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If Traffic Models determined our future.........




Regional Blueprints
Forty Year Vision Plans

Regional Vision Planning

Focus: better integration of land use & transportation
Voluntary

Scenario based

Incentive approach

Results:

more concentrated development patterns, reduced VMT &
emissions, address housing needs, reduce infrastructure costs
and preserve sensitive lands
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Planning and Visioning Efforts

Aesthetics of the Rural Renaissance-1gs;

Growth Management Strategies and Policies for the
Future of San Luis Obispo County -1989

Rural Settlenment Pattern Strategy -igo

Creating Transportation Choices

Through Development Design and Zoning — 1995

Focus on the Future-.y,

I
1 Talkes 8 R

Community 2050 -.cs
Preliminary Sustainable Community Strategy - 2009
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SAN Luis OBispro REGION

Community residents envision the future though workshops

SLOCOG Regional Blueprint:
Community 2050

Regional Data Collection & Spatial Data Development

Goal-setting (Strategic Growth Principles)

Regional Growth Strategy & Vision

Future Land Use Scenarios
Policies, Projects, and Programs

Concentrate Development in Urban Areas
Discourage Development in Sensitive Lands, Rural Areas, etc
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Developing a Sustainable Communities Strategy

San Luis Obispo Region Experience

Regional Vision Planning - Community 2050
Regional Growth Strategy

Integration into SLOCOG 2010 RTP
Phased planning effort

Land use, traffic and air quality model integration
Preliminary Sustainable Communities Strategy (PSCS)
Interagency Coordination

Performance Indicators
Emission Reductions
Smart Mobility Framework

Transition to SCS-compliant RTP

Community 2050 Blueprint
Regicnal Growth Straltek

2012* SCS-compliant

2005RTP = > 2010 RTP & PSCS RTP update

« |ntermodal emphasis « |[ntermodal emphasis
« Model land use and + Regional GHG targets
transnortation interaction | I | » pevelon plan to satisfy GHG

« Determine regional YMT target
and GHG emissions figures - Housing allocation

Intermodal
emphasis

nning
Strateg




Transition to SCS-compliant RTP

Community 2050 Blueprint
Regional Growth Strategy

i SLOCOG
2010 RTP/Pscs [k e

Phase |

Preliminary SCS

Land Use Elements
Intermodal Policy

Scenario Action

Constrained LG

Intermodal Eunding

Achievement

SCS-Compliant

Scenarios Under Construction

Targets

. ) Data
Housing Allocation Perf. Measures

Reduction Target Modeling Tools
Guidelines

Environmental Growth Pattern |1l Public Process

Focused
Intermodal

Target VMT
Non-Attainment

Planning Process and Model Integration:

Land Use — Transportation — Air Quality

Physical / Policy Context

Develop

Alternatives
Financial Context RTP/EIR

I-PLACE3S TransCAD

Travel Demand

2035LU Model & Post-
Alternatives Processing

Performance Performance
Measures Measures

(Density, Mix of Uses, (VMT, VHT)
Total Land Developed) :

EMFAC Sselec::ed. Alti,rlnative
Air Quality —leilzinziie

Model Communities
Strateg

Performance

Measures .
Alternative

Comparisons
(Emissions)




Land Use-Transportation Model Integration

Land Use Model

General Plans Regional Traffic Model

125,000 Parcels
8
= SLO County

cities

| Generate
i “generalized land
i use categories”

24 categories

Transit and TDM post

45 Development Types 25 Land Use Categories

= Rural Residential

= Res. SF (Large-Lot)
= Res. SF (Small-Lot)
= Attached SF/Condo
= Apartment Living

= Mobile Home Park

Commercial/Retail (6)

= Office (2)

= Hotel/Motel (2)

= Industrial/Bus. Park (3)

= Large Institutions/Special
= Agricul

i =Mixed-Use/Live-Work (5)

-processor

= Rural Residential

= Single-Family Residentia
= Multi-Family Residential
| = Mobile Homes

= Commercial/Retail (2)
: = Office (1)

= Hotel/Motel (1)

® |ndustrial (2)

= Special Generators

VMT Quick Response Tool

(1) Transit: average fare, transit headway, transit coverage

(2) TDM: Rideshare enrollment, park-and-ride spaces, vanpools, bike facility miles,
telecommute/work at home, cost of parking

SLOCOG VMT Quick-Response Tool

SCENARIO @2020_S1
@2020_82
@2035_81

®2035_52
2008 Base

TRANSIT
Average Fare (2008 §s) $0.69
Headway (minutes) 3
Coverage (Bus Miles) 762

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT
Rideshare
Park and Ride Spaces 122
Enrollment in Rideshare 3,215
Number of Vanpools a7
Miles of Bike Facilities 186
Telecommute/Work at Home 4.9%
Cost of Parking (per hour) $0.00

RSP ERT T,

2035 Min 2035 Max
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15 R 60
700 e a— 1,100

| 2008 W 203552

78JAY| %?Bﬁ’ﬂlail:one)

120 G—— 1,280
3,000 C——10,000
50— 200
180 e — 550
4y C— Y,
§1.00 Ol—§5.00

VMT per (Pop+Emp)

i | 39 35
Transit Ridership

4 Drive Alone
Rideshare (

13,000 8.5k 13k

|

| 2008 (4 2035_S2




Montersy County

I
North County

Key

&A Subreglonal analysis arezs

Us. 101

v State Highways

Figure 4. Location of target development areas in region

Kings County

Kern County
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]’-t San Miguel

Hearst Castle

San Simeon Acres Shandon™®

Regional Bus Transit Trips

14 trips: SLO to Cuesta College including 12 to
Morro Bay to Los Osos

16 trips: SLO to Paso Robles including 3 to San
Miguel

16 trips: SLO to Five Cities and Santa Maria

3 trips: Morro Bay to San Simeon Acres and Hears|
Castle

1trip:  SLO to Los Osos (Express)

Total Weekday Roundtrips 50

Note: Circles

indicate cities
thatoperate 2,06 Million Annual Riders (21% increase from 2004) .

their own .
system. Nipom

Santa Maria

2007 Regional Public Transit Network

SLO Regional Rideshare — Since 1980

Transportation

Choices Transportation Options
Program

RIDESHARE WEEK
ey S

SAFE ROUTES T0 SCHOOL

summer

n luis Ob %_'euf:oumy's

Guaranteed
ome
PROGRAM

eshare

San Luis Obispo Council of Governments
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Development ¢
Area

SLOCOG Land Use Scenarios: paso Robles - Atascadero Area
2008 Existing Conditions 2035 Scenario 2
Extent of existing development (North County) e ofgrgvrh (North County)

PasoRobles !

Atascadero

(%]

Traffic
Analysis
Zones

0y

[J Teroet Development Areas
[ meafiic Analysis Zones

2035 Scenario 1
Location and type ?Vfrgrg’vrh (Ngnh County) -

Location and typ

Q

Paso Robles.

= el

A
T4 Templeton
.

07_/;'
A o
3

{
S L.\.
-

Atascadero




Community Growth Patterns

7
~/ Cities’ Spheres of Influence

. San Luis Ohispo
2035 Scenario 2

Land Use Model Results: NEW UNITS

Housing Mix of New Housing Units
Comparison of 2020 Scenarios 1 & 2 and 2035 Scenarios 1 & 2

10% 6% (470 du) 7% (1960 du)
(870 du) 20% O Rural Residential
(1830 du) (>2acrelot)

39%

3370du) 40% O single Family, Large-Lot

(1,620 ) (> 5,500 s.f. lot)

O Single Family, Small-Lot
( < 5,500 s.f. lot)

y
5% (1210 du)

6% (540 du)

7% (590 du) 14%

(1;;9§u) (37Ddu) O Attached Single Family

20%
(1680 ) - A

10%
(2670d)

B Apartment / Rental Housing

22%
11% (1860 du)
(@Ddu) 8% (2,040du) O Mixed-Use

2020 Scenario 1 2020 Scenario 2 2035 Scenario 1 2035 Scenario 2
(“BAU") ("PGS") (“BAU") (*PGs")




Land Use Model Results: TOTAL UNITS

Total Housing Type Distribution
Comparison of 2020 Scenarios 1 & 2 and 2035 Scenarios 1 & 2

O Rural
(>2acre lot)

O Single Family, Large-Lot
(>5,500s.1. lot)

O single Family, Small-Lot
(<5,500s.f. lot)

O Attached Single Family

@ Apartment / Rental Housing

B Mobile Home Park

O Mixed-Use

2008 Existing | 2020 Scenario 1 2020 Scenario 2 2035 Scenario 1 2035 Scenario 2
Conditions ("BAU") ("PGS") ("BAU") ("PGS")

reliminar affic [ Results

Daily VMT, Daily VMT per capita, GHG per capita
(1) Land use & 4-D improvements
(2) Land use, 4-D improvements & transit/TDM post-processor

Table ES-2: V’j

Baseline comparison of VMT and GHG figures for 2008 Base Year and 2020 Interim Year.

. X % Increase /% Reduction
. - 2020 Scenario1 | 2020 Scenario 2.
Evaluation C "t.e"a. Ba:‘emvsear "Business-As- | "Preferred Growth | 2008 BY vs. | 2008 BY vs.| 2020 S2 vs.
(2008 base year vs. 2020 interim year) Usual" Scenario” 202051 202052 202051
Population 269,300] 288,000] 288,000 6.9% 6.9% 0.09
Daily VMT 8,016,501 | 8,070,899 8,013,341 0.7% 0.00% | -0.7%
(land use and 4-D improvements only)
N N N

ety W e GEriE 29.8 28.0 27.8 -5.9% -6.5% 0.7%
(land use and 4-D improvements only)
Quick Response Tool reduction rate
(applied to Daily VMT to account for transitand TDM - -1.00% -1.68% -- - -
improvements)
Daily vMT ) ) 8,016,501 | 7,990,190 7,878,717 -0.3% 1.7% -1.4%
(land use, 4-D and transitand TDM improvements)
ety N e GeriE) : 29.8 27.7 27.4 -6.8% -8.1% 1.4%
(land use, 4-D and transitand TDM improvements)
Daily CO, emissions per capita

¥ E0: percap 122 114 113 -6.6% @@
(kg per capita)

Note: SLOCOG did not apply adjustments for Pavley Il or the Low Carbon Fuel Standard in this planning scenario exercise.




reliminary Traffic Model Results

Daily VMT, Daily VMT per capita, GHG per capita
(1) Land use & 4-D improvements
(2) Land use, 4-D improvements & transit/TDM post-processor

Table ES-1: F}
Baseline comparison of VMT and GHG figures for 2008 Base Year and 2035 Horizon Year. ll
R A NP s00s | 20355cenario 1 | 2035 Scenario2 pullnicreasel/klReduction
3 Base Year "Business-As- | "Preferred Growth| 2008 BY vs. | 2008 BY vs.| 2035 S2 vs.

(2008 base year vs. 2035 horizon year) Usual" S cenario” 2035 51 2035 52 2035 51
Population 269,300 330,800 330,800 22.8% 22.8% 0.0%
pailyvmr 8016501 | 9,203,131 5068851 | 15.9% | 13.1% | -2.4%
(land use and 4-D improvements only) Py
Daily VMT per capita

29. 28.1 27.4 -5.6Y% -1. -2.
(land use and 4-D improvements only) 2 5.6% 7:9% 2.2%
Quick Response Tool reduction rate
(applied to Daily VMT to account for transitand TDM - -3.38% -3.46% - - -
improvements)
Daily VMT o o
(land use, 4-D and transit and TDM improvements) 8,016,501 8,979,023 8,755,065 12.0% 9.2% -2.5%
Daily VMT per capita
29. 271 26.5 -8.8Y% -11. -2.
(land use, 4-D and transitand TDM improvements) 8 8.8% 11.1% 2.5%
Daily CO, emissions per capita
yi0.e percap 122 11.4 11.2 -6.6% C—B.Z‘}D Cl.s@

(kg per capita)

Note: SLOCOG did notapply adjustments for Pavley Il or the Low Carbon Fuel Standard in this planning scenario exercise.

CHALLENGES

Figure 2

Huge Operating Shortfalls Projected %
Throughout Forecast Period

General Fund (In Bﬁons}

& Continuing State Deficits

B 2nrusl Operating Sharttsll
1 Garmy-In Deficit From 2008-10 Figurs 2

Modest Growth Expected During Recovery
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CHALLENGES

Transportation Funding and Demands

$ 1.8B in Revenues

$ 4.0B Requested - projects and programs

$2.88 $ 2.2B shortfall

Revenues

CHALLENGES

= Changing the status quo is difficult
= Modeling Capabilities, data, and imperfect tools

= Planning Funding is lacking

= High Cost of Infrastructure - Lack of Funding
> Highways, Streets and Roads, Transit, TDM
» Public Infrastructure

= State Diversion of Funding
> Transit, Gas Taxes, Vehicle Fees, Williamson Act, Redevelopment
Fees.

= Public Opposition (NIMBY)
= Skewed Fiscal Incentives, tax base, financing, et al.
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Preliminary Findings

A 6.1% reduction in VMT per capita may result from
2020 Preferred Growth Scenario” changes in land use from 2008 Base Year

(29.8t0 27.8 VMT per capita)

A 7.9% reduction in VMT per capita may result from the
“2035 Preferred Growth Scenario” changes in land use from 2008 Base Year

(29.8 to 27.4 VMT per capita)

Slow growth rates and small scale challenges implementation

> No single variable can generate a significant shift in vMT alone

2=

Preliminary Findings

Additional investments in transit and TDM will produce further
reduction in VMT per capita

- Pricing adjustments have noticeable impacts on VMT; SLOCOG has
limited authority to adjusting pricing.

> Affordable ‘Location Efficient’ Housing will be the greatest challenge.

> Process reuires COI‘\SiSteanor inter-regional travel, application of post-

processor results, metrics used.




What can RTPA / MPO do?

Prioritize funding to direct development toward existing
communities and “target development areas”

Require regional plan consistency and oppose or restrict regional

funding for projects inconsistent with SCS

> Allocate “seed” funding to leverage other $

» Restrict funding and improvements

Establish mitigation banks

Entering a new paradigm that is moving
In a positive direction.

Strong emerging State policy direction & support
Analytic tools are developing

Emerging Sustainable Communities Federal policy
Increasing emphasis on funding intermodal,

alternatives.

Good examples, best practices
Emerging political and community support
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The SB 375 Regional Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Target Setting Report
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was prepared by staff in the
Planning Division and Programming Division of SLOCOG.
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Author for land use model and land use scenario discussion
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Author for regional traffic model discussion
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