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~Brookings Institute~
A Bridge to Somewhere

“We must recognize that we are on the cusp of a new
wave of transportation policy. The infrastructure
challenge of President Eisenhower’s 1950s was to
build out our nation and connect within. In the
1980s and 1990s it was to modernize the program
and better connect roads, transit, rail, air, and other
modes. Today, the challenge is to take
transportation out if its box in order to ensure the
health, vitality, and sustainability of our
metropolitan areas.”
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California Trans&Climate Policy

Laws and Regulations
Assembly Bill 2140 (2000) — MPOs can create scenario-based regional growth visions; basis of Blueprint program.

Assembly Bill 1493 (2002) — 30% reduction in GHG emissions by 2016; first vehicle GHG legislation in the US.

Assembly Bill 857 (2002) — State infrastructure expenditures must be consistent with infill
development/redevelopment, cultural and historic resources, environmental and agricultural resources, and
efficient development patterns.

Executive Order S-3-05 (2005) — GHG reduction to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.

Assembly Bill 32 (2006) — GHG reduction to 1990 levels by 2020.

“Low Carbon Fuel Standard” (2007) — GHG reduction from transportation fuels 10 percent by 2020.
Senate Bill 97 (2007) — CEQA Guidelines update to incorporate GHG mitigation in environmental documents.
Senate Bill 375 (2008) — GHG targets for MPOs and Sustainable Community Strategies in RTPs.

Senate Bill 732 (2008) — Strategic Growth Council established to assist state and local entities in the planning of
sustainable communities and meeting AB 32 climate change goals.

Assembly Bill 842 (2008) — Department of Housing and Community Development to award preference or priority
to projects located in areas where the local or regional entity has adopted a general plan, transportation plan, or
regional blueprint that will reduce the growth of VMT by at least 10 percent, and the project must also be
consistent with that planning document.

Senate Bill 391 (2009) — Caltrans to update the California Transportation Plan by December 31, 2015 addressing
how the State will achieve AB 32 and Executive Order S-3-05
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Trans/Land Use Policy
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Which Came First: | |
The Policy Vision or the Plan?

> SB 375 Implementation
and GHG Targets to
Reflect Vision or Plans?

= Need “vision drivers” to
change plans

= Example: GHG targets to
push a change in CA’s
transport funding
priorities, codes/
standards/ guidelines
impact assessment
methods to meet vision
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Proposed SB 375 GHG Reduction Ranges/Targets

PROPOSED TARGETS FOR SB 375 COMPLIANCE
(Percent Reductions in GHG per Capita from 2005 Baseline)

“Ambitious & Achievable Scenario” “Most Ambitious Scenario”
(CARB and MPO Recommendations) (MPO Analysis)
2020 2035 2020 2035
MTC -7% -15%? -11% -18%
SCAG -8% -13%?2 -10% -12%
SACOG -7% -16% -8% -17%
SANDAG -7% -13% N/A -19%
SJ Valley* -5% -10% N/A N/A

CARB staff recommendations for targets in pink, as proposed on August 9. Target reduction figures in under * M 0 Antbitious
S ¢ e n &avd beeh provided by MPOs during and since the May 25, 2010 meeting of the SB375 Regional Targets Advisory
Committee.
* San Joaquin Valley MPOs have been given“ p | a ¢ e GH& Feduetion’ranges
1MTC Board adopted recommendation based on estimated ability to achieve greater GHG reduction than current RTP
2SCAG Board recommended 5-6% reduction range; proposed target reflects more consistent estimates with other MPOs

Source summarypreparedby LaurenMichele,Policyin Motion, 09 August201Q

Question: how do these targets fit in with SB 391
requirements to update the California
Transportation Plan to meet AB 32 Goals?
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Federal Push for Better Measurement

Federal Partnership for Sustainable Communities
(EPA, HUD, DOT)

s DOT TIGER IT & HUD Grants require performance
measurement

Federal Energy Bill(s)

(gi hlights need to update/standardize travel models
data collection methods

° Performance grants based on data

= Requires monitoring of VMT and assessment of how
MPOs/States are working toward national GHG goals

Federal Transportation Reauthorization

= Requires best practices in project design, performance
measurement & impact assessing models/methods
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FEHR & PEERS

TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANTS

SB 375 IMPLEMENTATION AND CEQA
Policy and Technical Challenges




f

at SB 375 has done... FEHR & PEERS

2010 California
Regional
Transportation Plan

Guidelines

e W

A Updated RTP Guidelines

I New modeling
requirements for MPOs,
RTPAs, and Others

I Potential conflicts with
congestion relief and air
quality objectives

£
California Transportation Commission @’

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/orip/rtp/
index_files/2010_RTP_Guidelines_4-27-10.pdf
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375 has done FEHR & PEERS

A CEQA Relief?

I Qualified transit priority
projects may perform a
sustainable communities
environmental assessment

— SCS/APS consistent residential or mixed-use
residential projects relieved of analyzing growth
inducing impacts plus car and light-duty truck
impacts on global warming and the regional
transportation network
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at SB 375 has done... e & PEeRs

A Spotlight on travel demand models
A New interest in best management practices (BMPs)

A Shifted Transportation Planning and Impact Focus
I Vehicle miles of travel (VMT)

I Travel choices

I Balancing multiple objectives
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pical Model “Blind Spots” FEHR & PEERS

Walking Environment

Density, Clustering




Factors to Reduce VMT

Density dwellings, jobs per acre
Diversity mix of housing, jobs, retail
Design connectivity, walkability
Destinations regional accessibility
Distance to Transit rail proximity
Development Scale pop, jobs
Demographics household size, income

Demand Management pricing, incentives
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VMT = Volume x Distance
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Normalized Emission Rate
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ped Matters.... FEHR & PEERS

Relationship of Freeway LOS, Speed, and CO2 Emissions Factors
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. . FEHR & PEERS
2[VIS Method — Citrus Heights Example S

ATraffic count based
estimate (speed not a
factor)

AEstimate depends on
traffic count coverage
and quality

Auburn Blvd
26.7

AOnly captures VMT on
jurisdiction’s roadways 4{
ACitrus Heights = R T Gy
1,000,110 daily VMT RPN
(weekday) NN ] el e
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DM Method - Citrus Heights Example

A Traffic volume and
speed based estimate

AVolumes derived from NS
trips generated by land K /
uses or activities Tl

AEstimate depends on \
model form, limits, and
data quality

AcCan capture VMT
multiple ways

ACitrus Heights =
1,397,340 daily VMT \
(WEEkdaY) ;'IF’.,LH'BJF




MT by Trip Type and Speed Bin

TABLE 17 2005 CITRUS HEIGHTS VMT BY TRIP TYPE

. AM Peak PM Peak Midday Evening )
VMT Trip Type ) ] ] ] Daily
Period Period Period Period
Internal-Internal 27,987 36,974 41,918 37,012 143,891
Internal-External? 163,392 138,908 171,934 156,206 630,440
External-Internalt 110,193 175,307 170,006 167,507 623,013
Total 301,572 351,189 383,858 360,725 1,397,344

IL.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010 i SACMET Regional Travel Demand Forecasting Model.

These values reflect half of the responsibility from the VMT as the external jurisdictions would be responsible for the other half.

TABLE 21 2005 CITRUS HEIGHTS VMT SUMMARY BY SPEED

VMT Speed Bins AM Peak PM Peak Midday Evening Dail
(MPH) Period Period Period Period Y
0-5 43 290 23 26 382
5-10 2,267 4,149 74 6 6,496
10-15 3,122 8,458 743 23 12,346
15-20 11,112 16,594 6,240 5,954 39,900
20-25 19,199 34,399 9,657 6,163 69,418
25-30 37,679 56,033 14,698 10,680 119,090
30-35 66,017 74,623 48,522 28,891 218,053
35-40 64,956 56,972 99,613 65,186 286,727
40 - 45 29,803 29,214 75,244 111,995 246,256
45 -50 12,022 17,436 18,844 8,057 56,359
50-55 20,234 25,031 20,492 23,901 89,658
55-60 29,553 23,985 70,550 59,617 183,705
60 - 65 4,639 3,196 17,819 38,802 64,456
65-70 926 809 1,339 1,424 4,498
70-75 0 0 0 0 0
>75 0 0 0 0 0
Total 301,572 351,189 383,858 360,725 1,397,344

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2010 i SACMET Regional Travel Demand Forecasting Model.
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375 hasn’t done... FEHR & PEERS

A Changed RTP project lists

A Changed regulatory conditions sufficiently to incentivize
infill or transit oriented development
A Changed general plan law

I GHG reduction is one new objective (should be balanced
against other community values)

I CEQA transportation impact studies will still need to address
general plan consistency
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What Does CA Need to Do?

Maximize Opportunity for Federal Funding:

= Update design guidelines and impact assessment methods to best
practices

Maximize Existing Revenue Streams in CA:

» Update STIP/RTIP projects to reflect GHG reduction goals for
State (and eventually) Federal

Incentivize Mixed-Use/Infill Growth

- Ufpdate General Plans to include GHG impacts so projects can tier
off of jurisdiction’s EIR

= Fully disclose impacts under CEQA to correct for ITE
underestimation of VMT in greenfield development and
overestimation of VMT for smart growth (mitigation fees for
developers)

Coordinate Best Practices in Models/Methodologies

= Strategic Growth Council + Attorney General’s Office + Energy
Commissions
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Think of a question later?

Lauren Michele

Principal / Owner
PoLICY IN MOTION | WBE/DBE

530.848.4342
lauren.michele@policyinmotion.com

policyinmotion.com

*Please note that my last name and email address have changed*



