public assistance.   

 

Applicants will be awarded points for targeting residents of disadvantaged communities 

and/or individuals with employment barriers as defined by Section 14005, Letter J) of the 

Unemployment Insurance Code.  This definition can be found here: 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160AB1270 and 

is also located below: 

 

(j) “Individual with employment barriers” means an individual with any characteristic that 

substantially limits an individual’s ability to obtain employment, including indicators of 

poor work history, lack of work experience, or access to employment in nontraditional 

occupations, long-term unemployment, lack of educational or occupational skills 

attainment, dislocation from high-wage and high-benefit employment, low levels of 

literacy or English proficiency, disability status, or welfare dependency, including 

members of all of the following groups: 

(1) Displaced homemakers. 

(2) Low-income individuals. 

(3) Indians, Alaska Natives, and Native Hawaiians, as those terms are defined in Section 

3221 of Title 29 of the United States Code 

(4) Individuals with disabilities, including youths who are individuals with disabilities. 

(5) Older individuals. 

(6) Ex-offenders. 

(7) Homeless individuals, as defined in Section 14043e-2(6) of Title 42 of the United 

States Code, or homeless children and youths, as defined in Section 11434a(2) of Title 42 

of the United States Code. 

(8) Youth who are in, or have aged out of, the foster care system. 

(9) Individuals who are English language learners, individuals who have low levels of 

literacy, and individuals facing substantial cultural barriers. 

(10) Eligible migrant and seasonal farmworkers, as defined in Section 3322(i) of Title 29 

of the United States Code. 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160AB1270
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160AB1270


(11) Individuals within two years of exhausting lifetime eligibility under Part A of Title IV 

of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. Sec. 601 et seq.). 

(12) Single parents, including single, pregnant women. 

(13) Long-term unemployed individuals. 

(14) Any other groups as the Governor determines to have barriers to employment.” 

 

 

 

 


