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Objective Based Policy

The Problem
What Are We Trying to Do?

The State of Urban Transport Policy
— Making Things Worse: Smart Growth
— Transit: Niche Market

NC: A new type of urban area

The Answer: Objective Based Policy

DFEMOGRAPHEA }

, merican Urban Areas: Transport Crisis [
2 At

-

: iy -
- - =ix e

SrRe LN T N i Z Y

s

Productivity |-

Thrust of Current Urban Planning

Visionless: Slogans not Answers

Manage Decline
'I'

Greater Productivity |
(Elasticity 0.12)
TN

z




Urban Global Competitiveness Urban Densities Low in US
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Urban Land Area Expansion

City -725,000
Suburbs +3,960,000

Paris from a Rental Car |
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Portland Gives Up on Densification Traffic Rises @ 0.7+ Density
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Transit Shares Highest in Asia
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US Transit: Market Share
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Transit in US: Costly (1)
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Transit in US: Costly (2)

Transit in US: Costly (3)

Can Boosting Minority Car-Ownership Rates Narrow Inter-Racial Employment Gaps?

Steven Raphael
Goldman School of Public Policy
University of California, Berkeley

maphaclidsocrates berkeley.edu

Michael Stoll
School of Public Policy and Social Research
University of California, Los Angeles

mstolliincla.edu Expenditures/

Passenger Mile
Jue 2000 Transit: $0.60
Auto” $0.20
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Getting People Out of Cars

« Automobile Competitive Service
— Speed
— Convenience
— Geographical Access
— Time Access

Love Affair with the Automobile?
— Manhattan
— Hightstown

Traffic will get so bad....
— That people will get on transit...???

What Transit?

Don Valley Parkway
& “GO” Train
Toronto

e
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Illusion of “Transit Choice”

VERITAS - A Quarterly |

urnal of Pulilic Policy i Texas — March, 2002

The Illusion of Transit Choice

by
Wendell Cox
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Transit is About Downtown

Sakaemachi Sapporo
Shinda higashi Subway
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THERE IS NO MIDDLE GROU
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4 4 Transit Modal Share

W Core Areas ~ 32'% transit modal share

B inmer Suburbs ~ 19% transit modal share
Outer Suburbs ~ B% tramsit modal share
New Suborbs — B% transit medal share
OQutlying Cemtres ~ 4% transit medal share

Transit: Ceaucescu’s Choice
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North (DEMOGRAPHIA )
Carolina:

21stCentury

Share of Metropolitan Population in
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Contiguous Urbanized (Built Up) Area
SHARE OF POPULATION IN STATE: >1,000,000 AREAS

Talshe 7: By State Population
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Objective Based Pollcy
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Traffic in Portland & Houston: 1985-2000
30 MINUTE DRIVING RADIUS: PEAK PERIOD

Portland: Transit & Houston: Highways &
Smart Growth
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Peak Hour | - Per Capita Costs & Benefits
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Minneapolis-St. Paul

STION

BILLION TO ELIMINATE CONGE

Building Our Way
Out Of Congestion
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New Capacity:

EXPANSION & INNOVATION |+ *

MODALLY NEUTRAL
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Urban Global Competitiveness
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Objective Based Policy

Regional focus

Objectives, not projects
Establish long-term objectives
— Traffic condition goal

Identify requirements

Funding

— Local

— User (local taxes, tolls, etc)
Project criteria

— Cost per delay hour

Modally neutral: Highways, ITS, transit

Wendell Cox Consultan
_publicpurpose.com
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