











TOMORROW

Bicycle Network

Given Los Angeles’ mild climate and numerous flat areas, bicycling has vast potential
for great use. Consequently Vision Los Angeles recommends significant expansion
of bike lane-miles within Los Angeles County. In addition to “complete streets” (see
above) and designating roads as bicycle routes and lanes, supporting infrastructure
and services such as installing bike racks/storage, shower facilities, and instituting a
bicycle valer program at employment, entertainment and recreation centers are needed.
Cultivating a more bike-friendly environment is both a public and private endeavor.

Develop and implement a “complete streets”

pilot strategy.
ACCESS HARDWARE Timing: 12 to 48 months

RECOMMENDATION:
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Component: Accessible Land Use

Land use has a profound effect on accessibility. Los Angeles
is a region neither defined by low-density sprawl nor by
vertical high-density. Understanding these dynamics and
how they affect travel today enables some immediate-term
actions to ease congestion and improve mobility, as well

as instruct what longer term changes we need to ensure a
sustainable relationship between our land use patterns and
our access needs.

These actions need to focus most directly on investing in
the economic competitiveness and environmental quality in
our region.

Supporting Economy & Environment: Location Efficiency

A key element that impairs accessibility for all Angelenos is
the high cost of housing and transportation. The high cost
and low supply of housing near employment centers has
resulted in a “drive until you qualify” practice to find
affordable housing, imposing a burden on our economy
and environment. Ultimately, our land use strategies need
to be coordinated more closely with our transportation in-
frastructure, with the bulk of our growth being directed and
concentrated within close proximity of the infrastructure
that can serve and benefit the people occupying those uses.

Derived from the pioneering and successful Location Efficient
Mortgage® project”,*, the Access Efficient Mortgage is a sur-
gical attraction and retention tool with significant benefits
to the employee, the employer and the regional transporta-
tion system. The construct and deployment of an Access
Efficient Mortgage program in Los Angeles is intended neither
as a “one size fits all” nor to be universally applied. Vision
Los Angeles specifically recommends a focus of this program
on key economic clusters, with a cost-benefit analysis of the
connection with the cost of employee attraction & retention.

In the long-term, our
policies and practices need
to support reducing the
burden of high housing costs
coupled with increasing
transportation costs.

Further, Vision

Los Angeles recom-
mends a two-part
strategy to align the
needs of leading and
emergent economic
clusters with those
of the people

that power these
economic engines.

Accessible Land Use Recommendations

Develop and deploy Access Efficient Mortgage (AEM) pilot programs

Develop and deploy Networked Work Center pilot programs

Integrate projected growth with fixed transit locations via municipal General Plan updates region-wide

% The Location Efficient Mortgage® is a service mark owned by the Institute for Location Efficiency.

¥ A joint effort of the Natural Resources Defense Council, the Surface Transportation Policy Project and the Center for Neighborhood Technology
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Access Efficient Mortgage (AEM) Program

Vision Los Angeles looked at the effect of investing resources
in subsidizing mortgages and rents instead of the price

of the housing unit as a strategy that may benefit both
employer and employee within certain economic clusters.
Additional benefits to the overall operation of the trans-
portation system were also considered. The results of our
analysis show that investment of capital into a mortgage/
rent assistance revolving fund would have significant ben-
efits to businesses in attracting and retaining its workforce.
It would also reduce participants” household transportation
costs, meaning more resources for other family needs, such
as education or recreation.

The analysis also showed that the benefits to the transporta-
tion system in most cases greatly exceeded those of an equal
investment in transit hardware. As a measure of effect on
the transportation system, Vision Los Angeles compared VMT
that would be reduced by the AEM program versus a light
rail transit or a BRT investment of the same amount. The
results in five test corridors between employment clusters
and residential areas averaged 48 percent higher VMT
reduction than BRT and a surprising 170 percent higher
VMT reduction than light rail transit. (See Technical
Appendix Attachment 18).

An AEM program could use privately endowed seed capital
to start a revolving fund focused on housing for purchase
or rent within a certain close distance of key economic
centers within Los Angeles County (e.g., five miles). The
AEM program would merely pay the difference between the
employee’s current monthly housing cost and the cost of
housing within the eligible area. Employees/contractors of
an eligible business within the economic center volunteer to
locate within the AEM area in exchange for an agreement
to remain with that employer/industry for a set period of
time. Upon the end of that term, if the housing were for
purchase, the unit could be sold and the percent amount

of assistance provided by the AEM program for the debt
would be recouped as part of the sale and deposited into
the revolving fund for reuse in the AEM program area.

Such programs already exist in the competitive higher
education and healthcare industries. Vision Los Angeles
recommends this as a viable strategy to enhance our overall
access operating system.

Close monitoring and reporting on the effect of an AEM
program will be essential so as not to realize the unintended
effect of rising housing costs as a result of subsidized debt in
certain specific housing markets.

RECOMMENDATION:

ACCESSIBLE LAND USE

Develop and deploy AEM pilot
programs linked to key employment
sectors/industry clusters.

Timing: 18 to 36 months
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Networked Work Centers

Collaborative, secure and connected remote work environ-
ments would benefit employees and contractors residing

in areas that are not easily connected to the workplace.
Networked work centers serve industries that require col-
laboration such as creative technology design and the many
“free agents” who want a professional environment. These
facilities can be utilized on a monthly or by-the-hour basis
to enable employers to control costs and assess benefits
based on productivity.®

The strategy goes hand-in-hand with telecommuting, a fact
of life in the 21st Century, but goes beyond the isolation,
lack of collaboration and lack of support that can be the
result of working alone. These centers can function as a
“work away from work” facility that offers amenities and
services one might find within an established employment
centers. For example they may include amenities such as
daycare, health club, and mailing services.

RECOMMENDATION:

ACCESSIBLE LAND USE

Develop and deploy Networked Work Center
pilot programs linked to key employment
sectors/industry clusters.

Timing: 18 to 36 months

Improving Our Future

Vision Los Angeles suggests that most of our future antici-
pated growth be aggregated along fixed transit lines and
near transit stations. This strategy provides the opportunity
to implement a development-oriented transit approach
whereby growth is supported by a core investment in the
transit hardware system. This helps our region essentially
retrofit the infrastructure-development patterns of

investment of the past (i.e., development plus highway/
roadway access), thus embedding a new and diverse set of
choices for a greater percentage of our population. Specifically,
Vision Los Angeles recommends the following approach as
part of updating land use plans and programs in the region
to benefit and complement a holistic operating system:

RECOMMENDATION:

ACCESSIBLE LAND USE

Integrate projected growth with fixed
transit locations via municipal General Plan
updates region-wide.

Timing: 18 to 120 months

% Daniel Pink defines free agents as the self-employed, independent contractors, and temps that proliferate our employment centers.
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Will it Work?

Vision Los Angeles seeks to achieve economic and environmental
success for Los Angeles County by focusing on mobility. Critical to
developing actual sustainable solutions is the need to understand and
define the problem. We define the problem as our region’s very high
housing+transportation index. The Vision Los Angeles strategies address
this problemthrough its three integrated solutions sets: Access Hardware,
Access Operating System; and Accessible Land Use. These solution sets
are pulled together in a holistic operating system and deployed. But will
it work?

The model enabled Vision Los Angeles to test the viability of each recommended
strategy, measure its effectiveness, and help determine the degree of implementation
needed to achieve the best outcome.

Results

Vision Los Angeles’ implementation, as measured by Fehr & Peers, results in reductions
in the number of automobile trips, VMT, delay, pollutants and GHG emissions.

However, the most significant result is that while 7o one strategy alone will solve all
our access needs, we have the tools at our disposal to begin immediately to make Los
Angeles more accessible. To reach the level of accessibility that the project aspires
to achieve will require deployment of ALL the strategies recommended in Vision Los
Angeles.

For example, while it would be a wonderful achievement to complete the capital
projects suggested in the Access Hardware strategies, this alone will not make for an
accessible region. The key to the results Fehr & Peers is able to forecast comes from
implementing a combined set of the Access Hardware, the Access Operating System
and the Accessible Land Use strategies set forth in section 5.%

¥ Daniel Pink defines free agents as the self-employed, independent contractors, and temps that proliferate our
employment centers.

¥ Examples of Fehr & Peers’ measured results of Vision Los Angeles compared to our current forecast trend
(i.e., Baseline) are detailed in Exhibit 5 and the Technical Appendices, which contain full and detailed results
for all specific components.

SECTION 6

To test the strategies,

the Vision Los Angeles
consultant team:

1. Developed a Baseline against
which Vision Los Angeles’ recom-
mended actions, projects and
policies would be measured.

2. Constructed and ran a Travel
Demand Model based on SCAG’s
model, scaled to Los Angeles
County, and inclusive of input
from the Vision Los Angeles
charettes.

3. Developed a set of performance
measures and metrics.

4. Quantified the congestion
reduction benefits of the Vision
Los Angeles integrated system
of project, programs and policies
with the Baseline.

5. Conducted a pollutant and
greenhouse gas emissions (GHG)
analysis using the California Air
Resources Board's (CARB) 2007
Emissions FAGtors (EMFAC2007)
model.

6. Developed and ran three test
scenarios of varying levels of
Vision Los Angeles deployment
and/or implementation.
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The Value of Choices

The organizing principle of the Vision Los Angeles operating
system is choice. The management of and mechanisms for
serving customers must be updated to meet 21st century
needs. A functional operating system must maximize efficiency
by reducing travel time and cost. It must leverage existing
assets and develop new options that serve people more
effectively by providing them with more effective and
relevant choices for access.

The measured outcomes of that improved system of choices
in Vision Los Angeles include:

Baseline

(Total)

Shorter & Fewer Vehicle Trips

A key indicator of the effect of Vision Los Angeles’ approach
on the transportation system is in the balancing effect on
travel achieved by our strategies. As shown in Table V-1,
overall VMT is reduced under all test scenarios (i.e., low,
medium, and high). This range of VMT reduction helps

to underscore the need to increase the overall operating
functionality of our system to achieve even greater balance
of mode and route choices.

Vision Los Angeles Scenario
(Difference from Baseline)
Low

Vehicle Trips/NMT
Daily SOV Trips 8,682,000 -362,500 -682,000 -1,095,500
Cars off the Road N/A -135,000 -254,000 -407,500
Daily VMT 69,758,000 -2,007,500 -3,648,000 -5,855,000
Daily VMT Reduced (%) N/A -2.90% -5.20% -8.40%
% Change in VMT per capita

\From Existing +0.08% -2.80% -5.10% -8.30%

Table V-1
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Competitive Transit Times

Deployment of the Vision Los Angeles transportation
strategies results in transit becoming more competitive
with the private automobile in travel time throughout the
region. By deploying flex transit priority lanes, expanded
Metro Rapid and BRT options, and transit-friendly signal
priority systems, transit trips are more reliable and less time
consuming, making transit a competitive option within an
overall improved transportation operating system.

The analyzed change in travel times via transit versus auto-
mobile is substantial under Vision Los Angeles compared to
our assumed baseline condition and is shown in Table V-2.
Note that, in 40 percent of the analyzed travel corridors,
transit travel is projected to be more time competitive than
automobile travel.

Comparlson of Transit
Travel Time to Auto Travel Time

Destination
Vision Los Angeles

Carson Hawthorne 224% longer 24% longer
East Los Angeles Downtown Los Angeles 98% longer 12% longer
Inglewood Downtown Los Angeles 85% longer 17% shorter
North Hollywood Westwood 64% longer 39% shorter

Pasadena

Downtown Los Angeles

69% longer 38% longer

Santa Monica

Downtown Los Angeles

57% longer 17% longer

Woodland Hills Westwood

-

33% longer 51% shorter

/

Increased Transit Use

The aggregate impact of increased service frequency, con-
venience, and an expanded and enhanced system, yields
increased boardings. Under current plans for expansion
and at the present rate of implementation, transit will have
2,084,500 daily boardings. However a 17 to 35 percent
increase above the baseline is feasible with implementation

Table V-2

of the above-noted additional strategies. Relative to what is
projected under the status quo, this is a dramatic increase,
as is noted in Table V-3. Note that the increase of 458,000
boardings shown in the “Medium” scenario is equivalent to
all boardings made on the rail system of 2008.%°

Vision Los Angeles Scenario
(Difference from Baseline)

CER
] e
Transit Boardings:
Daily Transit Boardings 2,084,500 +357,500 +458,000 +726,000
Daily Transit Boardings —
Added (%) N/A +17% +22% +35%
Table V-3

3 hetp://www.metro.net/news/pages/ridership-statistics/
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Economic Benefits

Implementation of Vision Los Angeles has direct economic
impact by yielding reductions in wasted fuel and time, as
shown in Table V-4. Improved reliability and reduced delay

make business in Los Angeles more efficient for all industries.

Vision Los Angeles Scenario

Baseline (Difference from Baseline)
(Total)
| Low | Medum | High |
Congestion
Annual Vehicle Hours
of Delay (VHD) 131,903,500 -3,573,000 -7,523,000 -11,927,000
Annual VHD Reduced (%) N/A 2.7% -5.7% -9.0%
Annual Value of Time $4.74 Billion -$128.3 Million | -$270.3 Million | -$428.4 Million
Annual Valug of Fuel $752 Million -$20.4 Million -$42.9 Million -$68.1 Million
Total Annual Cost
\Of Congestion $5.49Billion | -$148.7 Million | -$313.2 Million | -$496.5 Million
Table V-4

Access Efficiency

Vision Los Angeles’ Accessible Land Use recommendations
propose options for Access Efficient Mortgages (AEM)

and Networked Work Centers as strategies that can reduce
regional trips economically, provide thousands of Angelenos
and employers with a significant economic and quality

of life benefits, reduced transportation expense, as well as
provide for a collective reduction in VMT.

While very clearly not a “one size fits all” approach — and
specifically intended to be targeted toward key economic
clusters in the Los Angeles region — analytic results show
the potential in certain areas of the region to yield positive

results that have a cost-benefit well in excess of a similar

investment in transportation infrastructure, as shown in

Table V-5.

DETY . 0
Place of Place of Commute DasIvaX(liVlT VMT Saved L °Vm°Tre
Residence Work VMT Saved (LRT) vs. LRT Savinas
(AEM) 9
Reseda Burbank 43,752 25,894 17,858 69%
Woodland Hills Culver City 102,106 25,894 76,212 294%
Altadena Downtown LA (work)
Silver Lake (live) 52,320 25,894 26,426 102%
Palmdale Burbank 111,834 25,894 85,940 332%
Table V-5
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More Access to Jobs

Reducing congestion and offering additional transit options
increases the number of jobs accessible by transit throughout
the region, as shown in Table V-6. Previously, many jobs
were either inaccessible or took longer than 45 minutes

Case Study Additional Jobs Accessible in Additional Jobs Accessible in
Commute Trip Origin 30 Minutes via Transit 45 Minutes via Transit
Carson 1,000 134,000
Inglewood 43,500 222,000
East Los Angeles 3,500 19,500
North Hollywood 77,500 204,000
Pasadena 28,000 45,000
Santa Monica 83,500 171,000
KWoodIand Hills 0 77,500 J
Table V-6

to access via transit. This changes under Vision Los Angeles.
The reduction in commute time and impact upon the
environment is one of the targets of a jobs-housing balance.

VISION LOS ANGELES
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Improved Air Quality & Reduced Carbon Footprint

Implementation of Vision Los Angeles results in significant
changes in greenhouse gas and pollutant emissions. Table
V-7 shows emission reductions compared to the baseline.

It also shows the reduction in per capita CO2 emissions
compared with existing conditions.

Vision Los Angeles Scenario

Baseline (Difference from Baseline)
P v e |
GHG & Pollutant Emissions
(Annual Metric Tons)
Carbon Dioxide (C02) 8,336,345.0 | -270,195.4 -497.909.5 -790,935.0
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 33,564.6 -1,057.90 -1,937.9 -3,083.60
Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) 8,701.1 -273.6 -503.6 -802.40
Total Organic Gasses (TOG) 1,842.8 -63.3 -117.5 -185.8
Particulate Matter (PM10) 582.7 -20.0 -37.0 -58.5
Particulate Matter (PM 2.5) 5685 -18.4 -34.0 -53.8
Diesel Particulate Matter
(Diesel PM) 204.0 -6.6 -12.2 -19.4
Sulfur Dioxide (S02) 107.0 -3.5 -6.4 -10.5
% Reduction in Emissions N/A -3.2% -6.4% -10.5%
% Reduction in CO2 Emissions
\per Capita Below Existing Levels -0.08% -3.2% -5.9% -9.4% j
Table V-7

Improved Safety

The changes in travel behavior also improve safety by re-
ducing the number of accidents taking place on local streets
and highways, as shown in Table V-8.

Vision Los Angeles Scenario
(Difference from Baseline)

. Baseline
Indicator (Total)
Accidents
Average Annual Accidents 147,000 -4,200 -7,700 -12,300
Table V-8
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Cost

Assigning a price tag to Vision Los Angeles is challenging
because variables exist that affect the project costs. Many

of the costs and benefits associated with the project are not
quantifiable. Vision Los Angeles proposes shifting the ap-
proach to new metrics altogether. For example, while public
transit operators currently use “farebox return” as one of
their metrics, Vision Los Angeles proposes shifting some
transit services to private and/or employer-based systems
where the metric may be the reduced cost associated with
employee attraction/retention for the employer.

There are a number of areas where it is clear that the Vision
Los Angeles operating system approach can and will have a
positive economic impact. For example, and as noted above,
the Vision Los Angeles operating system yields improved
transit travel times that are more competitive with automo-
bile trips, as well as yielding significant increases in transit
boardings (Tables V-2 and V-3). For those Angelenos who
now have more competitive choices in transit, significant
economic savings can be achieved.’!

Indicator

Additionally, the Vision Los Angeles operating system results
in a reduction in vehicle accidents in Los Angeles County,
which means significant economic savings. The National
Highway Transportation Safety Administration (NHTSA)
produced an estimate for the total cost to California for
accidents of $20.655 billion in the year 2000.% The United
States Department of Transportation (USDOT) estimated
that there were 2,335,000 car crashes causing fatality, injury
and property damage in the United States in 2000.%* With
this information, along with the population in California
divided by the United States population in 2000, we can
estimate accidents in California. US Census data for 2000
put the US population at 281,421,906* and the California
population at 33,871,648.% This results in a per accident
cost of roughly $30,000. Using Caltrans data for highways
yields a $46,000 per accident cost in Los Angeles County.*
Using the more conservative USDOT information, reduced
accident costs via the Vision Los Angeles operating system
can be expressed as follows:

Vision Los Angeles Scenario
(Difference from Baseline)

Accidents
Average Annual Accidents

-$126,000,000

-$231,000,000 -$369,000,000

Table V-9

3! American Public Transit Association “Riding Public Transit Saves Individuals $9,242 annually” (2010)

hetp://www.apta.com/mediacenter/pressrelease/2010/Pages/100112 Transit Savings.aspx
3 NHTSA “The Economic Impact of Motor Vehicle Crashes in 2000” (2002) available at http://www-nrd.nhtsa.dot.gov/Pubs809446.PDE
3 USDOT *“Fatality Analysis Report System and General Estimating System 2006 Data Summary” (2006)

http://www-nrd.nhtsa.dot.gov/Pubs/2006%20DATA%20SUMMARY.PDF

3 U.S. Census Bureau “Census 2000 Gateway” http://www.census.gov/main/www/cen2000.html

3 U.S. Census Bureau “Census 2000 Gateway: Census Data for the State of California” http://www.census.gov/census2000/states/ca.html

% California Department of Transportation “2008 Collision Data on California State Highways
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It would be naive to ignore the fact that capital projects
require funding to build, operate and maintain. However,
these costs apply to infrastructure that has been financed
and operated in a style that is becoming outdated and
insufficient. Vision Los Angeles advocates that projects be
funded in more effective ways. Consequently existing cost
variables should be used to provide a contextual, general
picture, not a cost estimate.

Finally, regular reports and updates should be provided
regarding the outcomes of various initiatives, the costs of

said initiatives, and the overall effectiveness of its endeavors.
The projects that are recommended are the beginning of an
on-going process to build the Los Angeles of the future. How
these are undertaken, implemented and funded and by
which sector will evolve, as will a new set of measurements
of effectiveness, dependent upon the target initiative and
the funding entity. Overall, Vision Los Angeles moves the

paradigm from a focus on spending to a focus on investment.
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Next Steps

No Wrongdoing

The Vision Los Angeles team, first and foremost, respects
and supports the work done by our regional transportation
agencies in their planning for our region’s future. SCAG,
Metro and the myriad local municipal transportation de-
partments are all staffed with professional people dedicated
to improving access and mobility in the region and in their
local cities. Vision Los Angeles is ot supportive of bandy-
ing about “what went wrong” for the sake of suggesting that
someone or some plan must be flawed in order for us to do

it right.

Rather, we all must work together and build upon what
went right and to improve upon how better to serve people
in a thriving economy and quality environment. That is our
point of departure for the Vision Los Angeles program. And
that underpins our actions going forward.

Pilot Projects
Vision Los Angeles’ calls for collective responsibility for

success. As such, no one sector (i.e., public) is responsible
for Los Angeles’ access and mobility success. Rather, all
sectors—the private, the public, and the institutional
sectors—are responsible for undertaking various initiatives
that make good economic sense and are environmentally
responsible.

Specific pilot programs within the Access Operating System,
Access Hardware and Accessible Land Use components will be
undertaken by these various sectors in locations throughout
the region to test, hone and ultimately improve transporta-
tion mobility.

Trying Things

As we began this process, the Vision Los Angeles team
focused on the examples of where and when transportation
mobility in Los Angeles was successful. In both those cases,
a series of ideas, strategies and approaches were tried under
a series of circumstances. As such, Vision Los Angeles
believes it is essential to try many versions and approaches of
our recommended actions. In trying a variety of approaches

as pilots, we can . )
learn what works  HoOpe I8 like a road in the
and what doesn’t ,
work, seek country; there wasn't ever
constant im-
a road, but when many
people walk on it, the road
comes into existence.”

provement, and
dynamically cre-
ate our operating
system.
- Lin Yutang

As noted earlier,
success will be
defined by trying things and failure will be defined as doing
nothing. And with success comes the responsibility to
critically evaluate how, where and on what we invest our
precious resources. By operating with a focus on people’s
needs, Vision Los Angeles can realize significant mobility
improvements and conserve our resources.
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