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Why does active transportation
matter?




Physical health

Obesity Trends* Among U.S. Adults
BRFSS, 1991, 1995 and 2000

(*BMI = 30, or ~ 30 Ibs overweight for 54 woman)
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Personal safety
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« Walking
> Bicycling

Relative Risk Index

10% 15%

Journey to Work Share

Image source: Peter Jacobsen



Personal

safety (real
and perceived)

Vepowika Maptewowva (HapLes

Illustrated by David Parkins Image source: Random House




Criminal Lethality Rate (Y1}

Motor Vehicle Lethality Rate (Y2}
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Figure 2: Criminal Lethality Rate (LR) and MV Lethality Rate (MVLR): Uniform Crime Report Data 1960-1999 and National Safety Council Data

1960-1995

NOTE: LR = homicides/{aggravated assault + homicides); MVLE = MV traffic injury deaths per 100,000 vehicle miles,



Equity

Pedestrian Fatality Rate per 100,000 Persons
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Social costs

Cost of Auto-versus-Pedestrian Injuries
San Francisco, 2004 - 2008

Collision Year Total Cost ( 2008 2008 Pop Cost Per Capita

Dollars )

$11,257,143.03 840,462 $13.39

$13,480,653.08 840,462 $16.04

$16,574,112.85 840,462 $19.72

$17,673,296.91 840,462 $21.03

$15,358,023.35 840,462 $18.27

$74,343,229.22 840,462 $88.46

Image source: San Francisco Injury Center



Consumer choice

e Most communities’ zoning
and street design codes
make it illegal to create
walkable neighborhoods

 Walkable neighborhoods
are undersupplied

 Housing consumers will
pay a premium for
walkable neighborhoods

Image source: RFF Press
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- 18% of city land - 25% of city land

- 57% of city land
- 42% of public land - 58% of public land
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National Institutes of Health

Image source

i ._iﬂlm_m._.n._.ﬂl

+ T _.
RREHOES

e
-

m -
Coqeoya B
fRaSE T | P D R
o K
-

Al fEEmr

[t

The “Silver Tsunam

S S
s e




California Total California Transportation
CO, Emissions Emissions

0
2.1%_ 1.9% 1 goy = Passenger Vehicles
2.4%

= Heavy Duty Trucks

B Ships & Commercial
Boats

® Aviation (Intrastate)

® Transportation 3.1% 0.04%

1.3%

E Rail

m Electric Power m Unspecified

B Commercial and
Residential

¥ Industrial
® Recycling and Wast
® High GWP
m Agriculture

Climate change

B Forestry

Source: 2006 California Air Resources Board
Greenhouse Gas Inventory




Driving vs Residential Density
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Leveraging transit $
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Community health
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“pecple stay for a
whie and put
diown roots”

“there is realy a
sense of
community- we
look afier each
other”

“people don't trust
ane another like
they wsed wo”

“local chatting s
quite a thing™

“People don't
communicate
unless they
hawe to”

“quite
ANCMYmous- We
cnly know cur
immediate
neighbours”

“crdinary, quist
pecple”

[ ﬂ.‘.

LIGHT TRAFFIC: 140 VEHICLES PER DAY
.35 friend= per persond 6.1 acquaintances

= - =

“ ;,‘.] 1&1}* “ : '.

'\.'\l -
*'i-h-—.,:,___ r

o - o

MEDIUM TRAFFIC: 8 420 VEHICLES PER DAY
2.45 friends per person' 3.65 acgquaintances

HEAWY TRAFFIC: 21,130 VEHICLES PER DAY
1.15 friends per person/ 2.8 acquaintances

“we hawve some good
neighbourhood
friends

“there’s good
comrmunication
between the houses
and a fesling of
topethemess”

“i's not so friendhy-
you barely see
anyone"

“we tend o only know
pecple who live near
us, because it's busy®

"The traffic’s Fke a
moUmiain range,
cutting you off from
the other side of the
road”

‘people just go from
[ther cars to their
housss”

Figure 4 6 Community interaction on three Sristol streeis: lines reprezent friendships or

acquaintances, dofs

represent where people are said to gather and chat.

Image source: UC Press



My reasons for caring...
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What are your reasons?
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Typical General Plan polices....

o Create mixed-used neighborhoods

« Add appropriate density near transit
 Encourage alternative modes

* Reduce vehicle travel

* Promote bicycling and walking

* Build complete streets
 Honor motherhood
 Enjoy apple pie




Dan Burden
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Mixed message?
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How can your community craft
transportation

policies that support active
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Step 1: Establish Multimodal
Street Types




Step 2: Establish Multimodal
Performance Goals




Step 3: Measure Impacts on
All Modes




Step 4: Mitigate Impacts to
Sustainable, Efficient Modes




Step 5: Develop Multimodal
Streetscape Desigh Standards




Step 6: Reform Zoning Code




Be at the table when decisions
are made about the built
environment.




Typical Street Design Process

AT Design Phase RELETSE 2 Construction Closeout
Phase Award

Secure
Funding

1 1 | | 1 1 | | | |
Preliminary Identify Request
Types Approvals SELEIelel Interagency Consultant Deliverables Approv_als/ Construction
Involvement 2 ; Permits .
Coordination Services Funding

{ \ \ { 3\ '8 3\
Federal and State | ) Design Submittals i
. Grants Board of Supervisors = 230, 60, 90% st Arts Commission
\L J J \ J \ J
( A - \ ( ) ( )
San Francisco :
et General Fund Transportation - Rquest Qonsultant - ISLOTE (-
Authorit Services (if needed) agency)
L J u Y J \. J \. J
( ) eronoan A ( Request Design h : A
— Other Local Transportation - q 9 - CEQA/NEPA
o Funding (Caltrans)
L ) Commission ) L ) L )
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Interagency General Plan Referral
Caltrans — i - :
Coordination (Planning)
| & J | & J
]  ADA Review and
Approval (DPW)
N )
h ' bli Ith In thi ?
e e a0 0sonnnt, |
Where Is Public Health In this Process: s
NEEEE
()
HPC Review
- _
(Plannning)
()
HRC t t
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Image source: San Francisco Planning Department



Public Health as Catalyst/Coodinator?

Signage:

Planning
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Sidewalk permits and

maintenance:
DPW, property owner

Street trees:
DPW (Bureau of Urban Forestry)
or property owner

Lightpoles:
PUC (PUC Streatlighting)

Parking, loading, bike,

transit, traffic control:
MTA (DPT, Muni)

Storm drains,
utilities:
PUC (Wastewater
Enterprise)

Building facade,

curb-cuts:
Planning

Image source: San Francisco Department of Public Works



Case study
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Took Transit
Co% - 4%
£15% - 9%

B 10% - 29%
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Walked or Biked

"|||‘ C10% - 4%
iﬁﬁlﬂll W% - 9%

B10% - 13%

L.I Worked at Home

CJo% - 4%

W5 - 9%

W 10% - 16%

HEA Drove Alone
[156% - 64%

B65% - 74%
W 75% - 82%

Carpooled

I i 0% - 4%
f \ 158 i £15% - 9%
—— ) B 10%-21%
i
0 025 05
Miles
JOURNEY TO WORK MODE SPLIT soaeulrts ! .!I.m...

Percentage of total trips per block group, by mode
(2000 data from the Census Transportation Planning Package)

315 Data Source: LA Caunty, SCAG, ESRI




iles per person
(40% less)

West Hollywood

,948 m

8

San Dimas
810 miles per person
Annual VMT per Person
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Annual CO2 Em

per Household and Venhicle

West Hollywood

San Dimas



% Current and Projected Southern California Jobs and Population

/_____.
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Pedestrian
System




Bike System
Improvements




Transit
= System
= Improvements



Bike




Subsidized Transit



Car Sharing




Reform Auto Parking
Requirements for Developement



Unbundled
Auto Parking




Pricing of
Public Auto
Parking
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.~ Methodology to be used

 Define the suite of policies/programs
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« Tallor policies/programs to each General Plan
alternative

. Review avallable literature and studies

e Estimate trip reduction impacts
 Based on empirical studies and professional judgment
 Planning-level, order of magnitude
 Conservative in all assumptions
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 Integrate estimates with traffic model
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Reduction in Peak Hour Vehicle Trips®

Mo Project

Alternative 1
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Why do this analysis?

 Improve on conventional traffic models

 Inform policy decisions on General Plan

pdate

. llow comparisons between the likely

results of different future scenarios

e Get multimodal policies and programs

Included in the CEQA document as required
mitigations for growth impacts
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We can do
nothing and
just take our
chances...
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...0r we can
choose now to
plan for change.
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Image source: The New Yorker




Why are we fiddling around?
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For more information...

Nelson|Nygaard

consulting associates

Jeremy Nelson, Principal

785 Market Street, Suite 1300
San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 284-1544
jnelson@nelsonnygaard.com
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