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INTRODUCTION

“Regardless of what zip code you live in or work in, you 

should feel like you belong right here in this city - that’s the 

whole city - it is your home and we will make it a reality with 

equity within transportation.”

-Mayor Levar Stoney, September 2020 

In light of the changing City environment, culture, and 

social needs, the City of Richmond (COR) has determined 

it is vital to update its policy guidance for multimodal 

transportation. The basis for this policy guide, coming 

from our citizens and our elected leadership, is to apply 

an equity lens as the central factor for understanding our 

multimodal transportation needs. How to achieve equity in 

transportation and defining what equitable transportation 

looks like in the eyes of Richmonders is the primary focus of 

the policy guide. This plan, “Path to Equity: Policy Guide for 

Richmond Connects,” is intended to direct actions that will 

ensure the equitable movement of both people and goods, 

with an emphasis on creating great places for everyone.

The policy guide first and foremost describes the policy 

that Richmond will adhere to when making transportation 

decisions and investments. It is a statement of the 

fundamental ideology and set of guidelines, written and 

shaped by thousands of Richmonders, that will inspire and 

mediate programs and investments for the future. A policy as 

defined by Merriam Webster can be: 

“prudence or wisdom in the management of affairs … a 

definite course or method of action selected from among 

alternatives and in light of given conditions to guide and 

determine present and future decisions…a high-level 

overall plan embracing the general goals and acceptable 

procedures especially of a governmental body.”1 
1. Merriam-Webster, “Policy,” Merriam-Webster, December 30, 2021, https://
www.merriam-webster.com/.

This guide is intended to serve all of those defined 

functions. It also serves as a document to educate and 

bring awareness to the history and context of inequity in 

transportation in Richmond’s past and present.  The first step 

to action is knowing – this policy guide’s dual purpose as 

an education and awareness tool will lead to a collective 

defining of the problems within the transportation network. 

COR aims to articulate how the identified inequities in 

transportation lead to social inequities in multiple areas of 

daily life, including health, wealth, and well-being.

At the core of this plan is also the recognition that inequities 

are not contained only in transportation, and the realization 

of the actions needed to achieve equitable transportation 

falls on all City departments, as well as on state and federal 

planning partners. It is founded in the knowledge that we 

did not get here overnight, and these deep-rooted systemic 

issues will not be resolved overnight. The work will take a 

continued adherence to equity goals, and the continued 

momentum of collective social and political will, charged by 

the Citizens of the Richmond region, to make real change. 

This policy guide is but one step in the right direction, part of 

an overall shift in the culture of City government that centers 

on achieving equity.

The second and third chapters highlight what equity is and 

what that means in the context of Richmond’s present state 

of practice and planning. The next chapter aims to highlight 

the problematic injustices caused and/or perpetuated by a 

cascade of intertwined transportation and land-use policies 

and practices of the past 150 plus years. These injustices 

harm our BIPOC (Black, Indigenous, and People of Color) 

and low-income communities the most, and this plan aims 

to take ownership of local government’s role in creating 

and perpetuating these injustices. This policy guide also 

1
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describes how those past injustices are still felt today, and 

how the limits to opportunity founded in these injustices are 

unacceptable and must be corrected. It lays out how the city, 

state, and federal governments have played a major role 

in creating the inequities faced today. It acknowledges the 

structural and embedded racial biases in policies past and 

aligns Richmond’s current transportation policy with anti-

racism philosophy. 

Chapter 4 lays out the context of current policy and 

programming (i.e. how things get funded, built or 

implemented), and what barriers have to be overcome 

at all levels of planning outside of just the Richmond 

Capital Improvement Program (where the city allocates its 

transportation dollars). The descriptions of the challenges 

to equity in transportation in chapter 3 are meant to lay an 

overarching path to achieving true equity. The City must work 

with its local, regional, state, and federal planning partners 

to fix the problems of inequity in transportation. 

Chapter 5 goes on to describe some of the best practices 

considered when crafting this policy guide and the outreach 

that created it. Several elements are consistent with non-

profit, academic, and federal/state guidance on executing 

planning equitably. Feedback from this initial policy guide 

outreach will also influence the techniques deployed in future 

planning. The COR staff fully recognize that equity planning 

is an evolving practice with new guidance being developed 

as the dialogue between Cities and those at the forefront 

of the current social justice movements continues. The COR 

is prepared to continue in this dialogue as the Richmond 

Connects plan is developed. The outreach completed 

and described herein strived for excellence in equity and 

implemented methods that sought to elevate traditionally 

underserved populations into a position of decision-making 

power.

Chapter 5 gives a detailed look into the process used to 

create this policy guide and includes a description of the 

outreach methods designed to equitably engage residents. 

The “Path to Equity: Policy Guide for Richmond Connects” 

strives to be innovative and consider methods for equity 

planning and engagement from across the country. 

Chapter 6 spells out the actual policy language itself. This 

chapter reiterates the vision, goals and objectives set for 

equitable transportation in the Richmond 300 Master Plan: 

A Guide for Growth. This chapter then includes a new set of 

Figure 1. Richmond has a long history of systemic racial oppression with an equally rich history of Black-led resistance. This image depicts 
a 1960 sit-in staged by Virginia Union University students. The sit-in protested dining segregation in a department store. Source: Richmond 
Times Dispatch 



Path to Equity: Policy Guide for Richmond Connects3

INTRODUCTION

policy statements called Equity Factors, which are designed 

to hone in on resolving targeted inequities. These statements 

will be used in addition to the Vision, Goals and Objectives 

from the Master Plan. These were crafted using survey data 

from Richmond residents, research on history and status of 

inequity in transportation today, and in consultation with 

an advisory committee and steering committee. These 

statements are designed to bring clarity to what Richmond 

sees as the path to equity in transportation. They articulate 

what future transportation investments will do. If these 

equity factors are upheld when making funding decisions, 

transportation will move the needle to a more equitable 

future for all Richmonders. These factors are listed on page 

50 and also included in the column on the right as this new 

policy language was a major focus of the outreach and 

should be highlighted. 

Chapter 6 also establishes a set of investment need 

categories designed to show the alignment between the 

Richmond 300 and RVAGreen2050 policy and the various 

types of transportation needs that may arise in the full 

Richmond Connects update. This linkage is vital to meeting 

the various requirements for multimodal transportation 

planning and is key to illustrating the connections to funding 

categories from which most projects will be implemented. 

The objectives from the master plan and the equity factors 

stated in this chapter describe what needs to be achieved. 

Chapter 6 also articulates critical considerations for how the 

objectives and equity factors are ultimately implemented in 

the form of Guiding Principles. These were created based 

on literature review, comments from the survey, and were 

substantiated by the advisory committee.  

Chapter 7 gives an overview of the case studies and 

guidance documents that were considered in the 

development of this plan and the outreach for it. This section 

is designed to assist other localities in implementing this 

type of planning and also to document the evolving practice 

of equity planning in the transportation realm.  By the time 

this plan and the Richmond Connects planning compendium 

are complete, there will surely be even more equity planning 

Equity Factors
EQUITY FACTOR 1: 
Transportation investments will improve access to 
housing, jobs, services, recreation, and education, 
addressing remaining inequities created by 
redlining.

EQUITY FACTOR 3: 
Transportation investments will improve 
neighborhood connectivity and revitalize the fabric 
of the communities negatively impacted by urban 
renewal.

EQUITY FACTOR 5: 
Transportation investments will address gaps in the 
multimodal network and will utilize new planning 
tools to improve safety and accessibility deficiencies 
stemming from traditional car-centric planning.

EQUITY FACTOR 7: 
Transportation investments will improve reliability 
of transit and other non-car services to increase 
access and remove barriers to opportunities for 
communities of concern.

EQUITY FACTOR 9: 
Transportation investments will prioritize densely 
populated areas of communities of concern 
including communities of color, low-income 
communities, senior and limited mobility populations, 
families traveling with children, and at-risk youth.

EQUITY FACTOR 2: 
Transportation investments will reconnect and 
revitalize communities to address inequities 
created by the highway system’s dissection of 
neighborhoods.

EQUITY FACTOR 4: 
Transportation investments will improve access to 
housing, jobs, services, and education to address 
the isolation of low-income inner ring suburbs where 
families are pushed.

EQUITY FACTOR 6: 
Transportation investments will equitably increase 
the safety and comfort of cyclists and pedestrians, 
connecting communities of concern to opportunities.

EQUITY FACTOR 8: 
Transportation investments will prioritize the needs of 
socially vulnerable users and address climate and 
environmental equity (heat island effect, air-quality, 
water-quality) as identified in RVAGreen 2050.

EQUITY FACTOR 10: 
Transportation improvements will focus on 
improving climate resiliency for the most impacted 
communities.
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documents to consider. This section will serve as a snapshot 

of the planning context considered at the time of the plan 

development.  

In total, this document will lay the policy framework 

for all subsequent transportation planning efforts and 

transportation-related funding decisions by COR. It is first 

and foremost intended to guide the development of the 

Richmond Connects plan compendium, including a Richmond 

Connects Equitable Mobility and Accessibility Action Plan 

(RC E MAAP) and a Richmond Connects Scenario Plan. 

COR has made progress on many of the objectives and 

recommendations of the 2013 Richmond Connects and has 

since completed a new master plan, Richmond 300. The 

Richmond 300 master plan lays out a new direction for the 

multimodal network. Overall, the transportation landscape, 

including technological improvements and socially valued 

core principles guiding transportation decisions making, 

have changed in the last 8 years. COR has also established 

a focus on equity and has created several offices to 

implement equitable practices. The change in existing 

conditions and this new focus on equity has created the 

need to create a new Richmond Connects plan.  

These documents will lay out the short and long term 

multimodal transportation needs within a framework 

that gives additional weight to equity as laid out in this 

policy guide. The objectives and equity factors described 

in chapter 4 will lead to metrics designed to assess 

transportation and equity needs across all of Richmond. The 

metrics themselves will be developed through additional 

rigorous outreach and are not laid out in this plan, though 

the policy framework responsible for guiding the metrics 

is contained herein. The Path to Equity Policy Guide, and 

the future Richmond Connects plan, will lay out a plan for 

equitable transportation - for the people and by the people 

of Richmond.

This overarching planning process is designed to empower 

communities and create opportunities through the creation 

of thoughtful multimodal connections. It is the intention of 

the City to articulate in this document the “definite course of 

action” to move the needle towards an equitable future for 

all of Richmonders. It is designed to lay out a path for the 

future, a path to equity.
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Equity Over Equality 

To illustrate equity, people often compare it to equality, 

illustrated in Figure 2 below. If pursuing a state of equality, 

every person – no matter what their individual needs are 

– receives a bicycle. When pursuing equity, every person is 

given a bicycle that fits their specific needs. 

Figure 2. Equality vs Equity (from the Robert Wood Johnson 
Foundation). This graphic depicts how providing different levels of 
aid based on a person’s needs will result in a more equal outcome. 

All levels of American government have participated in 

the systemic oppression of BIPOC and low-income groups 

in the past with an increased scale of government-funded 

oppression in the 20th century. Transportation and land use 

policies have economically stymied BIPOC and low-income 

neighborhoods, cut them off from essential services, or 

entirely demolished them. Having been stripped of their 

assets and wealth-building potential in the past, BIPOC 

and low-income people have entered into generational 

poverty and experience disadvantages lasting far longer 

than the policies that created this imbalance. Programs 

that target access improvements and new opportunities 

for the disadvantaged can be defined as equitable and 

the success of these programs can be defined as justice. A 

truly equitable transportation network will be one in which 

2 DEFINING EQUITY

The Richmond Equity Agenda

In June 2021, Richmond City Council adopted a road map 

to a more inclusive and thriving city: The Richmond Equity 

Agenda. This document establishes ten guiding principles for 

achieving equity and defines equity in the City of Richmond 

as:

“The empowerment of communities that have experienced 

past injustices by removing barriers to access and 

opportunity.”

The Richmond Equity Agenda has ten Guiding Principles to 

improve equity over the next ten years. Those ten principles 

are:

• Addressing and preventing health disparities

• Housing as a vaccine for poverty

• Ensuring equitable transit and mobility for residents

• Building community wealth to combat economic inequity

• Supporting and caring for our children and families

• Creating equitable climate action and resilience

• Reimaging public safety

• Telling the real history of Richmond

• Strengthening community engagement and trust

• Utilizing economic development to create economic justice 

As part of the “Ensuring equitable transit and mobility for 

residents” principle, the City created the Office of Equitable 

Transit and Mobility (OETM). The office, housed under the 

Department of Public Works (DPW), has a focus to address 

multimodal issues and improve connectivity in the city. 

Through this plan, OETM will work to incorporate equity into 

DPW’s planning and project prioritization processes. 
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no group bears any more of the burden of transportation 

costs than any other group, one in which no group bears 

the benefits of city spending more than any other group of 

persons, and one in which no group faces more barriers 

to accessing opportunities than any other. An equitable 

network will be achieved when a person’s race, income, or 

characteristic of personhood cannot be used as a predictor 

of life outcomes, and outcomes for all groups are improved.2 

In Richmond, creating an equitable future will require a 

broader shift to antiracist action.

Deficit Thinking

Deficit thinking is a concept where the privileged class 

perceives disadvantaged classes as not working hard 

enough to achieve the same success that the privileged class 

is enjoying. This line of thinking neglects to take into account 

the limitations caused by wealth and class in America. 

Deficit thinking leads to a cycle where the privileged class 

does not advocate or support methods of aid that would 

provide the disadvantaged classes with the resources 

they need due to the privileged class believing that the 

disadvantage is internal to the individual and not external. 

Providing these resources to the disadvantaged is equity. 

When analyzing the root cause of inequity, it is important 

that governments not construct or determine indicators with 

a deficit thinking mindset. The conclusions should be that 

structural racism drives discrepancies in equity, not that the 

actions of individuals create their own inequality.3  

A new approach to counter deficit thinking is called asset 

framing. Asset framing uses language to focus on the 

successes and contributions of a traditionally marginalized 

group. Asset framing highlights the goals and ambitions of 

a group rather than their challenges. The rationale behind 

this approach is that language that emphasizes a group’s 

challenges will psychologically impact a listener and cause 

them to see the group in a more negative manner. Asset 

2 Julie Nelson, “Advancing Racial Equity and Transforming Government,” 
https://www.racialequityalliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/GARE-
Resource_Guide.pdf.
3. The Municipal Policy Network, “Introduction: Embracing a Racial Equity 
Approach,” https://localprogress.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/Intro-
Racial-Equity-Approach.pdf.

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Access: A measure of how many destinations 

(shops, homes, jobs, services, recreation, etc.) 

are available within a given amount of travel 

time. A person living in a dense, walkable 

neighborhood will typically have higher levels of 

accessibility than a person living in a low density 

suburb. 

Antiracism: The conscious decision of an 

individual or group to remove racist barriers, 

practices, and intentions. 

BIPOC: An acronym meaning “Black, Indigenous, 

People of Color.” This contemporary acronym 

has the intention of grouping traditionally 

marginalized people while preserving their 

unique struggles. 

Climate Resiliency: The ability to respond and 

adapt to climate change by reducing community 

vulnerabilities and enhancing natural areas such 

as wetlands, forests, and green spaces.

Community of Concern: A geographic location 

or group of similar people that has been 

traditionally marginalized. Defining a community 

of concern requires consensus on the thresholds 

for when an area falls into this category. 

Richmond’s communities of concern will be 

identified as part of Richmond Connects. 

Connectivity: A measure of the directness and 

number of routes and transportation modes 

between two or more points. When compared to 

those of low connectivity, transportation networks 

with high connectivity have shorter, more direct 

routes that offer a variety of transportation 

modes. 

COR: The government of the City of Richmond.
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framing is useful for empowering traditionally marginalized 

groups.  However, asset framing should not be used as a 

way to avoid the discussion of systemic oppression and 

ongoing injustices.4

Structural Racism, White Privilege, and 
Antiracism

Structural racism is a system where policies, institutions, 

cultural depictions, and societal norms reinforce and 

perpetuate racial group inequality.5 Our culture today and 

historically has provided certain privileges for people 

and practices associated with whiteness. So to have 

disadvantages been associated with color. A cultural 

example of structural racism can be found in depictions of 

Santa Claus. While depicted almost exclusively as white, the 

character is based on St. Nicholas – a Christian monk from 

the 3rd century who was born in modern-day Turkey.6 One 

could argue that our culture’s association of whiteness as a 

privilege resulted in the character being presented as white 

rather than as a person of color. An institutional example of 

structural racism can be found in the documented preference 

of employers to white-sounding names. The Harvard School 

of Business found that when BIPOC candidates who removed 

references that would reveal their race in their resumes, 

they were more than twice as likely to receive an interview 

than if they kept the race references in.7 Because structural 

racism is not something an individual chooses to participate 

in, it is easy to believe that racism is individualistic and that 

to solve the problem abject racists should be reformed or 

removed from power. This is an important action, but racism 

is a systemic evil in America. Slavery was the norm less 

than 160 years ago. The guiding legal document – the U.S. 

4. Workforce Matters, “A Reflection on Asset-Framing for Workforce 
Development,” June 8, 2021, https://workforce-matters.org/a-reflection-on-
asset-framing-for-workforce-development/.
5. The Aspen Institute, “Glossary for Understanding the Dismantling 
Structural Racism/Promoting Equity Analysis,” https://www.aspeninstitute.
org/wp-content/uploads/files/content/docs/rcc/RCC-Structural-Racism-
Glossary.pdf.
6. History.com Editors, “Santa Claus,” History, December 14, 2021, https://
www.history.com/topics/christmas/santa-claus.
7. Dina Gerdeman, “Minorities who ‘whiten’ job resumes get more 
interviews,” Harvard Business School, 17 May, 2017, https://hbswk.hbs.edu/
item/minorities-who-whiten-job-resumes-get-more-interviews.

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Equality: The concept of providing equal 

resources to all people.

Equity: The process of eliminating disparities 

among people to improve outcomes.  

Equity Factors: Ten statements designed to 

resolve Richmond’s inequities by acknowledging 

past injustices. Equity Factors further flesh out 

the goals and objectives of Richmond 300 and 

RVAgreen 2050. 

Guiding Principles: A set of three concepts 

that are intended to ensure that outreach, 

implementation and enforcement, and spending are 

focused on advancing equity in the City of Richmond.

Investment Needs: A grouping of Richmond 

300’s goals and objectives into simplified 

categories. These categories will serve scoring 

metrics for Richmond Connects. 

Justice: The successful correction of past wrongs 

through increases in equity. 

Low-Income: Can be defined as a household 

earning 80% of the median income. By this 

measure, households that earn $37,800 and 

under annually would be considered low-income 

Latino: An ethnic group of people from or with 

ancestors from Latin America. Latin America 

is most often defined as the countries in the 

Americas that were colonized by the Spanish, 

Portuguese, and French. As an ethnic group, 

being Latino is independent of a person’s race. 

There is contemporary debate among the proper 

term to describe this diverse ethnicity. For the 

purposes of this plan, Latino members of the 

steering committee believed this to be the most 

accurate term for the City of Richmond. 
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Constitution – remains mostly intact despite being drafted for 

a nation intending to use slave labor indefinitely.

The antidote to racism is defined as antiracism. To be 

antiracist is to actively fight against racism. According to the 

National Museum of African American History and Culture, 

racism manifests in four forms:8

• Individual Racism: The beliefs, attitudes, and actions of 

individuals. These beliefs may be unspoken in public but 

guide the actions and dictate the biases of the individual.

• Interpersonal Racism: The interactions between individuals 

where racism is outwardly displayed. This includes slurs, 

biases, and hateful speech and actions.

• Institutional Racism: Organizational-level racism. This 

includes workplace discrimination, unfair policies, and 

biased practices that result in preferential treatment for 

white people. 

• Structural Racism: The overarching system of racial bias 

across society.

Bias exists among all people and could be defined as the 

evaluation of one group against another. Bias can be split 

between explicit and implicit. Explicit bias – the outward 

and obvious expression of one’s biases – is generally not 

acceptable in American culture. Implicit bias, however, is 

deeply ingrained into our culture, institutions, and systems.9 

Implicit biases are the internal, unidentified prejudices that 

drive our actions. Antiracism addresses these implicit biases 

by bringing them to the surface. Table 1 explains the two 

types of bias.

Antiracism requires a conscious understanding of how race 

privileges some and disadvantages others. At the individual 

level, privileged groups should educate themselves on 

race relations and, more importantly, listen to those 

disadvantaged by race when they express grievances. This 

understanding will help individuals know when racist biases 

or actions are present and help them act in an antiracist 

8. “Being Antiracist,” National Museum of African American History and 
Culture, https://nmaahc.si.edu/learn/talking-about-race/topics/being-
antiracist.
9.  “Being Antiracist,” National Museum of African American History and 
Culture.

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Mobility: The ability to move between required 

and desired destinations through a variety of 

frequent and affordable transportation modes. 

Mobility is often used as a catch-all term to 

describe high-quality transportation exclusive of 

automobiles.

Mode: A single type of transportation. An 

example of a mode would be a bus, a bicycle, 

or an automobile. 

Multimodal Transportation: An all-

encompassing network of transportation modes 

including automobiles, transit, cycling, and 

walking.

Racism: The intentional and subconscious biases 

on the part of individuals or institutions against 

BIPOC people resulting in marginalization and 

often in violence. 

Richmond Connects: The forthcoming 

multimodal transportation planning process 

for the City of Richmond. A previous Richmond 

Connects plan was completed in 2013. 

Social Vulnerability: The potential negative 

effects on communities caused by external 

stresses on human health. RVAgreen 2050 

incorporates a detailed analysis on social 

vulnerability in Richmond and contextualizes it 

through climate change. 

Transportation Injustice: A government action 

that disproportionately impacts BIPOC and 

low-income communities when expanding 

transportation infrastructure. 
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way. Incorporating antiracism in all aspects of one’s life 

helps make bigger changes at the institutional and structural 

levels. 

COR, through the Richmond Equity Agenda, has taken the 

first step in developing antiracist policies. When carried out, 

the ten principles will each address the structural racism 

that impacts Richmonders today. This plan, Path to Equity, 

seeks to incorporate antiracism into the City’s transportation 

planning to address the structural racism present in the 

mobility realm. 

Richmond and the Covid-19 Pandemic

The Covid-19 pandemic required government response by 

March of 2020. The pandemic has caused extreme financial, 

psychological, and emotional hardship for many in the city. 

The Richmond Redevelopment and Housing Authority (RRHA) 

and the Greater Richmond Transit Company (GRTC) have 

maintained two significant equitable practices through the 

pandemic. 

RRHA has frozen evictions since 2019, after receiving 

widespread attention for their high rate of evictions in the 

city. Documents show that RRHA initiated eviction lawsuits 

for tenants owing as little as $50.10 With an average annual 

income of less than $12,000, the eviction of Richmonders 

10. Mark Robinson, “RRHA to resume evictions from public housing in 
August,” Richmond Times-Dispatch, July 4, 2021, https://richmond.com/news/
local/rrha-to-resume-evictions-from-public-housing-in-august/

living in RRHA properties could lead to exponential debt 

increase or even homelessness.11 Following community 

backlash, RRHA initiated an eviction freeze. This freeze has 

been extended several times, lasting through the pandemic 

thus far. However, the eviction moratorium is set to expire 

January 1, 2022. RRHA has stated that residents who have 

applied for rent relief will not be evicted. Residents who 

have not applied for rent relief and are two months behind 

on their rent are subject to eviction.12  

GRTC initiated a free fare system at the onset of the 

pandemic. The free fare was intended to both eliminate 

contact between bus drivers and riders as well as providing 

relief for the significant portion of riders making less than 

$25,000 a year. GRTC has extended the free fare system into 

2025 and is working with both the Department of Rail and 

Public Transit (DRPT) and the Central Virginia Transportation 

Authority (CVTA) to study the possibility of offering free fares 

indefinitely.13

11. Mark Robinson, “RRHA to resume evictions from public housing in 
August.” 
12. ibid. 
13. Rich Griset, “Free Fares and More Funding,” Richmond Magazine, 
November 3, 2021, https://richmondmagazine.com/news/news/free-fares-
and-more-funding/.

Figure 3. GRTC bus driver during the Covid-19 pandemic.

Explicit Bias Implicit Bias

Expressed directly Expressed indirectly

Operates consciously Operates unconsciously

E.g. Sign in the window of an 
apartment building – “We 

don’t rent to _____”

E.g. A property manager 
doing more criminal 

background checks on African 
Americans than on whites

Table 1. Explicit and Implicit Biases
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RICHMOND’S TRANSPORTATION AND 
LAND USE INJUSTICES3

1934
Congress passes the National Housing Act of 1934 to make housing and 
mortgages more affordable and to reduce the foreclosure rate. This act 
largely denied assistance to BIPOC Americans.

1935
The Home Owners’ Loan Corporation (HOLC), created by Congress in 
1933, begins mapping cities based on mortgage risk. The maps coded 
BIPOC, immigrant, and low-income neighborhoods as a hazardous 
risk. This process today is known as “redlining.” All of Richmond’s Black 
neighborhoods and most of its low-income neighborhoods were redlined in 
HOLC’s 1937 risk assessment map. 

1937
Congress passes the National Housing Act of 1937 to enable cities to 
create housing authorities to improve conditions for the urban poor. This act 
established funding for cities to acquire private homes, demolish them, and 
build public housing on that land. This resulted in the massive demolition 
of BIPOC and low-income communities as part of a process today known 
as “slum clearance.” Through this act, Richmond demolished Black and 
low-income housing to create Gilpin Court, Hillside Court, Creighton Court, 
Fairfield Court, Witcomb Court, Mosby Court, and the public housing units in 
Blackwell. 

1949
Congress passes the National Housing Act of 1949 to provide funding for 
cities to construct large-scale civic buildings and economic development 
projects. The act furthered the practice of slum clearance but enabled cities 
to clear BIPOC and low-income communities without the requirement to 
build new public housing. This practice of neighborhood clearance for civic 
and economic development projects is today known as “urban renewal.” 
Richmond used urban renewal funds to demolish Black communities in 
Jackson Ward, Navy Hill, Randolph, and Fulton for the construction of civic 
structures and highways. 

1956
President Eisenhower signs the Federal-Aid Highway Act, establishing the 
interstate highway system. This act provided funds for cities to acquire land, 
demolish buildings, and construct highways. The lasting legacy of this act is 
the destruction of walkable urban areas. In Richmond, this funding source 
was used in part to finance the completion of the Richmond-Petersburg 
Turnpike – today called I-95/64 – and the Downtown Expressway – I-195.

1985
The Reagan Administration issues massive cuts to the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD), including those for the elderly and 
handicapped. Still underfunded today, these cuts are a major contributor to 
homelessness in America. 

1998
President Clinton signs the Quality Housing and Work Responsibility Act that 
expands the housing voucher program. The act also establishes a cap on the 
total number of public housing units that can exist and eliminates a one-for-
one replacement rule for demolished public housing units. This act effectively 
shifted the responsibility of affordable housing to the private market. 

Timeline of Transportation 
and Land Use Injustices (Not 
Inclusive)

History of Racial and Socioeconomic 
Transportation and Land Use Injustices 
in Richmond

Much of Richmond’s inequities can be traced to transportation 

and land use decisions in the past 100 years. These injustices, 

detailed in the following pages, were often encouraged by 

the federal government through funding programs. While 

much of the policy discussed in this section is rooted in the 

more recent past, Richmond’s complex history includes many 

atrocities we must also acknowledge as part of the foundation 

upon which these more recent injustices lie. We must 

acknowledge the unjust displacement and forced assimilation 

of indigenous communities including the Powhatan, 

Chickahominy, and Youghtanund peoples in the region. We 

also must not hide from realities created by Richmond’s roots 

in slave labor and history as the Capital of the Confederacy. 

The culture and social structures we have today are bound to 

this past, and this context must continue to be called out and 

the cultural trauma healed for progress to be made.

The transportation and land use injustices of the past have 

ultimately cut off Richmond’s urban poor and BIPOC residents 

from essential services and basic quality of life amenities 

that wealthier, whiter neighborhoods enjoy nearby. These 

injustices are all linked in a complex web, often compounding, 

resulting in concentrations of extreme poverty and urban 

decline. The following section will detail Richmond’s major 

injustices as they relate to transportation and related land-use 

policies of the past. This list is not inclusive of all injustices that 

Richmonders face. It does not include injustices faced in the 

criminal justice sector, the financial and banking regulatory 

sectors, the public assistance or social services sectors, or the 

myriad of other government sectors, and does not aim to be 

exhaustive. It aims to describe the major injustices identified 

by the study team related to public policy and transportation.
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Redlining

The legacy of redlining in Richmond helped to create a 

massive wealth gap between white and BIPOC citizens 

in the city. The process greatly devalued land owned by 

BIPOC and low-income people and allowed the City to 

later purchase the land at low costs and concentrate the 

residents into affordable housing built on their demolished 

neighborhoods. Redlining also contributed to urban renewal 

and neighborhood dissection injustices. The following is a 

history of the injustice of redlining in the City of Richmond. 

In the mid-1930s as part of the New Deal, the Home Owners’ 

Loan Corporation (HOLC) began mapping cities based on 

how risky a mortgage loan would be for the government. 

In almost all cases, BIPOC and low-income neighborhoods 

were labeled as a hazardous risk and colored in red on the 

map. This practice is now known as redlining.14 Redlined 

neighborhoods were cut off from essential Depression-

era funding. This led to decline in housing condition and 

decreased property values. The HOLC redlined most of 

Richmond’s inner core, including the prosperous majority-

Black Jackson Ward neighborhood. 

In 1937, U.S. Congress passed a new housing act (Housing 

Act of 1937) which gave cities the power to establish public 

housing authorities to demolish “slums” and build public 

housing. Redlining had set the groundwork for what cities 

would define as slums – dense, BIPOC neighborhoods. 

When Richmond City Council established the Richmond 

Redevelopment and Housing Authority (RRHA), its first 

major task was to acquire the land the city had devalued 

in northern Jackson Ward (a subarea called Apostle Town) 

by minimally compensating the residents, demolishing their 

neighborhood, and constructing a modernist public housing 

development – Gilpin Court.15  

14. “Timeline of Housing Events,” Virginia Memory, https://www.
virginiamemory.com/online-exhibitions/exhibits/show/mapping-inequality/
mapping-inequality-timeline.
15. Libby Germer, “A Public History of Public Housing: Richmond, Virginia,” 
Yale National Institute, https://teachers.yale.edu/curriculum/viewer/
initiative_15.03.05_u.

NEIGHBORHOOD PROFILE: 
JACKSON WARD

Jackson Ward was once referred to as the 

“Harlem of the South.” The neighborhood 

has been subjected to several large-scale, 

destructive government practices that have 

split the neighborhood into two pieces. Apostle 

Town was a subarea of Jackson Ward and 

was targeted for demolition when the City 

secured federal funding to build public housing. 

This public housing development would be 

called Gilpin Court. In the 1950s, the City 

began demolishing through the center of the 

neighborhood to construct what would become 

I-95/64, leaving it irreparably separated. The 

northern portion of Jackson Ward is today 

referred to as Gilpin.

Several blocks of Jackson Ward were demolished 

for the construction of I-95. The northern portion 

of the divided neighborhood is today known as 

Gilpin and is one of the poorest neighborhoods in 

the city. 

N 1ST ST

LE
IG

H 
ST

N BELVIDERE ST



Path to Equity: Policy Guide for Richmond Connects12

RICHMOND’S TRANSPORTATION AND LAND USE INJUSTICES

While the scale of Apostle Town’s destruction was not 

matched for any other public housing project, most of the 

redlined areas in the City host a public housing development 

created by slum clearance. Redlined areas also have 

maintained a legacy of City neglect, most evident in 

crumbling transportation infrastructure and a significant lack 

of tree cover.16  

16. Brad Plumer and Nadja Popovich, “How Decades of Racist Housing 
Policy Left Neighborhoods Sweltering,” New York Times, August 24, 2020, 
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2020/08/24/climate/racism-redlining-
cities-global-warming.html. 

Figure 4. Formerly redlined Gilpin Court suffers from a lack 
of tree cover after years of City neglect. Many of Richmond’s 
formerly redlined neighborhoods are lacking tree cover and have 
measurably higher temperatures in the summer than nearby tree-
covered neighborhoods. Source: New York Times

Figure 5. HOLC Residential Security Map. This map shows how the mostly Black neighborhoods in Richmond’s 
urban core, East End, and Southside were redlined and denied federal aid.
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Streetcar Network Removal

Richmond once had a comprehensive streetcar system that 

served much of the city. If the streetcar system existed today, 

it would provide access to several BIPOC and low-income 

neighborhoods in the East End, Northside, and Southside. 

The injustice of removing the streetcar is not as clear cut as 

the other injustices. This injustice relates to “what could have 

been” more than “what once was.” Today, streetcars are a 

highly desirable amenity that typically see higher ridership 

numbers than a bus running on the same route. Benefits of the 

streetcar include: more walkable neighborhoods due to the 

increased distance a rider is likely to travel to high capacity 

transit; better air quality due to decreased car trips by use 

of an electric streetcar; increased commercial activity due 

to speculation over the streetcar’s ability to bring customers; 

decreased need for parking lots and thus the preservation 

of existing buildings due to the high-capacity nature of 

the streetcar; improved jobs access when combined with 

increased development; and increased housing construction 

due to the transit asset.17 It is possible that BIPOC and low-

income residents could have benefited from the streetcar 

remaining. Unfortunately, due to the highly competitive nature 

of funding for streetcar projects, it is unlikely the City will 

ever see a system this comprehensive until federal funding 

priorities shift away from the automobile. 

In 1887, engineer Frank Julian Sprague entered a contract 

with the City to implement an electric transit system. By 

1888, Richmond had the first electric streetcar system in the 

world, leading to 110 streetcar systems under construction 

worldwide. The system peaked by the 1930s with 82 miles of 

track, enabling the rapid development of inner ring suburbs.18

The system was immediately popular but remained 

segregated through its history. By 1904, armed motormen 

were enforcing this segregation with the threat of violence. 

17. Goody Clancy, “District of Columbia Streetcar Land Use Study: Phase 
One,” District of Coumbia Office of Planning, January, 2012, https://
planning.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/op/publication/attachments/
FINAL%2520for%2520Web_Screen%2520View.pdf.
18. Harry Kollatz Jr., “Richmond’s Moving First,” Richmond Magazine, May 
4, 2004, https://richmondmagazine.com/news/richmond-history/richmond-
trolley-system/.

NEIGHBORHOOD PROFILE:   
NAVY HILL

Navy Hill was a thriving Black neighborhood 

adjacent to Jackson Ward. Like Jackson Ward, 

Navy Hill was a collection of well-built brick 

buildings, many with storefront businesses that 

served the community. Over the course of a few 

decades, the City demolished Navy Hill block by 

block to make room for massive civic structures 

like the Coliseum, City Hall, and the Convention 

Center. I-95/64 split the neighborhood by the 

end of the 1950s. By 1990, only a few original 

buildings remained.  

Navy Hill was split by the construction of I-95. 

When I-64 was completed, all of the northern 

section was demolished. 

Navy Hill was similar in construction and scale 

to the adjacent Jackson Ward. Here is the 

intersection of N 5th Street and E Marshall Street.
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This set off a boycott of the system by Black Richmonders. 

This, combined with existing financial troubles from a 

motormen strike in 1903, led to the streetcar’s bankruptcy. 

The streetcar emerged from bankruptcy as the Virginia 

Railway & Power Company, the predecessor to Dominion 

Power. Segregation remained in place, but as a result of the 

boycott and bankruptcy, was not heavily enforced.19 

By the end of WWII, the public had come to see buses as 

a luxurious and modern alternative to aging streetcars. 

General Motors purchased Richmond’s streetcar system, 

along with systems in 45 other cities. General Motors 

destroyed the streetcar system and replaced it with gasoline-

powered buses.20 

Urban Renewal

Urban renewal policies destroyed much of Black-owned 

Richmond. The practice entirely demolished Fulton Bottom 

and Navy Hill and demolished more than half of Randolph. 

Through urban renewal, Richmond has forever lost centers 

of Black culture and significant coverage of dense, walkable 

urban development. Urban renewal is strongly connected 

to redlining, and suburbanization of poverty injustices. The 

following is a history of the injustice of urban renewal in the 

City of Richmond.

In 1949, as part of President Truman’s Fair Deal, Congress 

passed a new housing act (the Housing Act of 1949). This 

act provided additional funding for slum clearance, like 

the Housing Act of 1937, but cities no longer had to build 

public housing in place of the demolished slums. Having 

already defined the slums, the City continued to demolish 

Black neighborhoods. With the ability to use eminent domain 

without replacing the demolished housing, RRHA had 

demolished over 4,700 units by 1959 and constructed back 

only 1,736 units of public housing.21

19. Jack Eisen, “Boycott in Richmond,” The Washington Post, September 9, 
1986, https://www.washingtonpost.com/archive/local/1986/09/09/boycott-in-
richmond/2dedf3c9-a70c-4f77-b900-3a6dcee46b7c/.
20. Harry Kollatz Jr., “Richmond’s Moving First.” 
21. Benjamin Campbell, “Richmond’s Unhealed History,” University of 
Richmond Digital Memory, https://blog.richmond.edu/digitalmemory/
files/2016/08/Campbell_Richmonds-Unhealed-History.pdf.

Figure 6. Streetcars on E Main Street in the 1940s. The 
comprehensive system would be dismantled completely by the 
end of the decade after competition with private automobiles and 
gasoline-powered buses began to dominate U.S. roadways. Source: 
Richmond Times-Dispatch.      

Large scale urban renewal projects in Richmond began 

in the Navy Hill neighborhood. Generally bounded by E 

Broad Street, N 3rd Street, E Duval Street, and N 10th Street, 

Navy Hill was a dense Black neighborhood not dissimilar to 

adjacent Jackson Ward. The City began taking blocks of the 

neighborhood in the 1950s with the Public Safety Building. 

Government buildings and parking lots to support them 

continued to take block after block of Navy Hill through the 

1960s. By 1970, the City constructed the Coliseum on four 

blocks of Navy Hill. In 1971, a new City Hall was constructed 

on one block of Navy Hill. The Housing Act of 1949 stopped 

funding slum clearance by 1974, but the City continued 

these practices in Navy Hill.22 In 1981, J Sargeant Reynolds 

Community College took one block of Navy Hill. In 1985, the 

22. “Slum Clearance in the United States,” Wikipedia, https://en.wikipedia.
org/wiki/Slum_clearance_in_the_United_States.
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Sixth Street Marketplace opened in Navy Hill, partially using 

the historic Blues Armory. In 1986, what would become the 

Greater Richmond Convention Center was constructed on 

multiple blocks of Navy Hill. After the start of construction of 

the BioTechnology Research Park in 1992, only a handful of 

buildings from the original neighborhood remained.

In 1970, the City released the Fulton Urban Renewal Plan, 

targeting Fulton Bottom. The Fulton Bottom neighborhood 

was a Black, densely built, walkable, mixed-use 

neighborhood. The City asserted that the buildings were 

in poor condition and could not be rehabilitated. The plan 

initially sought to replace all of Fulton Bottom with industrial 

uses, but to gain City Council support, RRHA incorporated 

affordable housing and community amenities for existing 

residents. Council approved the plan and HUD awarded 

the City funding to clear the neighborhood. By 1974, the 

neighborhood was entirely demolished. While the plan 

originally incorporated amenities, commercial development, 

and programs to foster Black ownership of the land, these 

were amended out of the plan. Over forty-five years passed 

before RRHA completed building the new Fulton Bottom as 

residential-only, suburban style development.23 

In their last action of HUD-funded neighborhood clearance, 

RRHA submitted the Randolph Urban Renewal Area Plan. 

While not as dense as Fulton and Navy Hill, Randolph was 

a walkable, mixed-use Black neighborhood. The plan would 

clear 1,600 housing units after the northern-most blocks had 

been demolished for the Downtown Expressway. Today, 

much of the rebuilt neighborhood is suburban in form and 

siting.24 

23. Catherine Komp, “Indelible Roots: Historic Fulton and Urban Renewal,” 
VPM News, July 21, 2016, https://vpm.org/news/articles/2402/indelible-
roots-historic-fulton-and-urban-renewal.
24. Department of Housing and Urban Development, “Randolph Urban 
Renewal Project Draft Environmental Statement,” HathiTrust, March 21, 1973, 
https://babel.hathitrust.org/cgi/pt?id=ien.35556030636724&view=1up&s
eq=31.

Figure 7. Construction of the Coliseum. The Coliseum was one 
of several projects that used federal urban renewal funding to 
demolish Navy Hill and parts of Jackson Ward. Source: Richmond 
Times Dispatch

Figure 8. Fulton Bottom in 1952 (Top) and today. Fulton Bottom, a 
dense mixed-use neighborhood, was entirely demolished as part 
of an Urban Renewal project. Decades later it was rebuilt in a 
suburban, residential-only style.
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Neighborhood Dissection

Neighborhood dissection has contributed to the permanent 

separation of many BIPOC and low-income neighborhoods 

from the wealthier, whiter urban core of Richmond. Likely 

starting with redlining’s devaluation of BIPOC- and low-

income-owned properties and their subsequent decay, the 

expanding highway and interstate system targeted these 

neighborhoods for total destruction. Neighborhood dissection 

is strongly connected to the urban renewal, suburbanization 

of poverty, transportation cost burden, and environmental 

hazard injustices. The following is a history of the injustice of 

neighborhood dissection in the City of Richmond.

The City invited renowned urban planner Harland 

Bartholomew to create a comprehensive plan for Richmond 

just after the close of WWII. Bartholomew’s plan proposed 

a city of walkable neighborhoods with schools and parks at 

their centers, but only for wealthier whites. This plan proposed 

removal, displacement, and destruction for city-designated 

slums and constructing highways in their place.25 

Meanwhile, the U.S. became entangled in the Cold War and 

the Eisenhower administration became fixated on the concept 

of mobilization. Mobilization is the act of quickly deploying 

troops and supplies through a network of connected 

infrastructure. By 1956, U.S. Congress passed the Federal-

Aid Highway Act (FAHA), which resulted in the construction 

of the interstate system that has irreparably dissected most 

American cities.

Automobile use was on the rise in America and White Flight 

(detailed later in this chapter) commuters were burdening 

the existing road network in Richmond. With the streetcar 

removed by 1949, the region was quickly becoming car-

dependent. Richmond had begun construction of the 

Richmond-Petersburg Turnpike prior to the passing of the 

FAHA. In 1954, after twice failing to get public support to 

construct the turnpike through the heart of Jackson Ward and 

Shockoe Bottom, Richmond City Council created a special 

25. Harry Kollatz Jr., “A Man With a Plan,” Richmond Magazine, September 
29, 2019, https://richmondmagazine.com/news/sunday-story/a-man-with-a-
plan/.

NEIGHBORHOOD PROFILE:   
FULTON BOTTOM

Fulton Bottom was once an active Black 

neighborhood of nearly 3,000 residents. The 

neighborhood had several blocks of shops 

and services that provided for all the daily 

needs of the residents, creating a tight-knit 

community. While isolated by Chimborazo Hill 

and the James River, the neighborhood was still 

well-connected to the city by the streetcar. The 

neighborhood began a period of decline with 

the death of the streetcar and the construction 

of suburban shopping areas. By the mid-1960s, 

RRHA had planned for the full demolition of 

the neighborhood with an industrial district 

to replace it. Strong community opposition 

caused RRHA to submit a plan for a mixed-

use development. After demolishing Fulton 

Bottom entirely, RRHA failed to create a mixed-

use community. The land remained vacant for 

decades before the construction of a suburban 

style neighborhood in the 2000s. 

Fulton Bottom in its original urban grid pattern. 

The mixed-use neighborhood would be entirely 

leveled and replaced with suburban single-family 

housing. 
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authority – the Richmond-Petersburg Turnpike Authority – to 

move forward with the highway by using state-sanctioned 

eminent domain powers.26 The highway took several blocks 

of Carver, Jackson Ward, Navy Hill and Shockoe Bottom. 

Before completion, it was incorporated into the interstate 

system under FAHA as I-95. 

Richmond City Council used this same process again with 

the creation of the Richmond Metropolitan Authority (RMA), 

which used its state-sanctioned eminent domain powers 

to demolish a block-wide strip through the neighborhoods 

of Carytown (between Grayland Avenue and Idlewood 

Avenue), Byrd Park (between Parkwood Avenue and 

Idlewood Avenue), Randolph (between Parkwood Avenue 

and Grayland Avenue), and Oregon Hill (between 

Cumberland Street and Idlewood Avenue) – all historically 

Black and/or low-income communities formerly adjacent 

to the affluent Fan District. This also started the process of 

the near-complete destruction of Randolph far beyond the 

highway’s path.27

Environmental Hazards

Environmental hazards can cause lasting health issues in 

urban areas. In Richmond, environmental hazards include the 

interstates that splice the city, rail yards and rail corridors, 

waste disposal areas, and heavy industry. BIPOC and low-

income communities are five times more likely to be exposed 

to air pollution and 3.6 times more likely to live near a 

hazardous waste site (called a Superfund site).28 Ambient fine 

particulate matter air pollution (PM2.5), which causes 85,000 – 

200,000 deaths a year in the U.S., impacts BIPOC and low-

income communities at a significantly higher rate.29 Where 

white people experience about 17% less air pollution than 

26. Harry Kollatz Jr., “The Curve Around the Station,” Richmond Magazine, 
September 23, 2013, https://richmondmagazine.com/news/richmond-history/
I-95-cross-into-Shockoe/.
27. Harry Kollatz Jr. and Tina Eshelman, “The Distressway,” Richmond 
Magazine, December 16, 2016, https://richmondmagazine.com/news/
richmond-history/the-distressway/.
28. The Green Initiative Fund, “Virginia,” Mapping for Environmental Justice, 
https://mappingforej.berkeley.edu/virginia/.
29. Christopher W. Tessium, et al., “PM2.5 polluters disproportionately and 
systemically affect people of color in the United States,” Science Advances, 
April 28, 2021, https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/sciadv.abf449.

Figure 9. Jackson Ward in 1952 (Above) and today. The 
construction of I-95/64 has left the once-connected neighborhood 
irreparably disjointed. 

Figure 10. Construction of the Richmond-Petersburg Turnpike (From 
the Richmond Times-Dispatch). This highway, now called I-95/64, 
irreparably destroyed much of the communities of Carver, Jackson 
Ward, Navy Hill, and Shockoe Bottom.  
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they produce, Black and Hispanic people experience 56% 

and 63% more air pollution than they produce, respectively.30 

Beyond pollution, BIPOC and low-income communities also 

bear the brunt of natural disaster impacts, especially urban 

flooding events.31 In Richmond, areas impacted by high 

pollution include most BIPOC and low-income neighborhoods. 

Environmental hazards are strongly tied to redlining, 

transportation funding, and transportation planning injustices. 

The following is an overview of environmental hazards and 

environmental justice.

Land uses that negatively impact air, land, and water quality 

are disproportionately adjacent to BIPOC and low-income 

communities.32 Researchers have observed an international 

trend where the eastern ends of cities are often low-income 

communities. The leading theory on this concept is that 

westerly winds, which blow to the east, cause decreased air 

quality east of the center of the city, ultimately decreasing 

property values in those areas.  Richmond is not spared 

from this phenomenon as some of its poorest communities 

are in the East End. Beyond this wind-carried pollution, the 

construction of low-income communities around polluting 

land uses is common due to the devalued land. This 

clustering would eventually lead to massive destruction 

caused by highway construction which targeted the lowest-

valued land for acquisition (described in detail in the 

Neighborhood Dissection injustice). After construction, 

these highways and interstates would further deteriorate 

the air quality for the remaining residents. These high-

pollution neighborhoods are typically in formerly redlined 

neighborhoods. As noted in the Redlining injustice, redlined 

neighborhoods today have minimal tree cover. Trees are 

essential to capturing air pollution and providing protection 

from dangerously high summer temperatures.

30. Jonathan Lambert, “Study Finds Racial Gap Between Who Causes Air 
Pollution And Who Breathes It,” NPR, March 11, 2019, https://www.npr.org/
sections/health-shots/2019/03/11/702348935/study-finds-racial-gap-between-
who-causes-air-pollution-and-who-breathes-it.
31. Thomas Frank, “Flooding Disproportionately Harms Black 
Neighborhoods,” Scientific American, June 2, 2020, https://www.
scientificamerican.com/article/flooding-disproportionately-harms-black-
neighborhoods/.
32. Center for Sustainable Systems, “Environmental Justice Factsheet,” 
University of Michigan, 2021, https://css.umich.edu/factsheets/
environmental-justice-factsheet,.

NEIGHBORHOOD PROFILE:   
CARVER AND NEWTOWNE WEST

Carver and Newtowne West were once densely-

populated, Black working-class neighborhoods. 

These workers supported the adjacent rail-

based industry. Newtowne West’s massive 

street grids between Leigh Street and Broad 

Street are due to this industrial past as well as 

being the site of Broad Street Park, the original 

baseball field for the University of Richmond. 

As these neighborhoods aged, they became 

targeted for redevelopment as part of RRHA’s 

Carver Plan. This plan demolished 400 homes 

to make way for I-95/64 and to open land 

to private developers north of Leigh Street.  

Today, properties in Carver and Newtowne 

West are rapidly increasing in value and the 

neighborhoods have become popular for VCU 

students due to their proximity to the Monroe 

Park Campus.  

Aerial view of Carver and Newtowne West prior 

to the construction of I-95/64.
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The suburbanization of poverty has likely pushed low-income 

residents to live in the lower cost housing adjacent to 

environmental hazards. Many of these communities are safe 

from flooding and have sufficient tree cover. However, the 

automobile-oriented lifestyle that is required to live in these 

areas brings with it increased automobile emissions. Moving 

and idling vehicles emit deadly PM2.5 pollution. 

Environmental justice (EJ) is the concept that traditionally 

marginalized communities should not bear a 

disproportionate burden of environmental hazards. President 

Clinton issued an executive order on environmental justice 

in 1994, which codified the term. Today, the Environmental 

Planning Agency (EPA) runs the EJ program at the federal 

level and monitors EJ programs at the state level. The 

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) runs the 

EJ program in the Commonwealth. The DEQ defines EJ as:

“Environmental justice is the fair treatment and meaningful 

involvement of all people – regardless of race, color, 

national origin or income – with respect to the development, 

implementation and enforcement of environmental 

laws, regulations and policies. No group should bear a 

disproportionate share of negative environmental impacts 

resulting from industrial, governmental and commercial 

operations or policies.” 33

33. “Environmental Justice,” Virginia Department of Environmental Quality, 
https://www.deq.virginia.gov/get-involved/environmental-justice.

NEIGHBORHOOD PROFILE:   
SHOCKOE BOTTOM

Shockoe Bottom is the oldest neighborhood 

in the city and has the most notorious past. 

Shockoe Bottom was second only to New 

Orleans in significance during the slave trade 

and remained a major exporter of enslaved 

people well after the slave trade was banned in 

1807. The neighborhood was home to Lumpkins 

Slave Jail. This facility, dubbed the Devil’s Half 

Acre, was a holding area for enslaved people 

being sold at auction. The extremely brutal 

and tortuous conditions of the Jail resulted in 

countless deaths of the imprisoned.  After the 

end of slavery in America, Shockoe Bottom 

became a Black neighborhood with Black-

owned shops and restaurants, surrounding 

the regionally-significant 17th Street Market. 

When constructing the Richmond-Petersburg 

Turnpike, highway planners chose Shockoe 

Bottom as a location for the James river crossing 

approach. The turnpike took Black-owned land 

for its construction and partially covered the 

Lumpkins Slave Jail site, forever destroying an 

archaeological resource and unceremoniously 

covering over slave burial sites.  

Aerial view of Shockoe Bottom prior to the 

construction of I-95. Main Street Station is at the 

Center. 

UNION HILL

SHOCKOE BOTTOM

NAVY HILL
Figure 11. East Richmond Landfill. Pollution sources are more 
often located near BIPOC and low-income communities than near 
wealthier and whiter areas. 
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Suburbanization of Poverty

The suburbanization of poverty is the culmination of several 

policies and demographic shifts. The first shift was the rapid 

construction of the suburbs which greatly increased a form of 

housing that is disconnected from everyday needs and transit, 

requiring an automobile to access them. The second shift 

was the ongoing practices of slum clearance that destroyed 

more Black and low-income housing than it built back. The 

third shift was and continues to be the subsequent movement 

of impoverished residents into these suburban areas as they 

aged into affordability. The suburbanization of poverty is 

strongly connected to redlining, urban renewal, neighborhood 

dissection, and transportation cost burden injustices. 

By the end of WWII, Richmond had a well-established 

inner ring of suburbs supported by the streetcar. These 

sorts of neighborhoods, called streetcar suburbs, enabled 

car-free lives for their residents and had a light mix of 

uses manifesting as commercial corridors. This streetcar 

network would be eliminated just four years after the war 

as Americans became infatuated with car ownership. This, 

combined with the GI Bill that made home ownership a 

reality for returning servicepeople, resulted in a massive 

wave of suburban development. These new neighborhoods 

rigidly separated residential from commercial, making the 

car essential to travel for everyday tasks. Many of these 

neighborhoods also had restrictive ownership rules that 

prevented BIPOC residents from purchasing a home. 

These conditions resulted in a significant abandonment of 

the inner city by wealthier whites, an era known as white 

flight. Richmond lost around 10,000 residents a year every 

year between 1950 and 1959 and continued to decline in 

population (not including the 1970 annexation) until the 2010

Decennial Census.34 This hemorrhaging of white citizens 

resulted in Richmond becoming a majority-Black city by 1970. 

City Council at that time was entirely at-large, meaning that 

its members were elected to represent the whole city instead 

34. Amy Howard and Thad Williamson, “Reframing public housing in 
Richmond, Virginia: Segregation, resident resistance and the future of 
redevelopment.” 

NEIGHBORHOOD PROFILE:      
THE FAN, BYRD PARK, & 

RANDOLPH

The Fan, Byrd Park, and Randolph were once 

seamlessly connected. Some sources describe 

this area as “Sydney,” named for a planned 

town in the 1800s that never materialized. 

Randolph developed as a Black community while 

The Fan and Byrd Park simultaneously grew as 

white communities. By the 1950s, Byrd Park had 

transitioned into a majority-Black neighborhood 

with Cary Street becoming the racial dividing line 

between the Fan and its neighbors. In the 1960s, 

RMA began purchasing and demolishing homes 

south of Cary Street to construct the Downtown 

Expressway. In this period, RRHA submitted an 

urban renewal plan to fund its demolition of 

most of Randolph. Today, Byrd Park is cut off 

from its former commercial district with half as 

many access points into the Fan remaining. 

Randolph, which once had several community-

oriented businesses within its boundaries, is 

now devoid of commercial uses and also has 

half of its north/south streets dead-ending at the 

expressway. 

The single-family housing constructed after the 

leveling of Randolph.
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of particular districts. This gave Black residents the potential to 

elect more favorable city representatives. This prompted the 

majority white city council to annex parts of North Chesterfield, 

reestablishing a white majority. In that same year, the Supreme 

Court ruled that this annexation was racially motivated and 

ruled that no local elections could take place until the City 

created a system of voting districts or wards. Council refused 

and no local elections were held until 1977.35  

RRHA built its last additional unit of public housing by 1970 

as part of a slum clearance project in Blackwell.36 All units 

constructed thereafter would be replacements for existing 

units. By the mid-1970s Apostle Town, Randolph, Navy Hill, 

and Fulton Bottom had been mostly demolished. Byrd Park, 

Oregon Hill, Carver, Jackson Ward, Shockoe Bottom, and 

Blackwell had lost several blocks of housing. RRHA, like most 

public housing authorities in America, had not provided a 

one-for-one replacement of lost units. The loss of stock drove 

BIPOC and low-income residents to the edges of the city 

and beyond – moving into the now aging mid-century homes 

35. Rich Griset, “Fifty years ago, Richmond took over part of Chesterfield. 
‘The Politics of Annexation’ explores why,” Chesterfield Observer, April 
28, 2020, https://www.chesterfieldobserver.com/articles/fifty-years-ago-
richmond-took-over-part-of-chesterfield-the-politics-of-annexation-explores-
why/.
36. “Public housing in Richmond,” Church Hill People’s News, August 23, 
2009, https://chpn.net/2009/08/23/public-housing-in-the-east-end/.

NEIGHBORHOOD PROFILE:   
MANCHESTER AND BLACKWELL

Manchester and Blackwell were two of the most 

densely populated neighborhoods south of the 

river. Hull Street, the main street of this part of 

the city, was a racial dividing line between white 

Manchester and Black Blackwell. RRHA began 

acquiring and demolishing properties by the 

late 1960s, building the Blackwell public housing 

community and largely leaving the remaining 

parcels vacant. Manchester was not spared a 

similar fate as the shipping magnate J. Harwood 

Cochrane began to use his immense wealth to 

purchase and clear parcels between Hull Street 

and Semmes Avenue. Manchester and Blackwell 

are busy with construction today, but for much of 

the past 50 years vacant lots have served as a 

reminder of the destroyed community that once 

resided there. 

Aerial view of Blackwell showing the scattered 

vacant lots mostly cleared by RRHA in the 1970s.

MAURY ST
E 
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T

Figure 12. The low-density, car-dependent development of 
Southside Richmond. When the City annexed this area in 1970, 
Chesterfield County had built it to more suburban and rural 
standards. Walkability, transit, and a mix of uses were not 
incorporated into the designs of these communities. 
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While the nationwide average household spends only 13% 

of their income on transportation, populations earning the 

lowest 20% (an average of just under $12,000 annually) 

spend almost a third of their income on transportation.40 

Vehicle ownership has set costs like registration, insurance, 

maintenance, and gas that do not scale proportionally with 

income. Low-income people are also more likely to purchase 

older or less reliable vehicles that may require more 

maintenance than pricier models.

The lack of viable alternative modes including regional 

transit, a connected bicycle network, and a full-coverage 

pedestrian network creates a heavy reliance for 

Richmonders of all incomes on private vehicles to get to their 

jobs, to shop, to see family and friends, and/or to access 

recreation. All public housing developments in Richmond 

and many low-income neighborhoods are connected to 

the local transit network. However, the headway frequency, 

number of transfers to reach a destination, and the limited 

coverage of the transit network can create significantly 

longer trips by transit. Efforts to decrease car-dependence 

should not assume that the transit-dependent have a high 

tolerance for long commutes. 

40. “The High Cost of Transportation in the United States,” Institute for 
Transportation & Development Policy, May 23, 2019, https://www.itdp.
org/2019/05/23/high-cost-transportation-united-states/.

built twenty to thirty years earlier. These residents found 

themselves living the car-dependent lives that the suburban 

developers had envisioned for much wealthier whites in 

the past. By the mid-2010s, white flight had reversed with a 

renewed interest in urban living. Today, the suburban areas 

of the region are far poorer than Richmond’s urban core.37  

Transportation Cost Burden

Transportation cost burden is a modern issue that stems 

from the increasing dominance of automobile usage. The 

governmental prioritization of subsidizing road construction, 

expansion, and maintenance over transit, bicycle, and 

pedestrian subsidies has left most Richmonders car-

dependent. BIPOC Richmonders are more likely to be 

low-income and therefore have a significant portion of 

their income go towards owning and operating a vehicle. 

This section expands on the concept of transportation cost 

burden in the City of Richmond.

In 2019, over a quarter of households in the Richmond 

region had more than three vehicles.38 Employment centers 

are scattered throughout the region with high density job 

areas extending as far as the Route 288/I-295 beltway. 

The Richmond region ranks 92 out of the 100 largest 

metropolitan areas in terms of transit access to jobs, with just 

20.8% of workers having access to transit.39 These conditions 

make car ownership essential in Richmond and greatly limit 

access to opportunity for the 17% of households that do not 

have a car at all. As explained in the Suburbanization of 

Poverty injustice section, lower income people have been 

pushed to the suburban areas of the city and neighboring 

counties. These areas have limited or no transit options and 

are not built in a walkable pattern. 

37. Katie Demeria, “Povery growth in Richmond suburbs continues to 
outpace city’s,” Richmond Times-Dispatch, March 10, 2017, https://richmond.
com/news/local/poverty-growth-in-richmond-suburbs-continues-to-outpace-
citys/article_e9b1d2a3-9bfb-5c53-82e6-d0abb1c64699.html.
38. “The 12 Metro Areas That Are the Most Revved Up About Cars,” 
Wikilawn, https://www.wikilawn.com/blog/the-12-metro-areas-that-are-the-
most-revved-up-about-cars/
39. Amanda Merck, “City Leader Uses ‘Omnibus’ to Power Up Transit and 
Walkability in Richmond, Virginia,” Salud America!, February 10, 2020,  
https://salud-america.org/city-leader-uses-omnibus-to-power-up-transit-and-
walkability-in-richmond-virginia/.

Figure 13. Traffic on I-95/64. Most of the Richmond region is 
car-dependent. The proportion of income spent on owning a car 
increases exponentially as total income decreases. Source: VDOT
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Transportation Planning

Transportation planning as an injustice incorporates all 

other injustices noted before. Inequities today were not 

an accident – they are the result of intentional action 

or intentional inaction. Most of the federal policies that 

empowered transportation to be used as a means of 

neighborhood destruction or community displacement have 

been eliminated over time, but transportation planning today 

is not typically focused on healing the wounds caused by 

mid-century development. 

In Virginia and most of the nation, transportation planning 

is centered on the automobile. Even Virginia’s dense urban 

areas place a heightened importance on preserving 

system capacity and vehicle speed. Today, this aspect of 

transportation planning has become deadly. From 2008 

– 2018, pedestrian deaths increased by 53% in the U.S., 

increased 63% in Virginia, and increased 250% in the City 

of Richmond.41 In 2017, Richmond’s pedestrian death rate 

was 4.93, meaning that for every 100,000 people total, 

4.93 pedestrians were killed that year. In this same year, 

Virginia’s rate was 1.38. New York City – arguably the most 

41. Wayne Corvil, “Richmond group pushes for change as pedestrian death 
rate climbs,” WTVR, November 19, 2019, https://www.wtvr.com/2019/11/19/
road-traffic-victims-event/

Figure 14. Federal and State funding priorities dictate which 
projects a local government can build. Major bicycle and 
pedestrian infrastructure, like the Virginia Capital Trail, can take 
years to complete due to scarcity of funds for non-automobile 
projects. 

Transportation Funding

Insufficient and inequitable transportation funding is an 

overarching injustice connected to most of the injustices 

listed previously. Transportation funding as an injustice 

includes the federal and state policies that allocate funds. 

One example is the federal government offering cities 

millions of dollars to demolish neighborhoods in the past. 

Cities and their neighborhoods are greatly impacted by 

funding priorities. If Richmond were to have a citizen-backed 

goal to accomplish a massive project, like reconstructing 

the streetcar network, the City would find funding for this 

undertaking extremely competitive. This is because the 

federal and state governments do not have a funding 

priority to construct massive streetcar systems. If the City 

desires to widen a highway, it would find that funding would 

be much easier to acquire. While these are just examples, 

they serve to illustrate the difficulties Richmond will face as it 

works to address these injustices. 

Figure 15. Decades of planning for the car has fostered a car-
dependent city. The city, the region, the Commonwealth, and the 
federal government still have a strong preference for automobile-
based solutions when planning for the future. 
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walkable city in America – had a pedestrian death rate of 

1.18 in 2017.42 Unfortunately, in 2020 the U.S. saw the highest 

one-year jump in pedestrian deaths since the 1970s.43 This 

peak is the result of several pandemic-specific conditions but 

highlights the failures of our pedestrian network. Pedestrian 

death increases are directly tied to the suburbanization of 

poverty as more BIPOC and low-income people with limited 

car access move into suburban developments that have not 

incorporated safe walking and cycling infrastructure.44  

Path to Equity is the City’s first step in addressing the 

injustices described in this chapter. As the foundation of its 

forthcoming transportation plan, Richmond Connects, the 

City is poised to meaningfully address these injustices and 

provide a higher quality of life for Richmonders through 

equitable transportation. 

42. Ali Rocket, “There were more pedestrian fatalities in Richmond last year 
than in any other year on record. This is why.,” Richmond Times-Dispatch, 
March 17, 2018, https://richmond.com/news/local/crime/there-were-
more-pedestrian-fatalities-in-richmond-last-year-than-in-any-other-year-on/
article_66b5ba24-82c6-5400-8512-5d0aa083e977.html
43. Chris Teale, “Pedestrian deaths had largest year-on-year increase 
in 2020: GHSA,” Industry Dive, March 23, 2021, Smarthttps://www.
smartcitiesdive.com/news/pedestrian-deaths-had-largest-year-on-year-
increase-in-2020-ghsa/597140/.
44. Wyatt Gordon, “What’s behind Virginia’s increasing pedestrian death 
toll and how to reverse the trend,” Virginia Mercury, October 27, 2020, 
https://www.virginiamercury.com/2020/10/27/whats-behind-virginias-
increasing-pedestrian-deaths-and-how-to-reverse-the-trend/.

NEIGHBORHOOD PROFILE:   
SOUTHSIDE RICHMOND

Southside Richmond includes dozens of individual 

neighborhoods south of the James River, mostly 

developed between the 1950s and the 1980s. 

The City annexed this land in 1970 (described 

in detail on page 21) from Chesterfield County. 

Developers built these neighborhoods to 

more rural design standards with minimal 

consideration for transit, walking, and biking. 

While initially occupied by middle-class white 

residents, the affordability of these aging single 

family houses has made the Southside home 

to many of the city’s BIPOC and low-income 

residents. While housing is more affordable, the 

car-oriented lifestyle required of a Southside 

resident greatly increases transportation costs. 

The Southside is one of Richmond’s least densely 

populated areas, making transit, walking, and 

biking improvements less competitive for state 

and federal transportation grants, despite the 

need for improved connections being high.  

The Warwick neighborhood in Southside 

Richmond. Many Southside neighborhoods are 

low density, single family housing developments 

lacking basic transit, walking, and biking 

infrastructure. 
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This plan will serve as the implementation strategy of 

Richmond 300’s “thriving environment” topic vision. Led 

by the Office of Sustainability, RVAgreen 2050 will provide 

the framework for reducing greenhouse gas emissions 

45% by 2030, with a plan to achieve net zero greenhouse 

gas emissions by 2050. Path to Equity will incorporate 

the findings and recommendations of RVAgreen 2050 to 

accomplish the latter’s transportation-oriented goals and 

strategies. 

Figure 16. Richmond Connects will continue the work of 
Richmond 300 and RVAgreen 2050 through its transportation 
recommendations. 

The State of Transportation Planning

The Path to Equity plan will serve as the basis of Richmond 

Connects – the City’s multimodal transportation plan. 

Path to Equity and Richmond Connects will operate within 

the framework of existing plans and planning processes. 

This section will outline the local, regional, state, and 

federal contexts that will guide the development of these 

transportation plans. Some existing plans and practices 

are helpful for implementing an equitable transportation 

framework, but some may slow or even hinder progress on 

equitable transportation as explained in the injustices of 

Transportation Planning and Transportation Funding. 

Local Context

R I C H M O N D  3 0 0

COR’s current master plan is titled Richmond 300: A Guide 

for Growth. City Council adopted the plan on December 14, 

2020. The plan is guided by a city-wide vision that states: 

“In 2037, Richmond is a welcoming, inclusive, diverse, 

innovative, sustainable, and equitable city of thriving 

neighborhoods, ensuring a high quality of life for all.”

Richmond 300 divides its goals and objectives into five topic 

visions: high-quality places, equitable transportation, diverse 

economy, inclusive housing, and thriving environment. Path 

to Equity and the forthcoming Richmond Connects plans 

will serve as implementation strategies for the “equitable 

transportation” topic vision. Richmond Connects is not a 

replacement for Richmond 300 and instead will be it’s 

detailed, data-driven transportation component. 

RVAG R E E N  2 0 5 0

RVAgreen 2050 is the City’s forthcoming equity-centered, 

integrated climate action and resilience planning initiative. 
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V I S I O N  Z E RO

The City adopted its Vision Zero Plan in 2017. The plan 

incorporates the Swedish Vision Zero initiative with the 

goal of reducing all traffic-related deaths to zero by 2030. 

The plan is implementation-focused, including several 

actions and the departments responsible for completing 

said actions. It is important to note that while BIPOC 

pedestrians are more likely to be struck and killed in the 

City of Richmond, addressing this and implementing Vision 

Zero must also be sensitive to the potential injustices that 

enforcement of traffic laws have on communities of concern, 

being careful to not trade one injustice for another.  

B I C YC L E  P L A N N I N G

Richmond’s Bicycle Master Plan is a 2014 document 

that provides an extensive full network of bicycle routes 

and infrastructure. Many of the plan’s recommendations 

have been implemented since its adoption. Plans for the 

future of the city’s bicycle network will be developed and 

incorporated into Richmond Connects. 

OETM is tasked with maintaining and expanding Richmond’s 

bike share program. Electric bicycles, or E-bikes, are already 

part of the system and have the potential to be a larger 

part of the stock. E-bikes could make cycling a more viable 

alternative to the automobile. 

OT H E R  P L A N S

COR has many additional plans such as small area 

plans, trail plans, and park plans that provide specific 

recommendations for the growing city. Richmond Connects 

will incorporate all relevant and adopted plans.   

Regional Context

B E YO N D  C I T Y  L I M I T S

Transportation inequities do not stop at the Richmond city 

line. The legacy of car-dependent suburban expansion 

and the continuing growth of poverty in the suburbs has 

decentralized employment and housing throughout the 

Richmond region, especially in the adjacent counties of 

Henrico and Chesterfield. Both Henrico and Chesterfield 

Counties have begun their own equity programs in their 

public schools and their governmental departments. These 

processes are an essential foundation to developing a 

more equitable future. The completion of the Path to Equity 

plan should serve as a model for further developing 

transportation equity considerations in the Richmond Region.

Annexation has played a significant role in preserving 

inequities in the Richmond-Henrico-Chesterfield area. 

Richmond’s most recent annexation in 1970 incorporated 

most of the Southside. The street network here was designed 

as car-oriented suburbs, leaving the City with ongoing 

challenges in maintenance and mobility improvements. 

While this annexation has its own unique restrictions, 

the inability to further annex also causes challenges to 

improving transportation equity. Since 1984, Virginia has 

had a moratorium on municipal annexations. Richmond is 

the region’s dense urban core and has a more extensive 

network of transportation infrastructure to maintain and 

improve. This puts more fiscal strain on the city, which is 

transferred to its residents as an increased tax burden 

when compared to surrounding suburban counties. This, 

in part, has led to continued growth in the counties due to 

much lower taxes. Because the City cannot annex any parts 

of these counties, its existing tax base must carry the full 

Figure 17. Map showing the dates of Richmond’s annexation. Since 
1984, Virginia has held a moratorium on further annexation. Source: 
UVA Weldon-Cooper Center for Public Service.
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burden despite its transportation network being essential 

to people in the counties as well.  The hard line created 

between the city and the counties also carries over into 

transportation planning where the counties continue to 

expand car dominance for the most part. 

The following sections also detail the limitations to funding, 

planning, and programming that are inherent in the laws 

and regulations of each entity involved in transportation 

decision-making. The conversation the City is having to 

achieve equity in transportation cannot be accomplished 

in the current context. As noted in the injustices section, 

transportation planning and transportation funding programs 

limit the way improvements can be made. The study team 

seeks to describe the policies that would need to change 

in order to achieve true equity in transportation. Citizens of 

Richmond must advocate for regional, state, and federal 

legislation to address these shortfalls and rework how 

projects are funded and implemented to be successful in 

achieving transportation equity. 

C E N T R A L  V I RG I N I A  T R A N S P O R TAT I O N 

AU T H O R I T Y  ( C V TA )

The Virginia General Assembly created the CVTA in 2020 

to administer new funds within the PlanRVA boundary. The 

CVTA collects an additional regional sales and use tax 

of 0.7% and a wholesale gas tax of 7.6 cents per gallon 

of gasoline and 7.7 cents per gallon of diesel.45 Half of 

the CVTA’s revenue will be returned proportionally to the 

jurisdictions, 35% will be dispersed at the discretion of 

the CVTA board, and 15% will be provided to the Greater 

Richmond Transit Company (GRTC).46 In August, COR used 

their CVTA funds to shrink a six-year backlog of sidewalk 

maintenance projects.47 This illustrates the flexibility of this 

new funding source.

45. “Central Virginia Planning Authority,” PlanRVA, https://planrva.org/
transportation/cvta/.
46. Jim McConnell, “Regional group forms to fund road, transit goals,” 
Chesterfield Observer, August 4, 2020, https://www.chesterfieldobserver.
com/articles/regional-group-forms-to-fund-road-transit-goals/.
47. Chris Suarez, “Richmond to repair 8 miles of sidewalk over the next year 
for $2.4 million,” Richmond Times-Dispatch, August 6, 2021, https://richmond.
com/news/richmond-to-repair-8-miles-of-sidewalk-over-the-next-year-for-2-4-
million/

R E G I O N A L  T R A N S I T  P L A N N I N G

GRTC is the regional transit provider. GRTC provides fixed 

route transit service in the City of Richmond and Henrico 

and Chesterfield Counties. GRTC’s demand responsive 

(paratransit) services CARE and CARE Plus are also 

available throughout the City of Richmond for qualified 

passengers. GRTC’s fixed route transit services operate 

seven days a week with a span of service as long as 5 

AM to 1 AM on some routes. Since the beginning of the 

pandemic, GRTC has been operating fixed route services 

fare-free. A goal of OETM is to extend the life of this fare-

free system. 

GRTC is responsible for its own planning and public 

engagement. The transit provider is responsive to the needs 

of its customers and works closely with jurisdictions in the 

region to expand and improve the transit network. With the 

creation of a Director of Equitable Innovation and Legislative 

Policy position, GRTC is committing to cultivating and 

expanding a more equitable transit future. Any of Richmond 

Connect’s proposed transit policies would have to be 

adopted by GRTC if they are to be implemented. 

GRTC’s planning process is highly driven by involvement 

of its funding partners – the City and Counties served by 

GRTC establish their funding contributions, request service 

changes, collaborate on studies of network and facility 

changes, and specify the priorities for any changes or 

Figure 18. GRTC’s Pulse Bus Rapid Transit. GRTC is the primary 
transit provider for the city. Source: GRTC. 
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expansion to the system.  Some changes precipitated by 

GRTC operational constraints such as availability of bus 

operators may be determined by GRTC but are guided 

by priorities defined by the GRTC board. The GRTC board 

is comprised of six members, three each appointed by 

the City of Richmond and Chesterfield County. The CVTA 

has undertaken a study with GRTC to evaluate GRTC’s 

management structure. The requirements of the CVTA and 

the outcome of this study may result in a revised structure.  

The current and upcoming initiatives by GRTC include 

equity-based programs like free fares and bus stop 

enhancements. GRTC is also investigating microtransit - an 

on-demand service of smaller buses, vans, and shuttles. 

The next major plan update by GRTC will transition from 

Transit Demand Planning to Transit Strategic Planning under 

state requirements; these requirements include establishing 

performance measures as a basis for service plans. These 

measures will be determined by the GRTC Board and could 

include equity measures if the City were to voice that priority 

in the planning process. Furthermore, the 2021 Virginia 

Assembly required DRPT to undertake a Transit Equity and 

Modernization study that is likely to provide new guidance 

on incorporating equity measures and practices in future 

planning. This overall direction aligns with Path to Equity, but 

since Path to Equity is ahead of changes in state guidance, 

there is an opportunity to shape transit planning practices 

in Richmond with the City’s approach to establishing 

equity factors and applying them to the prioritization of 

transportation needs.

GRTC is also improving bus stops across the network. Their 

shelter installation plan extends into 2024.48 This work is 

supplemented by RVA Rapid Transit, which collects donations 

for the Better Bus Stop program.49

An important note is that GRTC is subject to Title VI of the 

Civil Rights Act of 1964. This requires GRTC to perform 

48.”GRTC Shelter Plan FY20-FY24,” Greater Richmond Transit Company, 
http://ridegrtc.com/media/annual_reports/Shelter_Plan_Presentation_
Board_Meeting_2_18_20.pdf.
49. Better Bus Stop Program, RVA Rapid Transit, https://www.rvarapidtransit.
org/better-bus-stop.

detailed studies if an action has the potential to harm 

based on race or ethnicity. For a system the size of GRTC, 

a 25%-change threshold will activate the Title VI process. 

These changes include the total number of trips, the hours 

per day that buses run the route’s alignment, and the route’s 

length. Proposed eliminations of a route will also activate 

the Title VI process.50 This process is essential in protecting 

BIPOC and low-income mobility, but it can become a box-

checking exercise for transit agencies as Title VI alone 

does not require the implementation of a more equitable 

system.51 GRTC completed a major system-wide redesign 

in 2018 after a thorough analysis backed by an intensive 

public engagement process. Going far beyond Title VI’s 

requirements, the redesign increased jobs access for low-

income communities by 10% and should be a model for 

planning beyond the box-check.52

R E G I O N A L  P L A N N I N G

PlanRVA is a regional organization comprised of elected 

officials, staff, and citizen representatives from nine 

jurisdictions: the Town of Ashland, Charles City County, 

Chesterfield County, Goochland County, Hanover County, 

Henrico County, New Kent County, Powhatan County, 

and the City of Richmond. Often referred to as a council 

of governments in other states, these organizations are 

called planning district commissions (PDC) in Virginia. 

All jurisdictions fall within a PDC boundary. Housed 

within PlanRVA is the Richmond Regional Transportation 

Organization (RRTPO). The RRTPO is a metropolitan 

planning organization (MPO), which are federally required 

to complete regional transportation plans and distribute 

funding from certain federal programs. RRTPO covers all 

of the Town of Ashland, Hanover County, Henrico County, 

and the City of Richmond. It covers portions of Charles City 

50. “Major Change and Service Equity Analysis,” Greater Richmond Transit 
Company, October 11, 2017, http://ridegrtc.com/media/main/Service_and_
Fare_Equity_Analysis_April_2018_Changes_10_11_17.pdf.
51. “Inclusive Transit: Advancing Equity Through Improved Access & 
Opportunity,” TransitCenter, July 17, 2018, https://transitcenter.org/
publication/inclusive-transit-advancing-equity-improved-access-opportunity/#.
52. Chris Suarez, “The firm that helped redesign GRTC bus routes last 
summer says critical VCU report is flawed,” Richmond Times-Dispatch, June 
19, 2019, https://richmond.com/news/plus/the-firm-that-helped-redesign-grtc-
bus-routes-last-summer-says-critical-vcu-report-is/
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County, Chesterfield County, Goochland County, New Kent 

County, and Powhatan County. 

The adopted ConnectRVA 2045 is the regional Long 

Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). An LRTP is federally 

mandated and covers a 20-year period. Regional planning 

brings independent jurisdictions together and focuses on 

regionally-significant projects. At this scale, projects that 

benefit multiple jurisdictions are often highway expansions 

and improvements. This condition creates a highly-

competitive funding environment where targeted accessibility 

improvements may not perform well. RRTPO does administer 

other funding programs that focus on these projects like 

Transportation Alternatives (TA) and Congestion Mitigation 

and Air Quality (CMAQ). RRTPO’s Regional Surface 

Transportation Block Grant (STBG) also provides funding for 

local projects and includes maintenance, which is typically 

not funded by larger grant programs.

Of the five goals for the LRTP, one is an equity goal. The goal 

is defined with objectives to reduce trip lengths and increase 

access to activity centers via transit, walking, and cycling. 

Because this plan exists at the regional level, this goal will focus 

on federally-designated EJ populations. RRTPO defines the 

region’s EJ populations (areas with large BIPOC, low-income, 

and limited English proficiency (LEP) populations) and Title 

VI requirements in their Title VI Plan.  RRTPO incorporates EJ 

populations into their “Equity and Accessibility” scoring process 

and completes an EJ analysis for the list of constrained projects 

after they are scored into the LRTP.

State Context

S TAT E  H I G H WAY  A N D  B I C YC L E / P E D E S T R I A N 

P L A N N I N G  A N D  F U N D I N G

Virginia’s primary transportation funding stream is currently 

the SMART SCALE program administered by the Office of 

Intermodal Planning and Investment (OIPI). SMART SCALE uses 

an outcomes-based scoring system that aids in selecting which 

projects receive funding, with a heavy emphasis on projects 

that fulfill Virginia’s Transportation Plan’s (VTrans) needs. After 

the application, screening, and scoring processes, a successful 

project will receive funding within the following five years. This 

process is an improvement to the schedule of funding prior 

to SMART SCALE where projects could be delayed for years.  

SMART SCALE also has a wider scope than any statewide 

funding system prior, allowing a wide variety of transportation 

projects to apply. SMART SCALE has been met with mixed 

opinions from transportation professionals and from local 

governments. Aware of these critiques, OIPI frequently refines 

the SMART SCALE process to close gaps in fairness and to 

further streamline the process. 

VTrans incorporates transit equity under Goal B: Accessible 

Places. This goal groups alternative transportation modes 

and industrial, economic, and urban growth areas. Transit 

equity falls under the objective “Transit Access for Equity 

Emphasis Areas,” which spatially identifies BIPOC, low-

income, and Limited English Proficiency concentrations.  

While SMART SCALE provides millions in funding for transit, 

bicycle and pedestrian, rail, and transportation demand 

management (TDM), the majority of funding goes to 

highway projects. In their FY20 scoring round, SMART SCALE 

committed 67% of its available funds to highway projects 

(see Figure 19). These numbers reflect Virginia’s dependence 

on the automobile and have the potential to preserve that 

dependence for decades to come. As described in the 

transportation injustices section, car-oriented transportation 

Figure 19. SMART SCALE FY20 Funding Distribution. The majority of 
funds were allocated to highway projects
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planning and funding can have a detrimental impact on 

BIPOC and low-income people. A major challenge will be in 

shifting away from car culture and putting forward stronger 

multimodal projects for SMART SCALE funding. 

SMART SCALE’s Accessibility factor measures the increase in 

access to jobs for disadvantaged communities. This analysis 

groups populations within a 45 minute drive and a 60 

minute transit commute. Because of these large catchment 

areas, the accessibility measure is inherently regional and 

car-oriented. The separate Land Use factor assesses the 

increase in walkability but does not award higher scores 

for disadvantaged populations. For SMART SCALE, the 

applicant is expected to complete all the necessary federal 

requirements for EJ and Title VI if applicable. Incorporating 

the rigorous equity emphasis that Path to Equity will place 

on city transportation projects would not impede a project 

from finding success in the SMART SCALE scoring process. 

Rather, the incorporation of equity considerations for all 

transportation projects will not only advance the Richmond 

Equity Agenda, but also create more competitive projects. 

SMART SCALE submissions that comprehensively address 

transportation issues, especially with multimodal solutions, 

should score much higher than those that only address 

congestion and capacity. 

VDOT administers several funding programs for transportation 

projects. These programs include the State of Good Repair 

(SGR) Program, the Highway Safety Improvement Program, 

and the Revenue Sharing Program. These programs fund 

smaller projects and system maintenance that are not covered 

by or unlikely to be competitive for SMART SCALE funding. 

The Virginia Office of Transportation Research and Innovation 

requested the completion of a study on electric vehicles 

in 2020. The study acknowledges that BIPOC and low-

income communities in Virginia receive a disproportionate 

level of exposure to deadly vehicle emissions. The report 

recommends that Virginia governments and transit companies 

switch to electric school buses, transit, and fleet vehicles to 

help eliminate tailpipe emissions in these communities. The 

report also recommends the installation of chargers in these 

communities to provide to them the option of owning an 

electric vehicle.53 When evaluating equitable implementation 

of electric vehicle charging stations, the Seattle Department of 

Transportation observed that law enforcement targeted BIPOC 

charging station users.54 When installing a network of charging 

stations, it is essential that these situations are eliminated.

S TAT E  T R A N S I T  P L A N N I N G  A N D  F U N D I N G

The Department of Rail and Public Transit (DRPT) is VDOT’s 

sister agency for transit planning and funding. DRPT assists 

and monitors the dozens of transit companies and agencies 

throughout the Commonwealth. Since 2018, DRPT has offered 

the Making Efficient + Responsible Investments in Transit 

(MERIT) program. The intent of the program is to bring 

additional accountability to transit providers and provide 

paths forward to better transit networks. The MERIT program 

essentially provides transit companies the assistance to 

complete a strategic plan that identifies the needs of their 

communities. 

Another major DRPT program is the Transit Ridership 

Incentive Program (TRIP). TRIP was created to improve 

regional transit service in large urban areas and to reduce 

barriers to access for low-income people. TRIP has two 

sub-programs: TRIP – Regional Connectivity and TRIP – Zero 

Fare and Low Income. GRTC is currently using a TRIP grant to 

provide zero fare rides and to study the feasibility of a zero 

fare system. While GRTC completes the study, the system is 

free to ride.55

Federal Context

Two major pieces of federal legislation that impact 

transportation equity are Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 

and the 1994 Executive Order (EO) 12898 titled “Federal Actions 

to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 

53. “Electric Vehicle Readiness Study,” Presentation, March 17, 2021, https://
www.ctb.virginia.gov/resources/2021/march/pres/ev_readiness_study_ctb_
presentation_03-17-21_final.pdf.
54. “Electric Vehicle Charging in the Right-of-Way Permit Pilot,” Seattle 
Department of Transportation, https://www.seattle.gov/documents/
Departments/SDOT/NewMobilityProgram/EVCROW_Evaluation_Report.pdf.
55. “DRPT Awards $8M State Grant to GRTC to Study Zero Fares,” Greater 
Richmond Transit Company, December 21, 2021, http://ridegrtc.com/news-
initiatives/press-releases/drpt-awards-8m-state-grant-to-grtc-to-study-zero-
fares.
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Low-Income Populations.” Title VI was addressed briefly in the 

prior discussion of GRTC. Title VI 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.

Title VI dictates that the receiver of federal funding must 

comply with the Civil Rights Act of 1964. This typically 

manifests in impact analyses that require an investigation of 

benefits and adverse effects when planning a project that 

intersects with a community of concern. As mentioned in the 

GRTC discussion, one common example of Title VI in practice 

is when a transit provider, which almost certainly receives 

federal funding for their opertations, seeks to redesign a 

transit system. 

EO 12989 established environmental justice guidance. EJ 

considerations, like Title VI, are required when using federal 

funds. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) provides 

oversight and additional guidance on committing to EJ. EPA 

defines EJ as:

The fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all 

people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income 

with respect to the development, implementation and 

enforcement of environmental laws, regulations and policies.  

EJ analyses are typically a part of the National Environmental 

Policy Act (NEPA) process. The NEPA process begins by 

identifying the potential for adverse environmental impacts 

as part of an Environmental Assessment (EA). Projects that do 

not impact the environment or EJ populations could submit 

a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). Projects that will 

impact the environment or EJ populations must complete a 

more intensive Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that gives 

a thorough examination of alternatives to mitigate the impacts 

of a project. 

In 2020, the Virginia General Assembly passed the Virginia 

Environmental Justice Act. The act makes achieving 

environmental justice a statewide policy. 

While Title VI and EJ provide essential protections for BIPOC, 

low-income, and LEP populations, federal transportation 

funding priorities still create a preference for automobile 

infrastructure. Since the close of WWII, the federal 

government, through its transportation funding and home loan 

programs, have enabled the rapid suburbanization of the 

country. Additionally, the federal government has contributed 

to a loss of affordability in urban areas for decades. The 

conversion of affordable housing from the public sector to 

the private sector through the Section 8 program and the 

capping of the total number public housing units that can be 

constructed through the Faircloth Amendment has left cities 

unable to provide equitable housing. These federal policies 

have limited affordability, causing lower income people 

pushed into the cheaper, car-oriented suburbs. These concepts 

are explored in detail in the injustices of transportation 

planning, transportation funding, and suburbanization of 

poverty. 

Even with these equity protections in place, the federal 

government incentivizes inequity by strongly preferring 

highway spending to alternative transportation modes. Since 

1982, the Highway Trust Fund (HTF) – the federal government’s 

primary income for highways and transit spending – has 

had an arbitrary split that allocates 80% of the revenue to 

highways and 20% to transit. Traditionally the HTF was funded 

by gas, diesel, and vehicle sales taxes but since 2008, it has 

been supported in part by the general fund. This means that 

all taxpayers in America, regardless of automobile usage, 

pay for the federal government’s 80% highway preference.56 

The American Public Transportation Association estimates 

that just two years of highway funding from the HTF would 

cover the entire backlog of transit maintenance projects in the 

nation.57 In preserving the 80/20 split, the federal government 

is incentivizing states and local governments to solve their 

transportation issues by expanding highway capacity rather 

than more sustainable and equitable alternatives. 

56. “What is the highway trust fund and how is it financed,” The Tax Policy 
Center, https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/what-highway-trust-
fund-and-how-it-financed.
57. Jenna Fortunati, “It’s time to fund public transportation and highways 
equally,” Transportation for America, November 12, 2020, https://t4america.
org/2020/11/12/its-time-to-fund-public-transportation-and-highways-equally/. 
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I N F R A S T R U C T U R E  I N V E S T M E N T  A N D  J O B S  AC T

In November, 2021, President Biden signed the Infrastructure 

Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) into law. This once-in-a-

generation spending bill promises to provide approximately 

$1.2 trillion for infrastructure projects with $550 billion of that 

allocated to newly authorized spending programs. According 

to the White House Briefing Room press release, the IIJA 

will:58

• Deliver clean water to all American families and eliminate 

the nation’s lead service lines.

• Ensure every American has access to reliable high-speed 

internet.

• Repair and rebuild our roads and bridges with a focus on 

climate change mitigation, resilience, equity, and safety 

for all users.

• Improve transportation options for millions of Americans 

and reduce greenhouse emissions through the largest 

investment in public transit in U.S. history.

• Upgrade our nation’s airports and ports to strengthen 

our supply chains and prevent disruptions that have 

caused inflation. This will improve U.S. competitiveness, 

create more and better jobs at these hubs, and reduce 

emissions.

• Make the largest investment in passenger rail since the 

creation of Amtrak.

• Build a national network of electric vehicle (EV) chargers.

• Upgrade our power infrastructure to deliver clean, reliable 

energy across the country and deploy cutting-edge energy 

technology to achieve a zero-emissions future.

• Make our infrastructure resilient against the impacts of 

climate change, cyber-attacks, and extreme weather 

events.

• Deliver the largest investment in tackling legacy pollution 

in American history by cleaning up Superfund and 

brownfield sites, reclaiming abandoned mines, and 

capping orphaned oil and gas wells.

58. “Fact Sheet: The Bipartisan Infrastructure Deal,” The White House, 
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2021/11/06/
fact-sheet-the-bipartisan-infrastructure-deal/

Figure 20. President Biden signing the Bipartisan Infrastructure Bill. 
Source: Reuters
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to help reach Immigrants, Black, and low-income residents 

— planners succeeded in helping to elevate voices that 

had gone unheard for decades. The unanimously adopted 

master plan begins to right the planning wrongs of the past 

while establishing a strong foundation of good planning for 

years to come.

Developing a network of community partners is essential 

and can only be successful if COR builds trust within 

communities. These networks could help COR reach 

disenfranchised community members that are not present 

in the spaces where the government traditionally reaches. 

Community partners can benefit the City by being on-the-

ground ambassadors within their own communities. These 

ambassadors should always be compensated for the time 

they commit to the City. 

As community participation grows, outreach should become 

more democratic and equitable. With an engaged, 

educated, and empowered community, equitable community-

based decision making is an achievable and virtuous goal 

for COR to employ. Community-based decision making is 

one of the most engaging forms of participation and can be 

used as a tool for processes such as neighborhood planning 

all the way to participatory budgeting. 

Best Practices in Equity Surveying 

Transportation equity surveys are becoming common 

practice. The Path to Equity team examined available equity 

surveys across the nation. A major challenge of this activity 

was finding open surveys as closed surveys are typically 

pulled from public view. From best practices research, the 

study team found that cities should implement equity surveys 

to identify the broad needs of communities of concern. 

Communities of concern include types of people (i.e. a 

Best Practices in Equitable Outreach

Equitable outreach requires a more intensive approach 

than meeting legally-required participation minimums. An 

equitable outreach program will meet people where they 

are and engage groups continuously through the planning 

process. Best practices that COR can employ for equitable 

outreach include:

• Forging relationships through open discussion and 

informal interactions

• Attending community events and meetings

• Partnering with community leaders

• Tailoring information when delivered to specific 

communities 

• Gaining knowledge of a community by listening to its 

members

• Being consistently present

• Creating mutually beneficial opportunities

• Language Accessibility

Richmond 300 should serve as a representation of 

equitable public outreach. The award-winning plan has 

received national recognition for its public engagement 

process. Here is a quote from the American Planning 

Association that describes the success:

Recognizing the city’s history of racist policies that 

left many residents distrustful of the planning process, 

Richmond’s planning team took special care to ensure 

all Richmonders can see their influence Richmond 300. 

Working together with other city departments, non-profit 

agencies, and private partners, planners were leaders 

in convening and facilitating a variety of community 

input sessions. After extensive outreach — including the 

formation and training of a community engagement team 
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city’s Black population or low-income population) and/

or geographic areas (i.e. a majority-Black or low-income 

neighborhood). Equity surveys should be used as a means 

to identify priority areas and may help provide weight to 

scoring criteria. 

Common elements in equity surveys include questions 

on race, age, income, disability status, sexual orientation 

and gender. Surveys may include questions on how the 

participant uses the transportation network, questions on 

what improvements a participant desires, questions on what 

a participant values, and questions on how funding should 

be allocated. 

PAT H  TO  E Q U I T Y  S U RV E Y  A N D  O U T R E AC H

Path to Equity employed a variety of tactics to engage with 

the traditionally disenfranchised to get a representative 

sample for the equity survey. These tactics consisted of pop-up 

events, canvassing, the use of compensated ambassadors, 

web blasts, and appearances at community events. 

The team began planning its equity survey and outreach 

process in April 2021. The team completed the survey by the 

end of June. OETM staff created an Outreach and Engagement 

Plan to train ambassadors. Following best practices, 

ambassadors were fairly compensated for their time. The team 

also transferred the online survey to a paper form that would 

enable participants to take the same survey without the need 

for a computer or smartphone.  After the completion of the 

survey, the team organized three pop-up events. These pop-

ups, dubbed “Tacos for Transportation” brought a food truck 

to communities and fostered a relaxed and fun environment 

to engage meaningfully with the community and build trust 

in OETM (see Figure 20). City staff joined the Whitcomb 

Community’s “Back to School Summer Jam” and the National 

Night Out Event to increase awareness and excitement for Path 

to Equity. Canvassers deployed an intercept survey at several 

bus stops for one day in July. The team left paper copies of 

the survey in several libraries around the city. Path to Equity 

received ad time on two Radio One stations and Ultra Radio 

– a Spanish-language station – and was regularly posted to 

social media.  

Figure 21. Tacos for Transportation Pop-Up. This pop-up brought 
the planning process to some of the most impacted communities 
and dedicated time and resources to build relationships with these 
residents.  

S T E E R I N G  A N D  A DV I S O RY  CO M M I T T E E S

Path to Equity benefited from a steering committee of expert 

COR staff members at the onset of the plan. The committee 

was comprised of representatives from DPW, the Department 

of Planning and Development Review (PDR), the Department 

of Economic Development (DED), the Department of Housing 

and Community Development (DCD), the City Human 

Services Department, the Office of Sustainability, the Mayor’s 

Office, and the Virginia Department of Health. As the plan 

took shape, OETM formed an advisory committee. This 

group was much larger in size and incorporated more citizen 

experts. OETM invited a diverse collection of community 

and nonprofit leaders, local organizers, and several at-

large community members. Stipends were offered to those 

who did not receive compensation through their regular 

employer to attend. Representatives were invited from the 

Richmond Area Bicycle Association, Partnership for Smarter 

Growth, Bike Walk RVA, RVA Rapid Transit, Virginians for 
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High Speed Rail, VDOT Richmond District, Port of Virginia, 

Richmond Marine Terminal, DRPT, RideFinders, GRTC, 

Richmond Metropolitan Transportation Authority (RMTA), Plan 

RVA, Hanover County, Henrico County, Chesterfield County, 

RRHA, Virginia Department of Social Services, Southern 

Environmental Law Center, Black Lives Matter, Disability 

Advocacy, 381 Movement, Black Power Movement, Senior 

Connections, Virginia Commonwealth University, Virginia 

Union University, J Sargeant Reynolds Community College, 

University of Richmond, Richmond Association of Realtors, 

BLK RVA, Richmond Chamber of Commerce, Virginia Asian 

Chamber of Commerce, Metropolitan Business League, 

Venture Richmond, Hispanic Chamber of Commerce, and the 

Virginia Health Department. Many COR representatives were 

invited to the advisory committee as well.

S U RV E Y  D E S I G N

After completing best practices research and holding an 

initial City-staff steering committee meeting, the project team 

created an interactive survey using the Metroquest platform. 

Metroquest is a tool specifically built for planning and 

transportation projects. Metroquest allows users to create 

complex online surveys with interrelated data outputs. These 

final datasets enabled the team to determine the specific 

values of several communities of concern throughout the city. 

An advantage of the Metroquest platform is the ease of 

translation to another language. The project team and City 

staff worked to translate the survey into a comprehensible 

tone for the local Spanish-speaking population. Because 

of this, the City was able to offer the same Path to Equity 

English-language survey in Spanish.

The City also provided the survey as a paper version. This 

paper version asked the same questions as the Metroquest, 

but in a format optimized for the paper medium. City staff 

inserted the paper version results into the Metroquest 

platform to ensure that the data would be captured with the 

online results.  

The survey had three main elements: injustice ranking, 

a  questionnaire, and barrier mapping. The injustice 

ranking took the injustices detailed in chapter 3 and asked 

participants to rank five out of nine by greatest impact. 

These injustices had detailed explanations and provided 

Figure 22. MetroQuest Survey Screen. MetroQuest is an interactive survey platform designed 
specifically for planning and engineering projects. 
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links for further reading, enabling input and education within 

the survey. The injustice exercise also enabled the collection 

of general comments on how these injustices impact 

participants today. The survey gathered information on 

demographics, household characteristics, employment and 

income, location, transportation habits and needs, and past 

participation in city planning initiatives. The survey provided 

open ended inputs for gender and ethnicity to capture a 

higher level of specificity. This unfortunately did not prove to 

be useful and resulted in limited utility due to the low number 

of relevant responses. In collecting information on past 

participation, COR will be able to identify gaps in outreach 

for particular communities of concern. The barrier mapping 

exercise asked participants to place pins on a map to 

highlight where they found mobility difficult or uncomfortable 

across the categories of pedestrian, bicycle, transit, lack of 

services, automobile, and other.

S U RV E Y  R E S U LT S :  D E M O G R A P H I C S

The survey ran from June 25 – August 27, 2021. During this 

period, 1,904 participants completed the survey. Out of 

the total, 42 participants took the survey in Spanish. After 

completing the survey, 64% of participants stated they were 

satisfied or very satisfied with the survey (Figure 22). OETM 

came within 10% of its goal of 70% participant satisfaction. 
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Figure 15: Participant Survey Satisfaction. Sixty-four percent of participants were satisfied or very satisfied with the survey.  

 

Demographics: Most participants (53%) were between 25 and 44 years old (Figure 15). This age group 
makes up 33% of the city according to the 2019 5-Year American Community Survey (ACS). Gender 
identity was divided as 38% men, 57% women, and 2% non-binary. For race, 30% of participants were 
Black or African American, 52% were white (Figure 16), and 96 participants noted a Latino ethnicity in 
addition to race. In the city, Black or African American residents comprise much more of the total, with 
47% of the city being Black or African American. White participants were also disproportionate to the 
city total, where they make up only 45% of residents.  

Figure 16: Participant Age. Most participants were between 25 and 44 years old. 
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Figure 17: Participant Race. While the proportion of white participants was greater than their share of the total city population, 
the MetroQuest platform allows the data to be separated out by different demographics.  

 

Household Information: Many participants lacked essential services including 269 participants without a 
computer, 114 without internet service, 181 without adequate cell data, 1,222 without credit or debit 
cards, 126 without bank accounts, and 331 without their own car for commuting or errands. These 
populations are of particular interest in creating an equitable future as mobility becomes more tech-
focused. Identifying these populations will help COR in launching mobile apps or other internet-based 
services more equitably. Most participants did not have children at home (58%). Most participants (75%) 
did not have a disability. 
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removing the entries that did not provide an identifiable location (801 in total), most responses were 
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Figure 16: Participant Race 
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computer, 114 without internet service, 181 without adequate cell data, 1222 without credit or debit 
cards, 126 without bank accounts, and 331 without their own car for commuting or errands. These 
populations are of particular interest in creating an equitable future as mobility becomes more tech-
focused. Identifying these populations will help COR in launching mobile apps or other internet-based 
services more equitably. Most participants did not have children at home (58%). Most participants (75%) 
did not have a disability. 

Employment and Income: Most participants were working full-time or part-time (66%) and 5% were not 
working at the time of the survey. The average household income of participants is an estimated 
$54,370. Almost half of participant households (47%) earned below $45,000 a year, with the city’s 
median income being $47,250 in 2019.  

Location: The demographic survey included an open ended question on the participant’s home 
neighborhood and the neighborhood where they spend the most time in the city. Like the gender and 
ethnicity questions, the results were not particularly helpful prior to a review of each entry. After 
removing the entries that did not provide an identifiable location (801 in total), most responses were 
from the central area of Richmond, which is bound by I-95/64 to the north, I-195 and VA 79 to the west, 
I-95 to the east, and the James River to the south. The second most responses came from South Side 
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Figure 23. Participant Survey Satisfaction. Sixty-four percent of 
participants were satisfied or very satisfied with the survey

Figure 24. Participant Age. Most participants were between 25 and 
44 years old

Figure 25. Participant Race. While the proportion of white 
participants was greater than their share of the total city 
population, the Metroquest platform allows the data to be 
separated out by different demographics. 

Demographics: Most participants (53%) were between 25 

and 44 years old (Figure 23). This age group makes up 33% 

of the city according to the 2019 5-Year American Community 

Survey (ACS). Gender identity was divided as 38% men, 57% 

women, and 2% non-binary. For race, 30% of participants 

were Black or African American, 52% were white (Figure 

24), and 96 participants noted a Latino ethnicity in addition 

to race. In the city, Black or African American residents 

comprise much more of the total, with 47% of the city being 

Black or African American. White participants were also 

disproportionate to the city total, where they make up only 

45% of residents. 
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Household Information: Many participants lacked essential 

services, including: 269 participants without a computer; 

114 without internet service; 181 without adequate cell 

data; 1,222 without credit or debit cards; 126 without bank 

accounts; and 331 without their own car for commuting 

or errands. These populations are of particular interest in 

creating an equitable future as mobility becomes more 

tech-focused. Identifying these populations will help COR in 

launching mobile apps or other internet-based services more 

equitably. Most participants did not have children at home 

(58%). About a quarter of participants live with a disability 

that affects their use of transportation services. 

Employment and Income: Most participants were working 

full-time or part-time (66%) and 5% were not working at 

the time of the survey. The average household income 

of participants is an estimated $54,370. Almost half of 

participant households (47%) earned below $45,000 a 

year, closely following the city’s median income which was 

$47,250 in 2019. 

Location: The questionnaire included an open-ended 

question on the participant’s home neighborhood and the 

neighborhood where they spend the most time in the city. 

Like the gender and ethnicity questions, the results were 

not particularly helpful prior to a review of each entry. After 

removing the entries that did not provide an identifiable 

location (801 in total), most responses were from the central 

area of Richmond, which is bound by I-95/64 to the north, 

I-195 and VA 79 to the west, I-95 to the east, and the James 

River to the south. The second most responses came from 

Southside (every neighborhood south of the river). Table 2 

shows the breakdown of responses by area. Table 3 shows 

the most common neighborhoods. 

Transportation: The most common participant travel mode 

is personal vehicle (59%), which is much lower than the 

2019 5-Year ACS’s projection of 70%. Participants also had 

a higher proportion of transit as a primary travel mode with 

19% of participants using the bus versus the ACS’s projected 

6%. Most participants (61%) live within five miles of their 

jobs, with 22% working from home at the time of the survey. 

Location Total Responses

Central (between I-95/64, I-195, and James 
River) 335

Southside (south of James River) 226

East End (east of I-95, north of James River) 156

Northside (North of I-95/64) 131

Henrico County 85

Chesterfield County 41

West End (west of I-195, north of James 
River) 39

Richmond (Unspecified) 18

Neighborhood Total Responses

The Fan 89

Henrico County 85

Church Hill 44

Chesterfield County 41

Jackson Ward 41

The Museum District 37

Gilpin 37

Manchester 29

Table 2. Participant Location by Area. Most participants were from 
the Central and Southside parts of the city. 

Table 3. Most Common Neighborhoods and Jurisdictions. The Fan, 
which is the city’s most populated neighborhood, had the highest 
amount of participants in the survey.

Almost half of participants (43%) were dissatisfied or very 

dissatisfied with existing transit options. 

The final survey section asked participants if they had been 

involved with public engagement processes in the past. Out 

of 1,237 responses, 442 had not participated before. 591 

participants did not answer this question. 



Path to Equity: Policy Guide for Richmond Connects38

BEST PRACTICES IN EQUITABLE OUTREACH

S U RV E Y  R E S U LT S :  I N J U S T I C E S

Participants were asked to pick five out of nine injustices and 

to rank them based on their level of impact. The participants 

ranked the following five as the most impactful:

1. Neighborhood Dissection

2. Redlining

3. Suburbanization of poverty

4. Urban Renewal

5. Transportation Planning

The Metroquest platform allowed for a cross tabulation 

between various demographics and those participants’ 

rankings of injustices. This reveals some variances among 

the different communities of concern in the city. The following 

are how these communities ranked their top three:

White Participants, Low-Income Participants, Participants 

Aged 25-44, Participants with Children at Home, and Low-

Income Families:

1. Neighborhood Dissection

2. Redlining

3. Suburbanization of Poverty

BIPOC Participants, and Participants without a Car:

1. Neighborhood Dissection

2. Redlining

3. Urban Renewal

Senior Participants (over 65 years old):

1. Neighborhood Dissection

2. Transportation Planning

3. Urban Renewal

Participants with Disabilities:

1. Neighborhood Dissection

2. Suburbanization of Poverty

3. Redlining

Latino Participants (English Survey):

1. Urban Renewal

2. Neighborhood Dissection

3. Environmental Hazards

Spanish Language Participants: 

1. Transportation Cost Burden

2. Environmental Hazards

3. Suburbanization of Poverty

Participants were prompted to leave a comment on each 

injustice to explain how it impacts them today. No injustice 

received a significant number of comments in proportion to 

the number of rankings it received. Within every category, 

there were a small number of participants who did not 

believe the injustice is impactful or applied deficit thinking in 

their comments. All comments are summarized below:

Urban Renewal: Participants noted the highways that 

cut off neighborhoods, the loss of Black wealth, and 

the lingering racism associated with the practice. Many 

commenters called for an increase in affordable housing, 

tying urban renewal to increased gentrification in the city. 

Some comments highlighted the lack of neighborhood 

improvements for poorer and BIPOC parts of the city. 

Redlining: Comments for redlining tied the practice to 

modern poverty, difficulties in getting loans, and a lack of 

housing options. Many commenters tied redlining to a lack 

of transit services in the city. 

Neighborhood Dissection: Commenters generally 

agreed that neighborhood dissection has created societal 

separations in the city. Many commenters shared their 

experience walking, biking, and driving over I-95/64 and the 

Downtown Expressway. 

Environmental Hazards: Many commenters noted their own 

health concerns from living near an environmental hazard. 

Some commenters made calls for the City to take more 

deliberate action in addressing climate change. 

Streetcar Removal: Participants who commented on this 

injustice noted that the streetcar would have been a more 

environmentally-friendly system, more attractive to new 

riders, and provide better coverage than the current bus 

network. Some commenters made a call to bring back the 

streetcar system. 



Path to Equity: Policy Guide for Richmond Connects39

BEST PRACTICES IN EQUITABLE OUTREACH

Transportation Planning: Many participants stated that 

they believe the City is too focused on the automobile. Some 

participants shared their stories of near misses while walking 

and biking. Many participants called for an expansion of 

transit. 

Transportation Funding: Commenters noted the condition 

of streets and sidewalks and a perceived lack of funding for 

transit. 

Suburbanization of Poverty: Many commenters shared that 

they had been pushed out into the suburbs due to a lack of 

affordable housing or rent increases. Many others noted the 

need for expanded transit to alleviate the problem. 

Transportation Cost Burden: Many commenters noted 

that living car-free in Richmond is difficult and not a viable 

alternative to owning a car. Some commenters stated that 

transit is a tax burden on citizens and should be paid for by 

the rider. 

S U RV E Y  R E S U LT S :  B A R R I E R S

The barrier mapping exercise resulted in hundreds of points 

across the city. Points clustered around higher-density areas, 

which may result in a bias towards the urban core of the city. 

Many of the points were related to specific projects that the 

participant desired rather than the experiential information 

that the survey requested. A project-based mapping exercise 

was already completed for Richmond 300, but the inclusion 

of this data here still reveals the barriers present in the city. 

This section will split the barriers out by type below:

Pedestrian: Trends in pedestrian barriers included: missing 

sidewalks, high traffic speeds, and a lack of pedestrian 

consideration during construction. Major pedestrian barrier 

hot spots include:

• Gilpin and Jackson Ward: participants commented on 

sidewalks in poor condition and an overall unkempt 

environment.

• Shockoe Valley: participants commented that it’s difficult to 

traverse the area due to speeding drivers and interstate 

ramps.

• Scott’s Addition: participants commented that there are 

few sidewalks and that drivers are erratic and moving at 

high speeds.

• Carytown: participants commented that drivers are moving 

too fast for such a busy pedestrian corridor. 

Figure 26. Pedestrian Barriers. Participants most commonly 
identified pedestrian barriers in the most densely populated parts 
of the city.

Bicycle: Trends in bicycle barriers included: absent bicycle 

lanes and erratic drivers. Major bicycle barrier hot spots 

include:

• Shockoe Valley: participants commented that the 

drivers move at high speeds, there is a lack of bicycle 

infrastructure, and connections to the Capital Trail are 

difficult to make. 

• Broad Street Corridor: participants commented that the 

drivers on Broad street move at high speeds and there 

is a lack of bicycle infrastructure. Lombardy Street and 

Arthur Ashe Boulevard had high concentrations of barrier 

markers. 
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• Main Street/Cary Street Corridor: participants commented 

that the drivers on this one-way pair move at high speeds. 

Multiple participants noted that the closure of Bank Street 

has pushed downtown cyclists on to the busier Main and 

Cary Streets. 

• Carytown: participants commented that drivers move at 

high speeds and there is a lack of bicycle infrastructure. 

• Brook Road Corridor: participants commented that cars 

park in the Brook Road bicycle lane.

• Forest Hill Ave Corridor: participants commented that the 

drivers move at high speeds and bicycle infrastructure 

abruptly ends. 

Figure 27. Bicycle Barriers. Participants most commonly identified 
bicycle barriers on arterial streets in densely populated areas.

Figure 28. Transit. Participants most commonly identified transit 
barriers in Downtown, Shockoe Bottom, and the East End. 

Transit: Trends in transit barriers included: low frequency, 

circuitous routes, and lack of service to certain areas or at 

certain times. Major transit barrier hot spots include:

• Downtown: participants commented on low frequencies, 

lack of shelter, and distance to stops.

• Shockoe Valley: participants commented on low 

frequencies. 

• Church Hill: participants commented on low frequencies 

and too many required transfers. 

• Manchester: participants commented on low frequencies, 

lack of shelter, and too many required transfers.

• Arthur Ashe Boulevard: participants commented on low 

frequencies.

Automobile: Trends in automobile barriers included: lack 

of parking, congestion, and poor road condition. Major 

automobile barrier hot spots include:

• Downtown and Shockoe Valley: participants commented 

on high congestion and a lack of parking.

• Broad Street Corridor: participants commented on Pulse-

related movement issues.

• Main Street/Cary Street Corridor: participants commented 

on high speeds.

• Carytown: participants commented on high speeds and a 

lack of parking.

• Brook Road Corridor: participants commented on issues 

with bicycle lanes.

• Forest Hill Ave Corridor: participants commented on high 

speeds and construction obstacles.
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Figure 29. Automobile Barriers. Participants most commonly 
identified automobile barriers in the urban core of the city. 

Figure 30. Service Barriers. Participants most commonly identified a 
lack of services in Gilpin Court, Jackson Ward, and Manchester. 

Lack of Services: Grocery stores and entertainment are 

the services participants listed the most as lacking. Major 

service barrier hot spots include:

• Gilpin: participants commented on a lack of all services.

• Jackson Ward: participants commented on a lack of 

grocery stores and health care.

• Manchester: participants commented on a lack of banks, 

grocery stores, and entertainment. 

FAC E B O O K  CO M M E N T S

When posted onto the City’s Facebook account, the survey 

post received nearly 350 comments. Most comments appear 

to be intentionally incendiary in nature. Many comments 

express explicit biases and deficit thinking. Commenters who 

provided thoughts or insight spoke in these general topics:

• Weak City leadership

• Lack of transit

• Insufficient schools

• Pedestrian safety

• Bicycle network

• Road maintenance 

• High-capacity transit
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Topic Vision 1: High-Quality Places

Goal 1 Complete Neighborhoods: Establish a city 
of complete neighborhoods that have access to 
Nodes connected by major corridors in a gridded 
street network.

Objective 1.3 Support the growth of jobs and housing in Nodes by using 
placemaking, clustering community-serving facilities at Nodes, and 
prioritizing infrastructure projects that encourage multi-modal accessibility to 
and from Node.

Objective 1.4 Maintain and improve primarily residential areas by 
increasing their linkages to Nodes, corridors, parks, and open space, and 
maintaining high-quality design standards.

Goal 4 Urban Design: Establish a distinctive city 
comprising architecturally significant buildings 
connected by a network of walkable urban streets 
and open spaces to support an engaging built 
environment.

Objective 4.4 Increase Richmond’s walkability along all streets

Topic Vision 2: Equitable Transportation

Goal 6 Land Use & Transportation: Align future 
land use and transportation planning to support a 
sustainable and resilient city.

Objective 1.3 Support the growth of jobs and housing in Nodes by using 
placemaking, clustering community-serving facilities at Nodes, and 
prioritizing infrastructure projects that encourage multi-modal accessibility to 
and from Node.

Objective 6.1 Increase the number of residents and jobs at Nodes and 
along enhanced transit corridors in a land development pattern that 
prioritizes multi-modal transportation options.

Goal 7 Vision Zero: Systemically change the built 
environment to shift our safety culture and ensure that 
individuals are not killed or seriously injured on city 
streets.

Objective 7.1 Reduce all traffic-related deaths and serious injuries to zero by 
implementing the Vision Zero Action Plan

Richmond 300 Vision, Goals, and Objectives

Path to Equity is built on the City’s master plan, Richmond 300. By following the vision, goals, and objectives set out in 

Richmond 300, Path to Equity and the forthcoming Richmond Connects will work to fulfill the transportation-oriented elements 

of Richmond 300. The following Richmond 300 goals and objectives only include those relevant to transportation. A full list 

of goals and objectives can be found here. The goals and objectives of Richmond 300 that Path to Equity and Richmond 

Connects will fulfill include:
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Topic Vision 2: Equitable Transportation (continued)

Goal 8 Non-Car Network: Enhance walking, biking, 
and transit infrastructure to provide universal access 
to all users, prioritizing low-income areas and areas 
within the high-injury street network

Objective 8.1 Improve pedestrian experience by increasing and improving 
sidewalks and improving pedestrian crossings and streetscapes, prioritizing 
low-income areas.

Objective 8.2 Increase the miles of greenways in an interconnected, 
regional network.

Objective 8.3 Expand and improve on-street networks and amenities serving 
bicyclists and other non-vehicle users.

Objective 8.4 Increase transit service to serve existing and new riders so 
that 75% of residents live within a half mile of a transit line with service that 
comes every 15 minutes by 2040.

Objective 8.5 Increase the number of intercity travel options connecting the 
Richmond region to other regions and cities.

Objective 8.6 Increase the number of employers implementing 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies to shift individuals 
from single-occupancy vehicles to biking, walking, and transit for daily tasks.

Goal 9 Streets, Bridges, & Connections: Build and 
improve streets and bridges to expand connectivity 
for all users.

Objective 9.1 Improve streets for all users by aligning future land use 
categories with Complete Streets recommendations, prioritizing low-income 
areas and areas within the high-injury network.

Objective 9.2 Improve and create bridges to strive for a high level of 
reliability, access, and safety.

Objective 9.3 Increase the miles of alleyways and improve existing 
alleyways to manage circulation.

Objective 9.4 Strengthen the street network by preventing superblocks and 
encouraging gridded street networks and two-way streets.

Objective 9.5 Improve 80% of street pavement to a condition index of good 
or better.

Objective 9.6 Implement parking strategies that effectively manage supply 
and demand of parking, as identified in the Parking Study Report, and 
improve the physical appearance of parking.

Goal 10 Emerging Transportation: Incorporate 
emerging technology into the transportation network 
in ways that seek to reduce single-occupancy vehicle 
use and reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

Objective 10.1 Expand and maintain the Richmond Signal System for better 
managed and safer transportation options.

Objective 10.2 Develop programs to manage new mobility and emerging 
shared transportation technologies.

Objective 10.3 Utilize technology to manage and monetize the curb to 
reduce vehicle miles traveled related to circling the block.

Objective 10.4 Increase the number of low-emission vehicles.
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Topic Vision 4: Inclusive Housing

Goal 14 Housing: Preserve, expand, and create 
mixed income communities, by preserving existing 
housing units and developing new ones—both renter- 
and owner- occupied—throughout the city.

Objective 14.4 Increase the number of mixed-income communities along 
enhanced transit corridors.

Objective 14.5 Encourage more housing types throughout the city and 
greater density along enhanced transit corridors and at Nodes by 
amending the Zoning Ordinance.

Objective 14.6 Transform Richmond Redevelopment and Housing Authority 
(RRHA) public housing properties into well-designed, walkable, mixed-use, 
mixed-income, transit-adjacent communities.

Topic Vision 5: Thriving Environment

Goal 15 Clean Air: Improve air quality within the 
city and the region, achieve a 45% reduction in 
greenhouse gas emissions within the city by 2030, 
and achieve net zero greenhouse gas emissions 
within the city by 2050 via RVAgreen 2050.

Objective 15.1 Reduce air pollution related to transportation.

Goal 17 Resilient & Healthy Communities: Positively 
adapt to the effects of a changing climate via 
RVAgreen 2050, and ensure that all residents have 
equitable access to nature and a healthy community

Objective 17.1 Increase the percentage of Richmonders within a 10-minute 
walk of quality open space to 100%, prioritizing low-income areas with a 
high heat vulnerability index rating, with a long-term goal of having all 
Richmonders within a 5-minute walk of a quality open space.

Objective 17.3 Reduce urban heat, prioritizing areas with a high heat 
vulnerability index rating.

Objective 17.5 Reduce the effect from heavy rainfall events and sea level 
rise.

Objective 17.6 Increase the resiliency of infrastructure and community 
assets.
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Transportation Investment Needs Categories

The above goals and objectives can be further simplified for the purposes of scoring, which will take place during the 

Richmond Connects process. Path to Equity proposes a set of transportation investment needs categories that group 

the Richmond 300 objectives above. Transportation investment needs categories will allow a more agile and specific 

equity planning by giving different weights per category to different communities of concern based on their needs. These 

investment needs categories are also intended to align with existing regional, state, and federal funding programs and 

projects types. The categories are:

• Bicycle/Pedestrian

• Transit

• Freight

• Land-Use

• Safety

• Connectivity Needs

• Maintenance Needs

• Economic Development

• Technology

• Sustainability

These investment needs categories can be cross referenced to the relevant Richmond 300 goals and objectives. Table 4 

depicts this on pages 46-50. Table 5 cross references these investment needs with RVAgreen 2050 on pages 51-53. Table 6 

aligns major funding programs with the investment needs on page 54.  
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Richmond 300 Goal Richmond 300 Objective

R300 Goal 1 Complete 
Neighborhoods: Establish 
a city of complete 
neighborhoods that have 
access  
to Nodes connected 
by major corridors in a 
gridded street network."

Objective 1.3 Support 
the growth of jobs and 
housing in Nodes by using 
placemaking, clustering 
community-serving facilities 
at Nodes, and prioritizing 
infrastructure projects that 
encourage multi-modal 
accessibility to and from 
Nodes,.

* * * * * * *

Objective 1.4 Maintain 
and improve primarily 
residential areas by 
increasing their linkages 
to Nodes, corridors, parks, 
and open space, and 
maintaining high-quality 
design standards

* * * * *

R300 Goal 4 Urban Design: 
Establish a distinctive city 
comprising architecturally 
significant buildings  
connected by a network of 
walkable urban streets and 
open spaces to support an  
engaging built 
environment."

Objective 4.4 Increase 
Richmond’s walkability 
along all streets.

* * * * * * *

R300 Goal 6 Land Use 
& Transportation: Align 
future land use and 
transportation planning to 
support a sustainable and 
resilient city.

Objective 6.1 Increase the 
number of residents and 
jobs at Nodes and along 
enhanced transit corridors 
in a land development 
pattern that prioritizes 
multi-modal transportation 
options

* * * * * *

R300 Goal 7 Vision Zero: 
Systemically change the 
built environment to shift 
our safety culture and 
ensure that individuals 
are not killed or seriously 
injured on city streets.

Objective 7.1 Reduce all 
traffic-related deaths and 
serious injuries to zero by 
implementing the Vision 
Zero Action Plan.

* * *

Table 4. Investment Needs Categories with Richmond 300 Goals and Objectives
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Table 4.  Investment Needs Categories with Richmond 300 Goals and Objectives (Continued)

R300 Goal 8 Non-Car 
Network: Enhance walking, 
biking, and transit 
infrastructure to provide 
universal access to all 
users, prioritizing low-
income areas and areas 
within the high-injury street 
network.

Objective 8.1 Improve 
pedestrian experience by 
increasing and improving 
sidewalks and improving 
pedestrian crossings and 
streetscapes, prioritizing 
low-income areas.

* * * * * *

Objective 8.2 Increase the 
miles of greenways in an 
interconnected, regional 
network.

* * * * *

Objective 8.3 Expand and 
improve on-street networks 
and amenities serving 
bicyclists and other non-
vehicle users.

* * * * *

Objective 8.4 Increase 
transit service to serve 
existing and new riders 
so that 75% of residents 
live within a half mile of a 
transit line with service that 
comes every 15 minutes by 
2040.

* * * * *

Objective 8.5 Increase the 
number of intercity travel 
options connecting the 
Richmond region to other 
regions and cities.

* * * * *

Objective 8.6 Increase 
the number of 
employers implementing 
Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) 
strategies to shift 
individuals from single-
occupancy vehicles to 
biking, walking, and transit 
for daily tasks.

* * * *
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R300 Goal 9 Streets, 
Bridges, & Connections: 
Build and improve streets 
and bridges to expand 
connectivity for all users.

Objective 9.1 Improve 
streets for all users by 
aligning future land use 
categories with Complete 
Streets recommendations, 
prioritizing low-income 
areas and areas within the 
high-injury network.

* * * * *

Objective 9.2 Improve and 
create bridges to strive for 
a high level of reliability, 
access, and safety.

* * * * * *

Objective 9.3 Increase the 
miles of alleyways and 
improve existing alleyways 
to manage circulation.

* * * *

Objective 9.4 Strengthen 
the street network by 
preventing superblocks 
and encouraging gridded 
street networks and two-
way streets.

* * * * * * *

Objective 9.5 Improve 80% 
of street pavement to a 
condition index of good or 
better.

* * * *

Objective 9.6 Implement 
parking strategies that 
effectively manage supply 
and demand of parking, 
as identified in the Parking 
Study Report, and improve 
the physical appearance of 
parking.

* *

Table 4.  Investment Needs Categories with Richmond 300 Goals and Objectives (Continued)

B
ic

yc
le

/P
ed

es
tr

ia
n

Tr
a

ns
it

Fr
ei

g
ht

La
nd

-U
se

Sa
fe

ty

C
on

ne
ct

iv
ity

 N
ee

d
s

M
a

in
te

na
nc

e 
N

ee
d

s

Ec
on

om
ic

 D
ev

el
op

m
en

t

Te
ch

no
lo

g
y

 S
us

ta
in

a
b

ili
ty

Richmond 300 Goal Richmond 300 Objective



Path to Equity: Policy Guide for Richmond Connects49

DEVELOPING EQUITABLE MOBILITY

Table 4.  Investment Needs Categories with Richmond 300 Goals and Objectives (Continued)

R300 Goal 10 Emerging 
Transportation: Incorporate 
emerging technology into 
the transportation network 
in ways that seek to 
reduce single-occupancy 
vehicle use and reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions.

Objective 10.1 Expand and 
maintain the Richmond 
Signal System for better 
managed and safer 
transportation options.

* * * *

Objective 10.2 Develop 
programs to manage new 
mobility and emerging 
shared transportation 
technologies.

* * *

Objective 10.3 Utilize 
technology to manage 
and monetize the curb 
to reduce vehicle miles 
traveled related to circling 
the block.

* * *

Objective 10.4 Increase the 
number of low-emission 
vehicles.

* * * *

R300 Goal 14 Housing: 
Preserve, expand, and 
create mixed income 
communities, by preserving  
existing housing units and 
developing new ones—
both renter- and owner- 
occupied— 
throughout the city.”

Objective 14.4 Increase 
the number of mixed-
income communities along 
enhanced transit corridors.

* * * *

Objective 14.5 Encourage 
more housing types 
throughout the city and 
greater density along 
enhanced transit corridors 
and at Nodes (shown in 
Figure 38) by amending 
the Zoning Ordinance.

* * *

Objective 14.6 Transform 
Richmond Redevelopment 
and Housing Authority 
(RRHA) public housing 
properties into well-
designed, walkable, mixed-
use, mixed-income, transit-
adjacent communities.

* * * * * *
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R300 Goal 15 Clean Air: 
Improve air quality within 
the city and the region, 
achieve a 45% reduction in 
greenhouse gas emissions 
within the city by 2030, 
and achieve net zero 
greenhouse gas emissions 
within the city by 2050 via 
RVAgreen 2050

Objective 15.1 Reduce 
air pollution related to 
transportation.

* * *

R300 Goal 17 Resilient 
& Healthy Communities: 
Positively adapt to the 
effects of a changing 
climate  
via RVAgreen 2050, and 
ensure that all residents 
have equitable access to 
nature and a  
healthy community”

Objective 17.1 Increase 
the percentage of 
Richmonders within a 
10-minute walk of quality 
open space to 100%, 
prioritizing low-income 
areas with a high heat 
vulnerability index rating, 
with a long-term goal of 
having all Richmonders 
within a 5-minute walk of a 
quality open space.

* * * *

Objective 17.3 Reduce 
urban heat, prioritizing 
areas with a high heat 
vulnerability index rating.

* * * * * * *

Objective 17.5 Reduce the 
effect from heavy rainfall 
events and sea level rise.

* * * *

Objective 17.6 Increase the 
resiliency of infrastructure 
and community assets.

* * * * * *

Table 4.  Investment Needs Categories with Richmond 300 Goals and Objectives (Continued)
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Table 5. Investment Needs Categories with RVAgreen 2050 Goals and Objectives

Buildings & Energy 
Pathway: Accelerate the 
equitable transition to 
healthy, resilient, climate 
neutral buildings and 
energy sources

Objective 1: Achieve 
climate neutrality and 
increase resilience in 
government buildings, 
infrastructure, and 
operations.

* * * * * * * *

Objective 2: Maximize 
energy efficiency, 
performance and resilience 
in all existing buildings.

* * *

Objective 3: Ensure 
all Richmonders have 
equitable access to 
affordable and renewable 
clean energy.

* *

Objective 4: Achieve 
climate neutrality and 
maximize resilience in all 
new buildings.

* * *

Transportation & Mobility 
Pathway: Accelerate the 
transition for all to clean 
and equitable mobility 
systems

Objective 1: Achieve 
climate neutrality in 
municipal fleet operations 
and increase resilience 
and stewardship of 
transportation infrastructure.

* * * * * *

Objective 2: Create vibrant 
neighborhoods where 
all residents can easily 
ride transit, walk, or bike 
to meet daily needs in 
alignment with Richmond 
Connects.

* * * * * *

Objective 3: Transition the 
community rapidly and 
equitably to clean-fuel 
vehicles and transit.

* * * * *

B
ic

yc
le

/P
ed

es
tr

ia
n

Tr
a

ns
it

Fr
ei

g
ht

La
nd

-U
se

Sa
fe

ty

C
on

ne
ct

iv
ity

 N
ee

d
s

M
a

in
te

na
nc

e 
N

ee
d

s

Ec
on

om
ic

 D
ev

el
op

m
en

t

Te
ch

no
lo

g
y

 S
us

ta
in

a
b

ili
ty

RVAgreen 2050 Goal RVAgreen 2050 Objective



Path to Equity: Policy Guide for Richmond Connects52

DEVELOPING EQUITABLE MOBILITY

Table 5.  Investment Needs Categories with RVAgreen 2050 Goals and Objectives

Waste Reduction & 
Recovery Pathway: 
Eliminate our dependency 
on landfill disposal 
and foster sustainable 
consumption habits

Objective 1: Lead by 
example and model zero-
waste strategies in all 
municipal operations.

* * *

Objective 2: Encourage 
community waste reduction 
by equitably prioritizing a 
circular economy.

* * * *

Objective 3: Develop and 
implement a comprehensive 
and equitable citywide 
composting plan.

* *

Objective 4: Ensure that 
policies and standards 
for waste generation 
and disposal reflect the 
community’s priorities for 
an equitable, clean, and 
sustainable Richmond.

*

Community Pathway: 
Create an equitable and 
resilient Richmond while 
honoring and ensuring 
focus on community 
priorities

Objective 1: Ensure that 
historically disinvested 
communities that are most 
affected by local climate 
impacts are centered and 
involved in the processes of 
developing, implementing, 
and evaluating solutions 
as a result of equitable 
communication and 
engagement strategies.

* * *

Objective 2: Increase the 
Richmond community’s 
social resilience to climate 
change.

* * * *
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Table 5.  Investment Needs Categories with RVAgreen 2050 Goals and Objectives

Environment Pathway: 
Invest in resilient, healthy, 
and equitably distributed 
natural resources 
throughout the community 
to support biodiversity and 
human well-being

Objective 1: Make sure 
all residents have the 
opportunity to engage with 
healthy natural resources, 
spaces, and biodiversity.

* * * *

Objective 2: Reduce 
risks and impacts to the 
community and natural 
environment from extreme 
heat and drought.

* * *

Objective 3: Reduce 
risks and impacts to the 
community and natural 
environment from extreme 
precipitation and flooding.

* * *

Objective 4: Engage the 
natural environment to 
improve air quality and 
reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions.

* * *
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Table 6. Investment Needs Categories Potential Funding Sources

FUNDING SOURCES
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Government Level Funding Source

Regional

Regional Surface 
Transportation Programs 
(RSTP)

* * * *

Congestion Mitigation & 
Air Quality (CMAQ) * * * * * * * * *

Metropolitan Planning 
(5303) * * * * * * * * *

State

SMART SCALE * * * * * * * * *

Revenue Sharing * *

State of Good Repair 
(SGR) * * *

Statewide Planning (5304) * * * *

Federal

Transportation Alternative 
(TA) * *

Highway Saftey 
Improvement Program 
(HSIP)

* *

Enhanced Mobility of 
Seniors & Individuals with 
Disabilities (5310)

* *

Urbanized Area Formula 
(5307) Transit * * *

Accelerating Innovative 
Mobility *

Public Transportation 
Innovation (5312) * *
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Equity Factors

To fulfill the vision, goals, and objectives of Richmond 300, Path to Equity presents ten equity factors. The equity factors are 

designed to resolve Richmond’s inequities by acknowledging past injustices and providing strategies to address them. The 

equity factors are intended to provide solutions to injustice and are the result of extensive research of the past, a large 

public outreach campaign, and input from the advisory and steering committees. If these equity factors are upheld through 

the planning and funding decision process, then transportation will move the needle to a more equitable future for all 

Richmonders. The equity factors are listed below:

EQUITY FACTOR 1: 
Transportation investments will improve access to housing, jobs, services, recreation, and education, addressing 
remaining inequities created by redlining.

EQUITY FACTOR 3: 
Transportation investments will improve neighborhood connectivity and revitalize the fabric of the communities 
negatively impacted by urban renewal.

EQUITY FACTOR 5: 
Transportation investments will address gaps in the multimodal network and will utilize new planning tools to 
improve safety and accessibility deficiencies stemming from traditional car-centric planning.

EQUITY FACTOR 7: 
Transportation investments will improve reliability of transit and other non-car services to increase access and 
remove barriers to opportunities for communities of concern.

EQUITY FACTOR 9: 
Transportation investments will prioritize densely populated areas of communities of concern including 
communities of color, low-income communities, senior and limited mobility populations, families traveling with 
children, and at-risk youth.

EQUITY FACTOR 2: 
Transportation investments will reconnect and revitalize communities to address inequities created by the 
highway system’s dissection of neighborhoods.

EQUITY FACTOR 4: 
Transportation investments will improve access to housing, jobs, services, and education to address the isolation 
of low-income inner ring suburbs where families are pushed.

EQUITY FACTOR 6: 
Transportation investments will equitably increase the safety and comfort of cyclists and pedestrians, connecting 
communities of concern to opportunities.

EQUITY FACTOR 8: 
Transportation investments will prioritize the needs of socially vulnerable users and address climate and 
environmental equity (heat island effect, air-quality, water-quality) as identified in RVAGreen 2050.

EQUITY FACTOR 10: 
Transportation improvements will focus on improving climate resiliency for the most impacted communities.
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Guiding Principles

After an analysis of the survey results and a continued investigation into best practices in equity planning, it has become 

necessary to include additional language laying out principles for how to achieve the equity factors and Richmond 

300 objectives. While this plan clearly states the desired equity outcomes through the equity factors and Richmond 300 

objectives, guidance on implementation is needed to capture the full scope of actions necessary for achieving equity in 

transportation. 

These Guiding Principles are intended to ensure that outreach, implementation and enforcement, and spending – 

the process of how to get to the stated outcomes – are equity focused as well. The Guiding Principles for achieving 

transportation equity in the City of Richmond are as follows:

Using this Policy

Path to Equity should serve as the foundation for the forthcoming Richmond Connects multimodal transportation plan. 

Richmond Connects will be a comprehensive study of the city’s transportation needs and will result in a series of 

recommendations for improving and expanding safety and operations, transit and rail infrastructure, and bicycle and 

pedestrian infrastructure. Richmond Connects will certainly bring a larger audience to the planning table than Path to 

Equity. In a traditional planning environment, this could potentially lead to attention and resources shifting to whiter and 

wealthier areas as they have in the past. Path to Equity is intended to ensure that the voices of traditionally disenfranchised 

Richmonders are heard and continue to be heard through the process. Path to Equity should guide Richmond Connects 

through its recommendation process and also guide DPW through their project prioritization process. Incorporating equity 

into transportation planning will ensure that all Richmonders will experience the full benefits of the Richmond Connects plan.  
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R I C E  U N I V E R S I T Y ’ S  K I N D E R  I N S T I T U T E  F O R 

U R B A N  R E S E A R C H  T R A N S I T  E Q U I T Y

The Kinder Institute for Urban Research is a multidisciplinary 

think-and-do tank housed at Rice University in central 

Houston, focusing on urban issues in Houston, the American 

Sun Belt and around the world. Through informed research, 

data and policy analysis, the Kinder Institute hopes to 

engage civic and political leaders to implement solutions 

to critical urban issues, including education, governance, 

housing, mobility and transportation, resilience, and 

demographics. Notes on their findings:

• Racism has shaped public transit, and it is riddled with 

inequities.

• From funding, planning, and infrastructure, to design and 

policing, many transit agencies essentially have built 

two systems with different standards for “choice” and 

“dependent” riders 

• There are rail lines that are designed for “transit-

dependent” riders, and there are bus routes designed for 

“choice” riders. This is about intent, not technology.

• The first recommendation was to really recognize that 

urban design is not neutral. It either perpetuates or 

reduces social inequities within cities. And that is very hard 

for people to wrap their minds around because urbanists 

are taught that they are good, that they make communities 

better, and that they are the bringers of solutions.

From this research, Path to Equity sought to find ways to 

elevate marginalized voices. Through the MetroQuest 

survey, the Path to Equity team was able to separate out the 

comments and concerns of BIPOC and low-income residents.  

Equity Outreach Research

Equitable outreach in transportation is a growing field. 

The Path to Equity Team examined several transportation 

outreach programs across the country to improve its 

own outreach process and plan for future processes 

related to Richmond Connects. The following are relevant 

transportation equity outreach programs.

TA RG E T E D  U N I V E R S A L I S M  I N  K I N G  CO U N T Y, 

WA S H I N GTO N 

King County, a jurisdiction containing Seattle and over 

two million residents, adopted major updates to its 

County Strategic Plan in 2015 that incorporated targeted 

universalism. This concept, in their words, seeks to “provide 

equitable opportunities for all individuals to realize their 

full potential.” This framework led to the creation of a 

six-year Equity and Social Justice (SJ) Strategic Plan to 

promote equity within the government and in King County 

communities. Notes on this process:

• Framework for Targeted Universalism is being put in 

place for Local Government and Organizations.

• Local Governments are in a critical position to shape 

equity and opportunity through investment and decision-

making in transportation, housing, public health, small 

business and more.

• Local Governments are uniquely positioned to align or 

coordinate with and also challenged by advocacy and 

activist groups in the community.

Through reviewing this work in King County, Path to Equity 

considered the Targeted Universalism philosophy when 

shaping the Equity Factor language and when drafting this 

plan. At the heart of this effort is the acknowledgment that 

local governments are key agents of change.



Path to Equity: Policy Guide for Richmond Connects58

EQUITY PLANNING RESEARCH

S E AT T L E  D E PA R T M E N T  O F  T R A N S P O R TAT I O N

In 2004, the City of Seattle established the Race and Social 

Justice Initiative (RSJI) to eliminate racial disparities and 

advance social justice through equitable policies, programs, 

and planning practices. The City’s commitment to RSJI 

has led to the creation of several equity initiatives and 

programs over the years, including the Seattle Department 

of Transportation’s (SDOT) Transportation Equity Program, 

established in 2017.

SDOT’s vision is that Seattle is a thriving, equitable 

community powered by dependable transportation, and the 

department’s mission is to deliver a transportation system 

that provides safe and affordable access to places and 

opportunities. SDOT recognizes equity as a key value and 

believes transportation must meet the needs of communities 

of color and those of all incomes, abilities, and ages. 

Seattle’s Transportation Equity Program is a significant 

benchmark in equitable transportation planning. Path to 

Equity shares SDOT’s equity principles and is the first step in 

a similar process.  

Equity Scoring Research

Transportation equity frameworks and scorecards are growing 

in popularity but are still uncommon. Existing transportation 

equity plans often include scoring elements. The Path to 

Equity team examined these equity scoring systems, and will 

consider lessons from each in the development of the scoring 

methodology and recommendations in Richmond Connects. 

Cities should develop scoring criteria through a public process 

centered around community leaders, focus groups, and 

equity-focused organizations. Equity should be measured 

by increased access for communities of concern rather than 

by a project’s proximity to communities of concern. Path to 

Equity, as the policy guide for Richmond Connects, is laying 

the groundwork for the incorporation of equity scoring into the 

City’s transportation planning. The equity scoring system itself 

will be developed during the Richmond Connects process. The 

following are relevant transportation equity frameworks and 

scorecards.

T R A N S P O R TAT I O N  E Q U I T Y  S CO R E C A R D 

( C T E D D )

Designed for MPO and local government use, the Center 

for Urban Transportation Research for the Center for 

Transportation, Equity, Decisions, and Dollars (CTEDD) 

developed the Transportation Equity Scorecard. The 

scorecard is a free spreadsheet that scores projects based 

on the following criteria categories:

• Presence of Communities of Concern

• Access to Opportunity

• Health and Environment

• Safety and Emergency Evaluation

• Affordability 

• Mobility

• Burdens

These categories are broken down into specific criteria. Each 

criterion receives one point, but the number of criteria varies 

between categories. By adding more criteria to a category, 

a government can give greater weight to that category. 

E Q U I TA B L E  D E V E LO P M E N T  S CO R E C A R D 

( E Q U I T Y  O RGA N I Z AT I O N S  O F  M I N N E A P O L I S 

A N D  S T .  PAU L )

Designed for local government and community use, 

several equity-oriented organizations in the Twin Cities 

area developed the Equitable Development Scorecard. 

The scorecard is available online and scores proposed, or 

existing projects based on the following categories:

• Public Engagement

• Transportation

• Housing

• Land Use

• Economic Development

The criteria add up to a possible score of 100 with each 

criterion having a score of one to five. While the other 

scorecards use data to determine scores, the equitable 

development scorecard is unique in that it enables citizens 

to score a project based on its impact to them. The intent 
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of this form of scoring is to give a community more power 

in determining what is and what isn’t beneficial to their 

neighborhoods. 

M O B I L I T Y  E Q U I T Y  F R A M E W O R K  ( G R E E N L I N I N G 

I N S T I T U T E )

The Greenlining Institute developed this California-focused 

equity framework for local government use. It recommends 

creating a community framework to determine which projects 

are appropriate for respective communities. The framework 

uses 12 equity indicators across three categories to score 

proposed projects. Those categories and their indicators 

are: 

• Increase Access to Mobility: Affordability; Accessibility; 

Efficiency; Reliability; Safety

• Reduce Air Pollution: Clean Air and Positive Health 

Benefits, Reduction in Greenhouse Gasses, Reduction in 

Vehicle Miles Traveled

• Enhance Economic Opportunity: Connectivity to Places 

of Employment, Education, Services, and Recreation; 

Fair Labor Practices; Transportation-Related Employment 

Opportunities; Inclusive Local Business and Economic 

Activity 

This framework is similar to the Equitable Development 

Scorecard in that it is tailored to a specific geographic 

community of concern, meaning one city could have several 

community frameworks. This allows a city to work with a 

community and determine how much weight each criterion 

should have. 

S M A R T  G RO W T H  A M E R I C A  P ROJ E C T 

S CO R E C A R D

Smart Growth America, a sustainable development advocacy 

organization, designed their project scorecard for local 

government use. It is part of a broader implementation toolkit. 

The organization recommends adapting the scorecard to fit 

specific community needs. Scores compare projects to each 

other and do not provide an average score per project. The 

intent of the project scorecard is to move the right projects 

forward more than it is to halt inappropriate projects. 

Equity Data Collection Research

Finally, the Path to Equity team researched best practices 

in collecting data for equity planning. The following are 

relevant examples of data collection tools for equity data:

P U G E T S O U N D S AG E

PugetSoundSage is a non-profit organization in Seattle, 

Washington founded in 2007 that charts a path to a living 

economy in the South Salish Sea and Duwamish River Valley 

regions by combining research, innovative public policy and 

organizing to ensure all people have an affordable place to 

live, a good job, a clean, healthy environment, and access to 

public transportation. In 2013, after years of observing that 

the transit funding crisis disproportionately impacting income 

riders, Sage joined forces with Transportation Choices 

Coalition, One America, and transit equity partners to form 

the Transit Equity Alliance. Successful programs that the 

organization deployed include: 

• ORCA Lift - Working with partners, as well as the Seattle 

King County Coalition on Homelessness and the Seattle 

Transit Riders Union, ORCA Lift was formed, a nationally 

recognized low-income transit fare, implemented in March 

2015. 

• Graham Street Infill Station - successfully passed the 

Move Seattle transportation levy that included $10 

million for Graham Street Link Light Rail infill station, a 

critical opportunity to create equitable transit-oriented 

development in the Rainier Valley, allowing communities to 

prosper in place.

• Sound Transit 3 - a comprehensive transportation system 

that guarantees good job standards during construction, 

surplus property for affordable housing, and improved 

community engagement policies during implementation.

G OV E R N M E N T  A L L I A N C E  O N  R AC E  A N D 

E Q U I T Y  ( GA R E )

GARE developed their racial equity tool to assist jurisdictions 

use a racial equity lens to identify a set of metrics and 

implement a community process to have greater impact 

in their work. The tool is intended to: identify clear goals, 
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objectives, and outcomes; engage the community in the 

decision-making process; and identify populations who could 

be burdened by transportation decisions. The tool asks a set 

of questions that include: 

• Proposal:  What is the policy, program, practice or budget 

decision under consideration?  What are the desired 

results and outcomes? 

• Data: What is the data? What does the data tell us?

• Community engagement: How have communities 

been engaged? Are there opportunities to expand 

engagement?

• Analysis and strategies: Who will benefit from or be 

burdened by your proposal? What are your strategies 

for advancing racial equity or mitigating unintended 

consequences?

• Implementation:  What is your plan for implementation? 




