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SCAG is Southern
California Associlation of
Governments

B M H X BUR 2 (SCAG)
XIRBURFI £ (Council of Governments)

MM BUR IS IZHLR# = G5 ARIPLH (MPO)




SCAG Region

SCAGIS on Iarge tWCOG,
and gover edbﬁg_,rém@ al Council.



Metropolitan
Planning

Organization
(MPQO)

San Bernar dino

wws . Six Counties, NE
191 cities, 19144 RIBTH

Founded in 1965



Facts for SCAG Region

38,000 Square Miles (99,0005 2\ B)

18 millions population w

st | O BE W L o S

49% of total State Population L N

5.9 million households .J— ----- ,
- i

14 million registered vehicles™

11 million licensed driver

10,457 freeway & carpool land miles

$60,141 median household income



The largest among the 18

%1 MPOs in the state
| & - Includes almost half (48%)
of the total population of the
state,

Includes almost half (46%o)
of the total jobs of the state




16" largest

economy
in the world

Shares the ™ is2
characteristics of
many nations



SCAG Deals With

Regional
Issues

Transportation

Goods
Movement

Housing

Air Quality
Land Use

Growth
Forecasting

Funding

and More...
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Regional Challenges: As
Imbalance among Meg:
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Global Warming £EkEE{t?




How About “Climate Change”
Instead? i {E R 2B RIREE




Key Policy Debates
BRERIUAR: 22 Em?

ASSESSING THE MPACT OF CLIMATE CHANGE ...
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Common Elements oif GHG rns",}'

Reduction Strategies and Planiiness

Common Vision (£ [ I %))

Collaboration (1738 £ 1E) vs. cooperation

GIS/Data & statistics (M IR EIHKETE )

Growth & Projections (A% £ T8 8I)

Shift in global trends (X 2 % 7] X S &)

Model/Tools/Methodology (1= 2 X =% iy T EL ¥4 F77%)

Integrated approach: covers all economic sectors (£ 5 i £ f2 & £l)
Geographic and socioeconomic differences (M IE &t & A XK 35 R
=&

Equity & Environmental Justice consideration (A F FfIRiE FFHIE =:
LERBEERFRREL RS MEILA)

Market vs. regulation (¥& 71 i 4% 88 M AR Bl B 19)

Economic impact analysis (&7 22 24 #7)



Examples of the GHG Emission

Kyoto Protocol (R #Bz%kE) -1997 (~5% reduction
of GHG from 1990 level by 2008-2010)

CA Governor Executive Order S3-05—6/2005
(2000 level by 2010, 1990 level by 2020, and 80%
below 1990 level by 2050) 0ttt =17 E &

CA AB 32 -2006 (Reach 1990 level by 2020) “x %
BE32%58 /A3

SB 375 (2 #&Ft3755% /£ %)-Implement a small
portion of AB 32 requirements, set up GHG

emission reduction targets from autos and light
duty trucks for 18 CA MPOs in 2020 and 2035
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AB 32 & SB 375
Background
MLaPT327R AR & & 375 A
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California GHG Emissions By
Sector (2002-2004)

Recycling/Waste,

High GWP, 3% 1% - ReS|deqt|aI &
’ j / Commercial, 9%

__——Agriculture, 6%

Transportation,
38%

Industrial, 19%

Hectricity (In-
state), 11%

Electricity
(Imports), 12%

Source: California Air Resources Board



AB 32 GHG Reduction Goal

MMT CO2e
650 -

600 -
550 -
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Reduce from 80 pounds to
58 pounds per capita daily

NO NEW ACTIONS

!

174 MMT
REDUCTION

2020 GOAL
427 MMT COe

1990

2010

2020




AB 32 - GHG Reduction Estimates

(-174 MMT) by 2020

Industrial Measures (Not
Covered by Cap &
Trade), 0.6%
Sustainable Forests,
2.9%

Recycling & Waste ,
0.6%

CA Light-Duty Vehicle

GHG Standards, 18.2%
High Global Warming

Potential Gas Measures,
11.6%

(SB 375)

Regional Light-Duty
Vehicle Related GHG
Targets, 2.9%

High Speed Rail, 0.6%
o ) Goods Movement, 2.1%

Additional Reductions

from Capped Sectors,

Low Carbon Fuel
19.8%

Standards, 8.6%

Medium/Heavy Duty

Vehicles, 0.8%
Industrial Measures (Cap

& Trade), 0.2%
Million Solar Roofs, 1.2%

Vehicle Efficiency
Measures, 2.6%

Energy Efficiency, 15.1%
Renewables Portfolio

Standard, 12.2%




Purpose of SB 375 £:#k3755% %/ B &

® Achieve specified GHG emission reduction targets in
2020 and 2035

— from autos and light duty trucks
— through land use and related policies
— Implement AB 32 (a small portion)
* |ntegrate RTP with other regional plans and processes
— Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS)
— Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA)



History s i@

9/2008 — SB 375 signed by Governor

1/1/2009 - SB 375 became law (38-month process)

1/23/2009 - Regional Targets Advisory Committee (RTAC) formed
9/30/2009 — RTAC's report to ARB

- Recommending factors and methodologies for setting
regional GHG targets

9/30/2010 - ARB issued final GHG targets

10/2010 to 9/2011 — 16 workshops (by county) to obtain input for
the draft SCS/SCS

12/2011 - Released draft 2012-2035 RTP/SCS & EIR for public review

12/2011 to 3/2012 - 3 public hearings and 6-12 informational
meetings for elected officials

4/2012 — Regional Council adopted 2012-2035 RTP/SCS
6/2012 — ARB Approved SCAG’s 2012-2035 RTP/SCS



Roles & Responsibilities--Air Resources Board

TREREACHEES

e Establishes the Regional Targets Advisory Committee
(RTAC)

e Reviews MPO technical methodologies

e Accepts/rejects an MPO’s determination that its SCS
would, if implemented, achieve its targets

e Sets and periodically updates GHG targets for
2020 and 2035



Roles & Responsibilities--MPOSs

Fa I HBUR S I LR ER = Grsas Al i S e RS

Prepare and adopt an SCS as part of the RTP

Develop methodologies and technical tools to estimate
GHG emissions

Adopt public participation plan
Conduct informational meetings and public hearings

Develop and adopt a framework to address
Intra-regional relationships for sub-regional SCS, if
necessary

Develop overall guidelines & create public participation
plans for sub-regional SCS, if necessary



Roles & Responsibilities--Subregions

hoh RIS A e HEE

o Collaborate with SCAG on regional SCS

e Option to propose sub-regional SCS
o work together with county transportation
commissions
e develop sub-regional APS, Iif necessary



Roles & Responsibilities—Local Jurisdictions

wmARMEAAeLRE

* Input to SCAG on growth forecast as part of the integrated
process

® Collaborate with respective sub-regions & CTCs on sub-
regional SCS, if necessary

* |dentify sufficient sites in Housing Element, and rezone
certain sites if necessary, to accommodate the RHNA
allocation for the local jurisdictions.



Roles & Responsibilities—County Transportation Commissions

MR BRACMIRE

® Ensure transportation projects to be consistent with SCS
® Collaborate on regional and/or sub-regional SCS



Statewide RTAC Process
& Recommendations
SRRk BIREREEEEFE
AR




Regional Targets Advisory Committee (RTAC)

ARB Appointed Members (1/23/09)

Andrew Chesley, Executive Director,
San Joaquin Council of Governments

Stuart Cohen, Executive Director,
TransForm

Greg Devereaux, City Manager, City
of Ontario

Roger Dickinson, Supervisor, County
of Sacramento

Stephen Doyle, President, Brookfield
San Diego Builders, Inc.

Amanda Eaken, Policy Analyst, NRDC o

Gary Gallegos, Executive Director,
SANDAG

Steve Heminger, Executive Director,
Bay Area MTC

Richard Katz, Board Member, Los
Angeles County MTA

Mike McKeever, Executive Director,
SACOG

Arthur Leahy, Chief Executive Officer,
OCTA

Shari Libicki, Principal, Environ
Environmental Consultants

Pete Parkinson, Vice President of
Policy and Legislation, APA, California
Chapter

Linda Parks, Supervisor, County of
Ventura and SCAG Regional Council
Member

Manuel Pastor Jr., Professor of
Geography and American Studies and
Ethnicity, USC

Mike Rawson, Co-Director, Public
Interest Law Project

Barry Wallerstein, Executive Officer,
SCAQMD

Jerry Walters, Principal, Fehr & Peers
Transportation Consultants

Carol Whiteside, Founder and
President Emeritus, Great Valley Center

Michael Woo, Los Angeles City
Planning Commissioner

Jim Wunderman, President and Chief
Executive Officer, Bay Area Council



RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE
REGIONAL TARGETS ADVISORY
COMMITTEE (RTAC) PURSUANT

TO SENATE BILL 375

A Refprort to the California Aimr Resowurces Board



RTAC Recommendations

A. Target Setting Process /& x B 12:% & @12

B. Target Setting Methods, Data, and Tools & x
EREE NN (R il

C. Implementation ZR B REEHITHIEE =




RTAC Recommendations (cont'd)

A. Target Setting Process B x B 5% E 812

« MPO/ARB Interactive Process (1T H#%1& B £):@12)

- Including affected air districts and county
transportation commissions

 Expert Consultation (23X 75:9)

» Stakeholder Process (¥l & B 85:E /E@712) (e.q.,
public health, affordable housing & home builders)

(@

e State Agency Interactive Process (1T EU#4& H &)
}2) (ARB, Caltrans, HCD, OPR & California
Transportation Commission)



RTAC Recommendations (Cont'd)

B. Target Setting Methods and Tools (& ik B 1Z:%E 5
%, BiR, RA)

Base Year 2005 (Z ZE £F)
Per capita as metric (A1)

Use Consistent (— %) Key Assumptions among
MPOs Where Appropriate

Use of Empirical Studies (B &8 #f%%) and Modeling

Allow Flexibility ({#& %) in Achieving Targets

=

Development of a List of Best Management Practices
(REEEER)



RTAC Recommendations (cont'd)

C. Implementation

» Address Housing and Social Equity (e.g., affordability &
displacement) A FFIRE FERNZ =

» Address Local Government Funding Needs # 5B MK &

EREK
* Provide Incentives for Local Implementation #Z[&hith /5 BT
BATHEEN B X 5

« Conduct Robust Public Education and Outreach #EZ &

 Highlight Co-benefits of Sustainable Communities
Strategies EE LB MM RS

» Develop Performance Monitoring System BE & Z ST E1TEL
Y

 Continue Model Enhancements &% B Bt =T (L E &l
AR A



MPO Planning Working Group

A. Compositions
MPQOs, ARB, HCD (x=ntE#ELs), SGC (BEMERREESE),
OPR (% RENIE%=E) & Caltrans (X @ EF)

B. Tasks
e Resolve funding issues #1174 & R

 Coordinate among competing state policies #iAEFEFR
s A B9 T IBURT IBUER
e Coordinate multiple planning efforts for RTP/SCS and
RHNA 25 % ERWEERE
Foster consistency and advancement of forecasting, data,
model and tools =B #EME—SMMTEASBEER RAEERETA

o Coordinate performance measures #HEITREMETE



ARB Staff Release

Draft Regional Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Targets
For Automobiles and Light Trucks
Pursuant to Senate Bill 375

June 30, 2010



State of California
AlIR RESOURCES BEQARD

STAFF REPORT

PROPOSED

REGIONAL GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSION REDUCTION
TARGETS FOR AUTOMOBILES AND LIGHT TRUCKS PURSUANT
TO SENATE BILL 375



ARB Final GHG Targets for MPO Regions

Approved Regional Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Targets

MPQO Region Targets *

2020 2035
SCAG -8 -13
MTC -7 -15
SANDAG -7 -13
SACOG -7 -16
8 San Joaquin Valley MPQOs -5 -10
6 Other MPQOs
Tahoe -7 -5
Shasta 0 0
Butte +1 +1
San Luis Obispo -8 -8
Santa Barbara 0 0
Monterey Bay 0 -5

* Targets are expressed as percent change in per capita greenhouse gas
emissions relative to 2005.



GHG Targets for SCAG Region (You and Me)

GHG Emissions Reduction / per capita

N
—
N

19.5 8%

Ibs / per person / day

18.4 SSS13%

2005 2020 2035



2010 California
Regional
Transportation Plan
Guidelines

Califormia Transportation Commission




Description of Methodology for ARB Staff Review of Greenhouse Gas
Reductions from Sustainable Communities Strategies (SCS)
Pursuant to SB 375

July 2011



SOUTHERN CALIFORMNLA
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Main Office
18 West Seventh Street
L2tk Floor
Los Angeles, California
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF
GOVERMNMENTS

COMPLIANCE PROCEDURE FOR
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE IN THE
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING PROCESS

OCTOBER 2000



Southern California Association of Governments

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN

Amendment No. 3

Adopted January 5, 2012



REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN
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Haan lkhrata

Executive Director

SCAG



TECHNICAL EVALUATION OF THE GREENHOUSE
GAS EMISSION REDUCTION QUANTIFICATION FOR
THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF
GOVERNMENTS’ SB 375 SUSTAINABLE
COMMUNITIES STRATEGY

May 2012

California Environmental Protection Agency

@©= Air Resources Board




. 2005 2008 2020 2035
Modeling Parameters : : . - e . 5| DataSource(s)
If available | Base Year | With Project’ | Without Preject” | With Project’ | Without Project
DEMOGRAPHIC
. SCAG 2012 RTP
Total population (000s) 17,498 17,892 19,700 19,700 22146 22 146 routh Forenct
SCAG 2012 RTP
Group guarters (000s) 334 337 350 350 367 367 Growth Forecast
SCAG 2012 RTP
Total number of households (000s) 5,650 5,814 6,462 6.462 7.323 7,323 Growth Forecast
SCAG 2012 RTP
Persons per household 3.04 3.02 299 299 297 297 Growth Forecast
_ SCAG Travel
Auto ownership per household 1.97 1.97 1.95 1.95 1.89 192 | Domand Department
Total number of jobs (000s) 7771 7738 8,417 8,417 9,436 9,436 SCAG 2012 RTP
Growth Forecast
SCAG 2012 RTP
0,
Average unemployment rate (%) 5.1 73 5.0 50 5.0 5.0 Growlh Forecast
. . . SCAG 2012 RTP
Weighted Median household income ($) 52712 52 811 52 350 52,350 52 222 52 234 Growth Forecast
LAND USE

Total Households (000s) 5,650 5814 6.462 6.462 7.323 7.323
Total acreage developed 1.695.360 1,767,680 2,003,840 2,064,000 2,209,920 2,396,160 SCAG Rapidfire
Total acreage available for new N/A | 4.115.454 N/A 3,546,322 3,615,831 3.218,711 SCAG

development

M




Modeling Parameters i The et e Data Source(s)
g If available | Base Year | With Project’ | Without Project? | With Project' | Without Project?
All transit stations and stops ©!
R ] SCAG
Egr’]cs?t”;tgﬁgﬁ';g Within 1/4 mile of 66.9 65.8 64.9 65.1 62.2 Comprehensive
MN/A Planning
A ] SCAG
Percent housing within 1/2 mile of 83.8 82 5 81.8 82.1 79.2 Comprehensive
transit stations .
N/A Planning
o ] SCAG
Ferc?tmtet”.‘p'oyme"t within 1/4 mile of 75.6 74 74.2 72.3 73.1 Comprehensive
ransit siations NJA Planning
- ] SCAG
Percent employment within 1/2 mile of 90 88.9 89.4 87.4 88.5 Comprehensive
transit stations .
N/A Planning
Transit stations and stops in HQTA !
N ] SCAG
Eg;i’i”;tgﬁgﬁ'gglmt;'g 1;2 mile of 39.9 442 39.2 51.1 375 Comprehensive
P N/A Planning
o ] SCAG
F’erc»;_ent employment within 1/2 mile of 49 55.7 494 617 AT 6 Comprehensive
transit stations .
N/A Planning
Fixed guideway transit station
A ] SCAG
rercintth?usmg within 1/4 mile of 15 24 7 3 18 Comprehensive
ransit siations NJA F‘Ianning
N ] SCAG
Percent housing within 1/2 mile of 5.6 8.5 6.1 101 65 Comprehensive
transit stations .
N/A Planning
o ] SCAG
Egr’]':s‘?’t";z't?oprl?mem within /4 mile of 4 67 42 6.8 41 Comprehensive
NIA Planning
o ] SCAG
Percent employment within 1/2 mile of 10.3 165 112 17.3 10.8 Comprehensive
transit stations )
N/A Planning
Multifamily and Other Households SCAG 2012 RTP
(000s) 2,960 2,621 2,935 2,939 3,645 3,645 Growth Forecast

92




. 2005 2008 2020 2035
Modeling Parameters ; _ . ; . _ . 7 _ Data Source(s)
If available | Base Year | With Project’ | Without Project® | With Project’ | Without Project?
) ) . SCAG 2012 RTP
Single family Households (000s) units 3,090 3,193 3,527 3,527 3,678 3,678 rowih Forecast
SCAG Existing And
gf;ﬁggfﬁgﬁﬁ:ggﬁgé“ﬁe” and N/A 1.245 129,535 129535 | General Plan Land
) N/A N/A Use
High Quality Transit Areas
Percent new housing (08-20) in HQTA®! | N/A N/A 34.9 256 - - SCAG
. . - Comprehensive
6}
Percent new housing (20-35) in HQTA - — |59.5 31.4 Planning
Average density-dwelling units per acre
Per residential land designations of N/A 6.09 6.74 6.56 7 54 724 | SCAG (LSPT Model
General Plan (residential land, mixed use estimation)
& specific Plan)
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM
Freeway general purpose lanes - mixed
flow, auxiliary. etc. (lane miles) 10,795 10,919 11,493 11,078 11,811 11,103
Freeway managed lanes—HOV, HOT, 1,082 1,205 2.121 1,574 2,931 1,609
Tolled, etc. (lane miles)
mﬁje“sr]’a‘”e"a' / Expressway (lane 16,139 16,203 17 665 16,595 17,866 16,595
Minor Arterial (lane miles) 21,076 21,218 22,592 21,590 23,084 21,590
SCAG Travel
Collectors (lane miles) 12,196 12,221 13,019 12,422 13,475 12,422 Demand
Department
Locals (lane miles) 5114 5117 5117 5126 5131 5126
Regular transit bus operation miles 644,263 644,555 676,835 647,045 707,405 647,045
Bus rapid transit bus operation miles NA 6,089 21,384 14,276 21,384 14,276
Express bus operation miles 102,510 103,923 111,533 103,911 153,485 103,911
Transit rail operation miles 32,431 32,431 108,549 61,411 129,226 61,411
Bike lane miles NA 4315 6,000 5,358 10,122 6,661

93




; 2005 2008 2020 2035
Modeling Parameters : : . : . - ] . Data Source(s)
If available | Base Year | With Project’ | Without Project” | With Project’ | Without Project
TRIP DATA
Number of trips by trip purpose
- Home-based work 11,796,849 | 11,701,523 12,011,687 13,037,425 12,279,715 13,844,210
- Home-based school 4,851,705 | 4,851,705 5,050,500 5,050,500 5,527,741 5,527,741
SCAG Travel
- Home-based college 687,314 687,731 702,497 702,768 742 895 743,414 Demand
Department
- Home-based shopping 5,148,956 | 5,349,090 5,916,734 5,923 185 6,632,454 6,674,703
- Home-based recreational 4,741,362 | 49228616 5,397,740 5,407 317 6,027,619 5,081,044
- Home-based others 13,319,745 | 13,836,653 15,078,174 15,107,240 16,849,850 17,023,415
- Non home-based other 17,544,516 | 18,031,179 19,883,895 19,905,021 22,090,943 22144982
SCAG Travel
By travel mode Demand
] ] Department
Average auto frip length (miles) 1.4 11 10.8 11 10.5 10.7
Average walk trip length (miles)
Average bike trip length (miles) 3.02 3.09 3.15 3.14 3.16 3.1
N i SCAG Travel
e T U g (e
( g ) Department
Average auto travel time (minutes) 193 18.6 17.5 182 16.4 18.7
Average walk travel time (minutes) MN/A MN/A MN/A N/A MN/A MIA
Average bike travel time (minutes) 181 18.6 189 18.8 19 18.7 SCAG Travel
Average transit travel time (minutes) Demand
(includes access/egress time and wait 63.9 64.9 64.9 66.7 65.5 69.1 Department
time)

94




Modeling Parameters . e ot o Data Source(s
g If available | Base Year | With Project' | Without Project’ | With Project' | Without Project’ (s)
PERCENT PASSENGER TRAVEL
MODE SHARE (whole day)
SOV 46.54% 4524% 44 48% 45.12% 43.41% 44 53%
HOV 41.87% 42 66% 43.30% 42 80% 43.86% 43.13%
Public transit (Regular Bus) 1.71% 1.71% 1.64% 1.70% 1.71% 1.64%
SCAG Travel
Public transit (Express Bus) 0.19% 0.19% 0.18% 0.18% 0.18% 0.18% Demand
Department
Public transit (BRT) 0.00% 0.05% 0.04% 0.05% 0.04% 0.05%
Public transit (Rail) 0.44% 0.46% 0.69% 0.55% 0.76% 0.57%
Non-Motorized: Bike 0.91% 0.93% 0.96% 0.95% 0.99% 0.97%
Non-Motorized: Walk 8.35% 8.58% 8.71% 8.64% 9.00% 8.93%
PERCENT PASSENGER TRAVEL
MODE SHARE (peak period)
SOV 44 67% 43.59% 42.53% 43.34% 41.37% 42 59%
HOV 42.99% 43.79% 44 55% 43.90% 45.16% 44.32%
Public transit (Regular Bus) 1.92% 1.91% 1.82% 1.90% 1.93% 1.83%
SCAG Travel
Public transit (Express Bus) 0.23% 0.23% 0.22% 0.23% 0.21% 0.22% Demand
Department
Public transit (BRT) 0.00% 0.04% 0.05% 0.05% 0.04% 0.05%
Public transit (Rail) 0.62% 0.66% 0.95% 0.79% 1.08% 0.83%
Non-Motorized: Bike 0.99% 1.01% 1.04% 1.04% 1.07% 1.06%
Non-Motorized: Walk 8.58% 8.77% 8.83% 8.76% 9.14% 9.10%
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Modeling Parameters

2005
If available

2008
Base Year

With Project’

2020
Without Project?

With Project’

2035
Without Project?

Data Source(s)

VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED (000s)

71

Total VMT per weekday for passenger
vehicles (ARB vehicle classes of LDA,
LDT1, LDT2 and MDV) (miles)

399,661

402,642

423,906

436,624

449,934

479,772

Total internal VMT per weekday for
passenger vehicles (miles)

365,374

370,542

385,802

398,560

404,872

430,318

Total IX/X1 VMT per weekday for
passenger vehicles (miles)

31,269

29,490

35,100

35,075

41,850

45,892

Total XX VMT per weekday for
passenger vehicles (miles)

3.018

2,610

3,004

2,989

3,212

3,962

SCAG Travel
Demand
Department

CONGESTED TRAVEL MEASURES

Congested weekday VMT on freeways
(miles, V/C ratios = 1)

94,093

27,304

53,509

74,626

21,870

73,815

Congested VMT on all other roadways
(miles, V/C ratios = 1)

24,254

24,820

21,743

29,142

21,428

43,418

SCAG Travel
Demand
Department

co2 EMmissions™ (000)

Total CO2 emissions per weekday for
passenger vehicles(ARB vehicle
classes LDA, LDT1, LDT2, and MDV)
(tons)

204.65

205.43

211.43

220.61

222 88

24915

Total Internal CO2 emissions per
weekday for passenger vehicles
(tons)

187.09

189.05

192.43

201.38

200.56

22347

Total IX / X trip CO2 emissions per
weekday for passenger vehicles (tons)

16.01

15.05

17.51

17.72

2073

23.83

Total XX trip COZ2 emissions per
weekday for passenger vehicles
(tons)

1.55

1.33

1.50

1.51

1.59

1.85

SCAG Travel
Demand
Department
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Modeling Parameters - o e s Data Source(s
g If available | Base Year | With Project' | Without Project’ | With Project' | Without Project’ ()
INVESTMENT (Eillions)
. i . Investment totals are evaluated for the entire duration of
Highway capacity expansion ($) the Plan through the horizon year, not for a single year. $72.30 N/A | Draft 2012 RTP
Other road capacity expansion (5) N/A NIA N/A N/A $22.10 N/A Draft 2012 RTP
Transit capacity expansion (%) N/A MN/A N/A M/A $101.20 MN/A Draft 2012 RTP
Bus transit capacity expansion ($) N/A N/A N/A N/A '"C'“ggg\:g N/A Draft 2012 RTP
Transit operations ($) N/A N/A N/A N/A $139.30 N/A Draft 2012 RTP
Rail transit operations ($) N/A N/A N/A N/A '"”“ggg\:g N/A Draft 2012 RTP
Bike and pedestrian projects (%) N/A MNIA MNIA MN/A $6.00 MN/A Draft 2012 RTP
Other (3) N/A N/A N/A N/A $183.80 N/A Draft 2012 RTP
TRANSPORTATION USER COSTS
AND PRICING
Vehicle operating costs (cents per mile: SCAG Travel
o 19955’%”512"1 s ( P : 17.45 20.63 23.47 23.47 2377 23.77 Demand
¥ ) Department
Gasoline price ($2009 per galion) 279 36 474 474 5.24 5.24
Parking price ($ per day) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Draft 2012 RTP
appx. $0.20 to
$0.50 per mile
Toll price (3) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A on various toll Draft 2012 RTP
depends on
facility
appx. $0.02per
mile VMT
Congestion price ($ per mile) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A starting 2025- Draft 2012 RTP
depends on
facility
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Per Capita CO2 Emissions (Metric Tons) by Major Country

—=Jnited Kingdom

==France

==Brazil

==Canada

e==China

= Japan =——=Korea, Rep. World ==United States

—=|ndia

L L <\ /) e
a( /S o ]
w) J & " o\
4 T o Y
W £ o <\
.m \ 9 u— AN
4 ) 5 o
-4 N
\
D
/ P
( ( (d
N\
\
J \
\ 'd
) \ f
n [/ o) L \ ~
oS 5 / 3
\ \ \
N\ AN
) )
\ 1
{ ) ,
\ )
J J A
ANy 4 4 1
J/ / / /] ]
4 \ < (K
\ \)
\ X A\
\ PW
)
/ Py
C AL
AN A\
) \ \
| A \
N\ N \ \ N
N\ \ \ N\
\ )] NI
\ \
\ A
\ N \
\ \
\ \
) \
/ i \
N o [Te] o [Ty ]
~N o~ i i

800¢
£00¢
9200¢
S00¢
00¢
€00¢
200¢
T00¢
000¢
6661
8661
£66T
9661
9661
66T
€66T
766T
T66T
066T
686T
886T
£86T
986T
S86T
86T
€86T
7861
1861
0861
6461
8461
LL6T
9461
S£6T
tL6T
€46T
<i6T
TL6T
046T
696T
896T
£96T
996T
9961
96T
€961
96T
T961
0961




CO2 (Kg) Per GDP with PPP Constant 2005% by Major Country

3.00

2.75

2.50

2.25

2.00

1.75

1.50

1.25

1.00

0.75

0.50

0.25

0.00

===China

—=|ndia

\

N

/]

=—Canada ==Brazil =—=France ——=United Kingdom
= Japan -—Korea, Rep. World ==United States
\\\
—
\\_\
N
\\ a, 093
\“h_/ \\
—
| — United States; 0:41
—

CO2 (Kg) Per GDP with PPP Constant 20055 by Major Country

0861

T86T

86T

€86T

86T
9861
986T
L86T
886T
686T
066T
T66T
Z66T
€66T
66T
S66T
966T
L66T
866T
666T
0002
T002
<00t
€002
00T
S00C
2002
£002T
8002




GDP with PPP Constant 2005$ Per Energy Use (Kg of Oil Equivalent)

by Major Country

GDP with PPP Constant 20055 Per Energy Use (Kg of Oil Eq) by Major Country
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Per Capita GDP with PPP Constant 2005% by Major Country

Per Capita GDP with PPP Constant 2005$ by Major Country
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SCS Development —
Process & Policy Elements

(SCAG Examples)
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SCS/RTP Development Process

ra 0T A [ 32 5 2% R 51 Sl KK i e e e

E GID!H.L
SPORTATION
F' .b.hl

2012 | * As required by SB 375, the
SCS includes 8 required
elements aiming to better

25-year long-range Integrate regional and local
transportation plan for the land use & housing strategies
region with transportation
Developed and updated every Investments and

4 years transportation policies to

2008 RTP: $531.5 billion in ~ achieve the state’s
transportation prOjECtS greenhouse gas emissions

. (GHG) reduction targets
2012-2035 RTP adopted in
April 2012



1. ldentify Existing Land Use Information
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2,3 & 6. ldentify Short- and Long-Term Housing
Development Areas and Consider State Housing Goals
MRS, REA(E S 82 R (= 15

Identify areas sufficient to house all
the population of the region, including
all economic segments over the RTP
planning timeframe

Identify areas sufficient to house an
8-year projection of the regional
housing need

Ensure consistency with state
housing goals



Identify Transportation Needs and Planned Network
FE B2 AT 8 75 oK K 38 @ i B AR A&

—~

San Diego

I Pian - Commuter Rail
Tl Plan - Light Rail
M Plan - Subway
B E B Baseline - Commuter Rail
I Baseline - Light Rail
- Existing - Commuter Rail
Existing - Amtrak
Existing - Light Rail
Existing - Subway

Source: SCAG 2008 RTP
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5. Consider Resources Areas and Farmland Information
REHRER IR REIE =R

%

"R -'m /
.l.-._"*-

.‘_I.III

e 2

c ‘-'w-r'_l;ps Bngeles
R

Dpen Space Infrastructure
[T

£an Diego

Source: SCAG 2008 RTP EIR



/. Create a Forecasted Development Pattern
Integrated with the Transportation Network that

o

5l | _7,,:

2020 Baseline 2020 Draft Pollcy

Household

Employment

Household

Employment

" (1,000)
_— 1\

82

106

81

103

LA

3,666

4,755

3,689

4,778

OR

1,088

1,897

-1,089

1,872

RV

913

1,042

913

035"

787

966

765

981

303

417

303

414

9,183

6,840

9,183

Source: SCAG 2008 Draft RTP



8. Ensure the RTP/SCS to comply with federal
transportation conformity requirements*

2 B A 22 R AR 4

* Clean Air Act Sec 176

67



SCS Development Process

2NN S e

» Key Stakeholders #|& B 52:E (5872
« Cities and counties
e County Transportation Commissions
« Subregions
* Respective state agencies

e Building industries and development communities 5223 X B

55
o Affordable housing FE{E=E
 Air quality

e Public health Atk

e Environmental justice AFFIRBIETENZ S: DERH D ER I
LR RARIA



SCS Development Process (cont'd)

= Recognizes the diversity of communities

= Bottom-up process for all SCS development
phases including:
* Informational workshops
e Growth forecast and future land use pattern
o Target setting for GHG reductions
« Strategies development

= More than 100 workshops and outreach
meetings held
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SCS Policy Elements

KB T 5% Rt [ SR HE— IEUPRIR B

Land Use & H X 5% & 5 M A= 15
Transportation Network (32 & Z @i & &# %
Travel Demand Management (TDM) X i@E Xk E1E

Transportation System Management (TSM) @ R =
&1

~
~

Active or Non-Motorized Transportation System = &5& &k
Transit 2~ @ s i E R R

Pricing LA 45 (B 18 AR R K



SCS Policy Elements — Examples

Region-wide transit systems (enhanced capacity, service miles,
and ridership)

Regional centers (improved job-housing balance)

Transit-oriented development
Housing increment in TPP areas (2008 — 2035) = 51%
Employment increment in TPP areas (2008 — 2035) = 53%
TPP areas are only 2.8% of the SCAG region

Transit-ready development

Neighborhood-oriented design

Complete community design

Complemented by active transportation facilities
Compact new housing (2 out of 3 multifamily/townhouse)

Zero-emission vehicle infrastructure (contribute to additional
benefit beyond the state requirement)



Integrated Land Use Planning

© Economy, e
Envirpnmentr_él- k
Justice]& B
Equ "




Land Use
Strategies

Jobs — Housing Balance

Higher Density / Mixed-Use
Pedestrian Friendly

Transit Orientation

Development Location, Type and Size

Preservation of Resources Areas
Increase Pervious Surfaces

Industrial / Brownfield Conversion

Improved Sense of Place

Outcomes &
Benefit

R ATHEPIKE
-+

~ '

More Transit & Walk/Bike Trips

Fewer & Shorter Auto Trips

Less VMT & Congestion

More Affordable Housing

Improved Air Quality

Less Runoff / Better Water Quality
Decreased Energy & Water Consumption
Better Public Health




2012 RTP/SCS Focused Growth Areas
Based On General Plan

San Bernardino County v

== Kern

Santa
Barbara

Ventura \
County

San Bernardino
County

Los Angeles |
|

Focused Growth Areas
Riverside
County
I Planned Rail Investments

11111 Planned Rail Alternatives

I &xisting Rail Investments

San Diego

Miles



SCAG
2012-2035 RTP/SCS



2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/

Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS)

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN

2012-2035

Towards a Sustainable Future

e

RTP

Respond to growing segments of the
market demand due to demographic
changes

Integrate planning of land use,
transportation and housing

Address greenhouse gas reduction
targets

Contribute to a more sustainable
region that benefits the
environment, economy, consumers
and developers



What - RTP/SCS

Accommodate over 4 million additional residents
Invest $525 billion in transportation

Make most capital investment in transit

Triple investment in active transportation

Focus growth in high quality transit areas

Invest in clean fuel/technology truck corridors
Enhance the LOSSAN Corridor

Account for 500,000 jobs per year

77



3 Key RTP/SCS Strategies

focus over

o 50% \ FROM7:3
ONLY 13% growth within single- vs. multi-

capital investment 3 % family units

to high .
SR land area TO 3 . 7

/8



Rail Transit Investments

1990

Santa Barbara

Kern
a
&3
@

Ventura (4] & |
County San Bernardino

County
e \

Los Angeles
jf -
e 2 iy S A T e
= o
Lo}
Riverside
County
[79]

e

San Diego

famer?
Sources. SCAG, ESRI Shaded Reliet, Tele Allas.
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Rail Transit Investments

Today

Kern

Santa Barbara

County

: &
EB Los Angeles.
~ 115 County

Riverside County

Ventura m
) County | San Bernardino

- T
— [
=== Rail Transit (2010)
L Riverside
County
[79]

Imperial County m

2 ) —~ N
= e e 3 18

e
Sources. SCAG, ESRI Shaded Relef, Tele Allas

San Diego

L Al
[
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Rail and Additional Transit Investments

(2035)

Metrolink/
2 LOSSAN Speed
Light and Heavy ‘Upgrades and
Rail Extensions California High-Speed
Rail Phase 1

1

New and
Enhanced

Urban Rail Metrolink ! . i | ey | el : B RT
@ Fxisting (2008) @S Existing (2008) T b g

Rkt Rt N SRR REGIONWIDE
m— Existing (2008) Existing and ] 1 =
<= Plan (2035) Rian £2035) o :

Metrolink Service

]ﬁimgm.,, % l Expansion
e Bl THROUGHOUT THE REGION

81



High Quality Transit Areas (2035)

focus over Hom 7:3
50% single- vs. multi-
growth within family units

3% 1o 3:7

land area




Transit and Passenger Rail

Capital Capital
(Transit) (Passenger Rail)
$49.7 billion $51.6 billion

Metrolink
New extensions &

BRT speed
Light Rail Improvements

Heavy Ralil LOSSAN

Bus
routes, extensions,
and service
enhancements California HST
Phase 1

Operations & Maintenance: $139.3 billion

speed
Improvements




Port access

Freight rail capacity

Grade separations

Truck mobility
Improvements

Intermodal facilities

Emission reduction
strategies




Transportation Demand Management
Active Transportation

Active
Tr
$4 billion $6.7 billion

Reduce solo
driving Bikeways

Incentive Increase from
carpooling, 4,615 to
transit, biking, 10,422 miles
walking, flexible

work schedules, J Other strategies
telecommuting, and safety

First Mile/Last Improvements
Mile strategies




SCAG’s Adopted 2012-2035 RTP
Exceeding Requirements

State Mandate Federal Mandate
SB 375 GHG Reduction Air Quality Conformity

2012
RTP/SCS The 2012 RTP/SCS

Results meets all air quality

conformity
8% 9% requirements,
including:
Fiscal constraint
13% 16% Pollutant budgets




SCAG’s Adopted 2012-2035 RTP
Co-benefits

Mobility Locajor Economy o5
Efficiency Effectiveness
S
Over
Over

twice

Reduce per 25 many 500,000 $290

capita travel

households will | jobs generated return for
delay by

live in high- on average every $1
1/3 quality transit per year spent
opportunity P
areas




SCAG’s Adopted 2012 -2035 RTP
Co-benefits

Land Infrastructure Household HealtH
Consumption Costs Savings Outcome

Annual
savings of Health

$3,400 iIncidences

per
household
in 2035 in 2035

Decrease by

over Total
400 savings over
square $5 billion
miles




New Programs and Subcommittees

Implementation Assistance for SCS

Expanded Compass Blueprint

Green Region Initiative

General Plan Update Assistance

New Subcommittees in 6 focus areas
1. Transit/High speed Rail

Active Transportation

Goods Movement

Transportation Finance

Public Health

Sustaina\billilly

L




Thank You!

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN
SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY
Towards a Sustainable Future 90
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