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| U.S. population will grow to 420 million
by 2050

| 89 million new or replaced homes

| 60 billion square feet of new offices,
Institutions, stores, and other
nonresidential + 130 billion of replaced
space
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* 55% of Americans select the smart
growth community and 45% select the
sprawl community.

* 61% who think they will buy a house In
the next three years are more likely to look
for a home in a smart growth community
rather than a sprawl community 39%.
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Mortgage Foreclosure Rates
by County - Nov 30, 2007
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Household 1960 2000 2025
With Children 48%  33%
Without Children  52% 67%  72%

Single 13%  26%

Source: Census for 1960 and 2000, 2025 adapted from Martha Farnsworth
Riche, How Changes in the Nation’s Age and Household Structure Will Reshape
Housing Demand in the 21st Century, HUD (2003).
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Transportation
CO,

Vehicles Fuels VMT
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What reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
IS possible in the United States with compact
development rather than continuing urban
sprawl?

What reduction in CO, emissions will
accompany such a reduction in VMT?

What policy changes will be required to shift
the dominant land development pattern from
sprawl to compact development?



So when EPA asked these
guestions, we could draw on a lot
of research
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| Aggregate travel studies
| Disaggregate travel studies
| Regional simulation studies

| Project simulation studies
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26% reduction in VMT by 2050

15% reduction in CO, by 2050
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| 8 VMT per Day for Residents

| 11 VMT per Day for Employees
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20-40% VMT Reduction for Each
Increment of Compact
Development
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60-90% Compact
X
67% New Development
X
30% VMT Reduction

12-18% Reduction in Metropolitan VMT
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| What would it take to reach the 2030 CO2
reduction target of 33 percent below 1990
levels?

| WIill compact development with supportive
transportation policies be enough?

| If not, how much VMT reduction must be
achieved through pricing, and what price
changes would be required?
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Elasticities of Change in Annual Effect on Annual
VMT with Growth Rates of VMT Growth
Respect to Policy | Policy Variables (% Rate (% below
Variables above/below Trend) | Trend)
Population
density —0.30 1 —7. 7%
Highway lane
miles 0.55 -1 -11.4%
Transit
revenue
miles —0.06 2.5 —4.6%
Real fuel
price —0.17 2.7 —-14.4%
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Policy and Program
Recommendations



| Require Transportation Conformity for
Greenhouse Gases

| Use Cap-and-Trade (or Carbon Tax)
Revenues to Promote Infill Development

| Enact "Green-TEA" Transportation
Legislation that Shifts Funding and Makes
GHG Reduction a Priority



| Provide Funding Directly to Metropolitan
Planning Organizations with Incentives

| Develop a National Blueprint Planning
Process that Encourages Transportation
Choices and Land Use Change

| Create a New Program to Provide Funding to
“Rewrite the Rules” subject to Guidelines



| Adopt and Suballocate VMT Reduction
Targets

| Align State Spending with Climate and Smart
Growth Goals

| Adopt a Statewide “Complete Streets” Policy
and Funding Program

| Require Analysis of GHG Emissions as Part
of Planning Approvals



Give Funding Priority to Compact, Transit-
Served Areas

Redirect Transportation Funds from Road
Expansion to Transit and Bike-Ped

Establish a Regional Transfer of Development
Rights Program

Create a Carbon Impact Fee for New
Development

Use Scenario Planning to Evaluate Growth
Options
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Develop a Local Climate Action Plan

Favor Smart Growth Projects in the
Approval Process

Reform the Rules of Development

Adopt Pedestrian-Friendly Site and
Building Design Standards

Provide Workforce Housing Near Jobs
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| Technology Won't Get Us There

| Urban Development Makes a Difference
(CAT's 10 MMTCO2e)

| Smart Growth Can Produce Measurable
Results (Haagen Smit Conference)
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Statewide GHG Emissions Limit (1990 Levels
by 2020)

Annual Reporting, Monitoring, and
Verification of GHG Emissions

Scoping Plan of Maximum TF and CE
Measures by 2009

Enforceable Regulations by 2010

Reimbursement for Local Agencies
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GHG Budgets for Regions
Regional Preferred Growth Scenarios
Travel Model Enhancements

Environmental Streamlining for Smart
Growth Projects
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Capacity Building
Regional Blueprint Planning
Compliance with GHG Budgets

Performance-Based Project Funding
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| Climate Action Plans
| Subregional GHG Targets

| Zoning Reforms
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Keying of State Funding to GHG Goals

Indirect Source Rule for Projects
Inconsistent with Plan

Technical and Financial Support for
Good Planning
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| Role of Regions/Suballocations

| Voluntary or Mandatory/Carrots or
Sticks

| GHG or VMT Targets
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