Growth Management
and Transportation

By Mark Hallenbeck
Director, TRAC-UW
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Urban Planning Truism

e Growth is good




Urban Planning Truisms

e There are two bad words in Urban Planning:

— Sprawl

— Density




Solution:

Growth Management




Growth Management

e Desire to manage growth to:
— Limit the timing/costs of Impacts
— Shift the cost distribution of those impacts
— Maintain quality of life for current residents
— Still maintain the benefits from growth




Growth Management Laws

» Change the incentives/ disincentives for
developing and/or developing in specific
areas

e Godls:

— to build where the Impacts are lowest

— To shift the costs of those impacts to
newcomers as much as possible/appropriate




Cost Shift

 Problem:

— Shift too much cost and no devel opment
(growth) occurs

— Thisisfineif you want no new development

— Thisis bad is you want the benefits from
development, or still absorb the Impacts from
development occurring e sewhere




Where to Put Growth?

e Two choices:
— In existing developed areas (higher density)
— In undevel oped areas (sprawl)

e Both impact current residents
— Cost of housing
— Use of existing transportation system
— Use of other infrastructure




Use of Transportation System

 |Increased density causes:
— Greater local road use (congestion)
— Greater opportunity for transit

e But only If decent accessto transit exists
o And only if transit service is good

— Greater demand for parking

ncreased land prices/ higher cost to provide
parking, roads, and devel opment

|_ocal opposition




Use of Transportation System

 Increased sprawl (lower density growth)
causes

— Greater demand for long distance transportation
Services

* Regional freeway movements
» Express bus or other high speed transit services
— Increased reliance on the automobile

* Increased congestion on those roads that travel
through existing developed areas

— Opposition?




Suburban-Style Sireet Layvout
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* |f wearegoing to grow
— Transportation system use will increase

— We will likely need new transportation system
facilities/ services

* Growth Management should address these
needs




Transportation Concurrency

Provision of
*adeguate transportation facilities’

concurrent with new devel opment




Concurrency:

The measurement process used to
regulate” the inter-relationship
between development and
transportation facilities and services

"Assumes that at some point transportation services will be
provided that allow attainment of growth called for in the
comprehensive plan




Concurrency

o State law allows each jurisdiction to define
ItS own concurrency system

S0

» “Adequate” facilities change by jurisdiction




Cities

e Design their procedures differently
— Because city goals differ
— The politics are different in each city

« Use concurrency to manage/direct thelir
development and/or transportation
Infrastructure expansion




Concurrency

|s currently almost always
defined in terms of
roadway congestion

« But you can defineit differently if you wish




How Do We Measure Roadway
Congestion?

o Level of Service (A- F)
— Speed, Delay, Density of Traffic

e Cheap mathematical estimation is

— Volume/ capacity (v/c)

— S0 for concurrency, cities often use some
combination of v/c calculations

 Roadway LOS s a“blunt instrument”




Concurrency As | mplemented

* You get what you measure

— |f you only measure road congestion

— All problems/solutions are associated with cars
and roadway capacity

— Other transportation services are nearly
Irrelevant




Effectiveness of Existing
Concurrency Systems

* Roadway performance measurement works for some
areas
— Rural areas
— Lightly developed ex-urban areas

* Does not work well where auto travel providesonly a
portion of mobility serving an area
— Especially poor if local plan goas/policies call for

expanding alternative modal travel (transit, rideshare, bike,
walk)




Centers Support Broader Modal
Options

o Travel markets differ in different urban settings

* Regional centers generally support/require
— Public transit
— Carpools
— Vanpools
— Bikes
— Pedestrian




WORK TRIPSMODE DISTRIBUTION
By L ocation of Household and Work Place

Household INSIDE Centers Household OUTSIDE Centers

Work INSIDE Centers Work OUTSIDE Centers
(4.6% of work trips) (59.9% of work trips)

WALKING rate = 25.5% INSIDE/INSIDE vs. 1.8% OUTSIDE/OUTSIDE

HOV rate = 33.2% INSIDE/INSIDE vs. 11.3%
OUTSIDE/OUTSIDE

BUS (Public Transit) rate = 25.2% INSIDE/INSIDE vs. 2.0% OUTSIDE/OUTSIDE




Other Problems With
Existing Concurrency Systems

* Oncetraffic crosses a border (including
onto a state highway), its “not your
problem’

— Congestion that meets my standards but not
yours, IS not my problem

— Trips | generate that cause your congestion are
not my problem




Effectiveness of Existing
Concurrency Systems

 Impacts of development on regional travel
are ignored under current locally-focused
pProcess

 Local success balancing land
use/transportation often overwhelmed by
regional traffic impacts




EXisting Systems

« Each city controls their own destiny, but not
their neighbor’s




SO

e Our problems/procedures are local,

But

e Many of our problems/causes/solutions are
regional
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e What has happened?
— Housing is expensive
 Lack of land to build on

e High cost of roadway improvements in existing
urban areas

— People move to where they can afford to live
e And“pay” intravel time
* They have “travel budget” but not available dollars




And?

e Build in suburban style developments
— Because they sell (popular)

— Because they have many valued attributes
 |n ex-urban areas, they are uncongested




And?

o Complain that the state should fixed the
road system

— Which is not funded by impact fees (state
system)
— Isnot part of concurrency
— Who' s expansion inflicts impacts on other
people
 While the state lacks the funds to maintain /
repair its existing road system




Percent of Regional Jobs and Housing Growth by

County

Percent of Regional Job Change, Percent of Regional Housing Change,
1970-2000 1970-2000

Snohomish, Snohomish,
14% 22%

Pierce,

1% King,

Kitsap, 48%

5%
Pierce,
King, 22%
70%

Kitsap,
9%




Employment

Change,
1995-2006

* Region added roughly
300,000 jobs during this
span

* An estimated 93 % of
the change occurred
within the Urban Growth
Area

» Approximately 15 % of
that change occurred in
the Regional Growth
Centers
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Housing Stock

Change,

1995-2006

* Roughly 245,000 new
housing units added

» Approximately 82 %
were added inside the
Urban Growth Area

* An estimated 10 %
percent of the change
occurred in the
Regional Growth
Centers
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S0, Concurrency...



But...



GMA and Concurrency
Performance



But...



Linking Transit / Land Use









Linking Transit / Land Use



L atest Recommendations



Recommendations



Recommendations






Recommendations



http://depts.washington.edu/trac/
concurrency/index.html




RTID & ST2



Highways



Transit



Mix of Projects



Mix of Projects



|s Rail Best?






What happens if it loses?



