Understanding the Developer’s

Perspective and Creating a Multi-Modal
Development Review Process

NACTO — Designing Cities

October 29, 2013
Marc Butorac, P.E., PTOE

MOVINGFORWARDTHINKING




Understanding the Development Process




The Importance of Time and Certainty

Formal Land Use
Submittal

Preparation of the
Land Use Submittal
Documents

e Architects

o Civil Engineering

« Traffic Engineering

¢ Environmental

} z . ¢ Legal Council
Pre-Application « Other Parties

Meeting

Due Diligence
Monthly Option Payments

Time
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Development Review Processes




Traditional LOS-Based Development Review Approach
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Traditional Vehicular LOS-Based Development Review
Process

Do you have TIA
standards?

You need to do a
traffic study.

What intersections?

By the way, please What time periods?
study impacts to
alternative modes. What happens

if we can’t mitigate?




The Land of Uncertainty (Existing)
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The Land of Uncertainty (Background w/o site)
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The Land of Uncertainty (w/site)
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The Land of Uncertainty (TIA Findings)
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The Exactions are Made
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The Results

Agency Problems: Developer Problem:

Collective
Problems:

THINKING




Other Flaws with Vehicular LOS Based Regulations

* Unintended Consequences
— Sprawl, Low Densities, etc.

 Wider Roadways

— Accommodating and facilitating more
automobiles

— Creating longer crossings for pedestrians and
bicyclists

* System Improvements are...

— Piecemeal, Isolated
— Conducted unsystematically

* Difficulty in Obtaining Non-

Vehicular Improvements
— Creating a Nexus to Development




Where Would You Make Transportation Investments?
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Where Would You Make Transportation Investments?
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Is There An Alternative Approach?

KITTELSON & ASSOCIATES, INC

.
IHINKING |E TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING/PLANNING




37 Congestion Duration {Hours of Congestion) Shading indicates top candidate measures for testing.
32 Changes in total value of exports and imports *38 Congestion Extent

46 Crash Rates* 90 Non-residential Intensity
# 100 Percent bicycle trips connected * 112 Population and/or Employment Density ® 137 System Completeness
* 123 Resiliency of the Network ® 138 System Completeness
® 147  Transit Productivity * 139 System Completeness
* 140 System Preservation
o4 Accessibility to Freight Network *6 Accessibility to Frequent Transit Service W
e g . .14 Average number of transfers e9 Affordability
5 Accessibility to Freight Terminals g Rl . . -
.89 Non-Recurring Delay * 45 Crash Frequency 39 Connectivity: Intersections per linear-mile
¥ 2 Y ®53 Destination Travel Times 40 Connectivity: Intersections per square mile* € 2 5 o
98 Passengers per transit vehicle mile e iy 5 S 5 S 8 Adjacent Sites with Connectivity
54 Destination Travel Times *42 Connectivity: Network locations without dead B S
* 103 Percentnodes connected 71 Labor Force Accessibility nde* 381 Mode choice availability
4 T ; y s \ \ son Throt
*111 Population and emp\9yment wm:m X miles of a transit 73 Land Use Mix/Balance B Filir /oA TTne Keatires 107 Person Throughput Pe rfo r m a n Ce
stop served by at least X vehicles per day , 8 % ©117 Queues
5 % 385 Muitiple Route Choices * 30 Misery Index
125 Ride Quality S > e 3 o
e 148  Transit Reliability 95 Off-peak transit availability 96 On-Time Arrivals IVI
0163 WorkAccessibillty « 152 Transportation Accessibility Index «130  Skew Statistic ea S u reS

* 156 Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD)*
e11  AirQuality

e17 Average Trip Length

*18  Average vehicle occupancy

oo
=
£ w o :
© E *24 Bike Storage Facility Utilization 2 ACCGSS\b.I‘ W to‘TvransK >
- . *41 Connectivity: Link to node ratio
a £ *26 Buffer Index R ¢ iR Dordiise
£ = *28  Change in Employment Density A , . o 0 RSy *15  Average Speed
o 8 #329 Changein Population Density 2 95th Percentile Travel Time 48  (Critical Rate AN ok b B
£ 74 _g 34 C;ean Air 51 Demand to Capacity Ratio* 50 Delay on Regional Freight Network Vs cquw;aFent rope’t\{h ;?age i
. U ) ) 3 *61 Excess Proportions of Specific Crash Types 56 Emergency Management Systems Verage crash hrequency i , 2
» 3 35 Congested Traffic {percent) = ; Adjustment °21 Bicycle Level of Traffic Stress
c 2 . ®70  Jobs Housing Balance 62  Expected Average Crash Frequency with A 1
*36  Congestion : 2 e o - *58  Excess Expected Average Crash *47  Critical Movement Delay
2 E .44 Cost of Delay to Econom: o Miles orlcyslefacilities Empfical Bayes dicldstmeit Frequency with Empirical Bayes e74 Level of Service {LCS)
= 3 i iri i
e 5 ok 110  Planning Time Index +8  Mode Share* auency P ¥ !
© o 64 Freeway Lane Miles with ITS 2 ¢ o Adjustment .75 Level of Service of Safety {LOSS)
£ o < e 118 Recurring Delay * 36 Natural, Cultural, Built, and Resources at Risk % 5 2
6 E * 65 Fuel Consumption per VMT or PMT PRI 5 5 *59 Excess Predicted Average Crash 84 Multi-Modal Level of Service (LOS)
o X 3 3 * 133 Speed suitability * 99 Pedestrian Crossings Completeness 3t W 3
a = .77 Lives saved due to active transportation 7 2 Frequency Using Method of Moments e 121 Relative Severity Index
2 E *83 MPQ Location with Low VMT siab esitpaly @ 101y Rercent Etfective Hefwork * 60 Excess Predicted Average Crash *129 Sidewalk Coverage
c c A "
: S P f Tr: . B hat| : :
o 2 #93  Number of violations of weight restrictions o Usef Costs & _ms eroentiol Lransnoftaton Flojests thatlmpacy Frequency Using Safety Performance *160 Volume to Capacity {v/c)
- g ©106  Person Hours of Travel {PHT) * 157  Vehicle Hours Traveled (VHT) High Value Habitat Areas Fiabetions
S % * 113 Population within 45 minutes of work and home *158  Vehicle Miles Traveled (YMIT) / VMT per 116  Quality of the Travel Environmentt ©102 Percent Miles Bicycle
o) [ i < i S :
= © 119 Reduced incidence of disease due to active o S Traﬂsfer Hee » Accommodation (bicycle coverage)*
a 5 transpottation ® 145 Transit Access
8 E * 120 Relative Land Value Change eI TNk hrequency
=% * 124  Retail Activity
‘S E #1132  Speed Consistency
5 a ® 141 Tons of Pollutants Generated

10 Agricultural land conservation
*19 Bicycle access to destinations

13 Average Incident Clearance Times ) . . *20 Bicycle access to schools/employments ¢ 36 80th Percentile Travel Time Index
*16  Average transit travel time; trave! time reliability *38, Changes|n tansortation coskeloy I sty ©22 Bicycle Network .23 Bicycle storage
*31  Changesin P"OdUC“’VW»W"OIm increased connectivity ok NURIOERDRJobeSoCatet Wi pIaNog *25  Bike/ Pedestrian Route Directness *27  Capital Costs s Accessibility to Destinations/Daily
*52  Designated High-Priority Locations profect " . ©30  Changes in employment by industry and wage *55  Driveway Density Needs N
e97  Overweight permits *92  Number of residents displaced by a category o e Chnslastion *49  Crosswalk spacing
s, 3 tr. rtation oroj I 1 6t

©104  Percentof Residential Areas within a mile of an anspotiation project. . . e67  Hours of Service ©87  Nearby Neighborhood Assets ©69  Infill Sites

riseitanrsehon] *94  Off/On Street Parking V/C N e e o0 it Canath ©127 Shade and Shelter
f 142 + aT(‘)’(a\ Freeway lane-Miles $135 Steetconnectvily *76 U?eucyec enColsts SR 153 Trave\?‘);ce"v #4131 .Spatial enclosure

U - I
5 B fon Parki

* 161  Waiting Time SI50; HapskSwrionBRInEND ©128  Share of funding that is new or recycled *162  Walkable streets

* 143 Total Revenues
® 154 Travel Time Ratio
* 66 Highway Runoff

oBE . Nokeimnacts *78  Local Traffic Diversion

108 Person Travel Time #109 Physically Permeable Frontage °12 Auto Trips Generated
*115 Projected Transit Ridership ¢ 114 Project location type * 134  Square Feet of Paths/Sidewalks,
J 149  Transit Service Density Bike Lanes, and Roadways

122 Residents Impacted by Noise 0150  Visually Active Frontage

* 136 Street Layout &
[ 4
Usefulness for Deve|0pment Review * Measures currently proposed in the Washington County TSP, including measures that

% . track progress towards regional goals and measures to be used within specific study areas.
{Sum of comparison and near-term standard or threshold rating)

KITTELSON & ASSOCIATES, INC.

IHINKING TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING/PLANNING




Case Study
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Understand
Alternative
Performance
Measures

Identification, Monetization, &

Prioritization of System Improvements

 HSM Crash Modification Factors

» System Completeness / Bicycle Level of
Stress

* Travel Time Reliability
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Case Study
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System- vs.
Intersection-
Based

Approaches

Introduces a System-Based Development

Review Approach (No TIAs)

* Developers Submit Multimodal Safety &
Circulation Assessments Only

* Requires Only Off-Site Safety Mitigation
(or Fee) & Frontage Improvements
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Case Study
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An Alternative Result

* Private Investment is more systematic and reflective of
community values

Used to fill-in sidewalk gaps
Used to construct buffered and protected bicycle lanes

Set aside for larger multimodal projects (e.g., bike share program, multiuse
paths, transit stop improvements)

Fund traditional vehicular capacity improvements

* Higher Level of Certainty for Developers

— Attracts Investment and Jobs

Willingness to Pay Higher System Fees in Exchange for Higher Certainty

* Higher Level of Control and Flexibility for Agencies

Increases the Return on Investment and Lowers Cost/Risk
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