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Executive Summary

Transportation Concurrency and the GMA

The Growth Management Act (GMA) introduced the idea of “concurrency,” the policy
goal of ensuring that development not outpace the provision of infrastructure. The GMA directs
jurisdictions to define and establish level of service (LOS) standards for their transportation
systems. If new development will cause the transportation system to exceed the established LOS
standards, the jurisdiction must deny the development unless transportation improvements and
strategies are implemented to accommodate the development within six years, a process known as
concurrency mitigation.

Limitations in Existing Transportation Concurrency

The majority of local concurrency programs focus almost exclusively on auto congestion.
Because this approach only counts vehicles and fails to account for people who walk, drive with
friends or co-workers, ride transit, or bicycle, it has proven insufficient for denser jurisdictions.
As density increases in urban areas, a growing share of travel occurs via alternative modes, and
roadway capacity becomes a poor proxy for the transportation system. With roadway-only
concurrency measurement systems, these communities can only choose between accepting
increasing roadway size and/or congestion or denying development.

A second limitation in the current process is a lack of consideration for the regional
transportation impacts of new development. Concurrency does not consider regional congestion,
except when through-traffic volumes clog locally controlled roads.

Recommendations

The project team recommends that regions adopt a two-tiered concurrency system. The
objective is to provide a more flexible incentive and disincentive system at the regional level
while encouraging application of more multimodal transportation system measures at the local
level.

Local Concurrency: Local jurisdictions should adopt multimodal concurrency measures
that examine the existence (or lack) of the key facilities and services needed by the geographic
subarea for which the concurrency system has been developed, regardless of the mode involved.
This means that the concurrency measures will change from jurisdiction to jurisdiction and may
even change from subarea to subarea within a jurisdiction. Failure to meet the standards set for
the “local” portion of the recommended multimodal concurrency system will result in the denial
of a development permit.

In more developed urban centers where the desired street system has been fully built, we
suggest that the concurrency approach be based on the operational performance of that street
system in terms of the multimodal travel time between key activity centers or along key travel
corridors, or the multimodal travel time between regional growth centers and the outer limits of a
radius of the average regional work trip distance (currently about 10 miles). In lightly developed,
residentially oriented jurisdictions on the fringe of a metropolitan region, a suggested system
would combine the need for a planned grid (redundant) street network, traditional arterial level-
of-service calculations, and analysis of park-and-ride space availability. For suburban
jurisdictions that fall between these two extremes, the real multimodal issue is likely to be the
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amount of transit service that is available, rather than the performance (travel time) of that service
or the arterial network. An adopted concurrency standard might be expressed something like,
“LOS D for an arterial unless high frequency transit (e.g. more than six to ten buses per hour)
travel is available on that roadway during the peak period, in which case the acceptable roadway
standard could be LOS E.”

Alternatively, a jurisdiction may designate its geographic core or regional growth center
as “exempt” from LOS calculations but establish, in collaboration with the exempt center’s
transportation management association (TMA), specific programs for limiting single occupant
vehicle use to/from the TMA district during peak periods. This could be coordinated with and
provide additional implementation support for the state program recently enacted under the
Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) law establishing Growth and Transportation Efficiency Centers
(GTEC). It is recommended that all employers within the core/center area be required to join the
TMA.

Regional Concurrency: The project team recommends that regional agencies be given
the authority to define, develop and apply a “regional concurrency system” that is in addition to
the locally applied concurrency system described above. This regional authority would most
likely be the existing MPO/RTPO unless an alternative regional authority were created or
designated. To acknowledge the diversity of regions around the state, each regional transportation
plan (RTP) currently required by state law would develop its own definition of “regional
concurrency.” The technical application of the regional concurrency system would only need to
measure and address the regional impacts of proposed development, and the region would not
have the authority to deny development (that would continue to be a local determination).

The regional authority should be empowered to develop a system of incentives and
disincentives designed to encourage development in locations that can be most cost effectively
served by publicly supported transportation facilities and services. Such a system may, but does
not need to, involve the imposition of “impact charges” on developers based on the cost to the
regional transportation system that the new trips impose. Those charges will be high for
developments that impose large impacts and low for developments that impose smaller impacts.
For example, each development might be charged a user fee based on the number of vehicle-
miles—of-travel (VMT) that the development was expected to contribute to the regional freeway
system.

The regional authority will be free to select any mechanism that provides incentives to
build in areas where public costs for meeting the travel demand created by development will be
lower, while imposing disincentives for building in areas where development will increase the
public costs of meeting travel demand. For example, transit oriented developments (TOD) built
in a defined Growth and Transportation Efficiency Center (GTEC) and/or along an existing high
capacity transit route might be exempted from any concurrency review (even at the local level),
thus decreasing the development cost and speeding up the permitting process. Developments not
built within these constraints would have to conform to local concurrency regulations.

“Regionally concurrent” can be defined either technically or politically. If a technical
approach is selected, key transportation and land-use characteristics must be defined to indicate
whether or not a geographic area is “regionally concurrent.” (An example of such an approach is
given in the main report for this project.) Any jurisdiction that wishes to have a “regionally
concurrent” sub-area will know exactly what types of land-use and transportation system
attributes it needs to change or improve in order to gain that designation.
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A simple political designation can also be used. For example, the region could define all
GTEC’s as being “regionally concurrent.” It could also define any location within x-miles
walking distance of a major transit station as being “regionally concurrent.” Changes in these
designations can be addressed through the existing regional planning process, performed in
conjunction with the designated regional concurrency authority.

The project team believes very strongly that the regional concurrency authority must
control/influence some transportation funding in the region. These funds can come from new
sources or from existing sources. Where new funds are developed, all regional transportation
facilities/modes should be eligible to receive those funds. Where existing funds are allocated on
the basis of regional concurrency priorities, those funds should be spent on the mode that would
have received them had they not been allocated to the regional concurrency authority.

The project team also believes these recommendations would benefit from more review

from those agencies that must implement concurrency. We encourage additional outreach, testing
and feedback with these agencies.
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INTRODUCTION

In its July 2003 final report, Assessing the Effectiveness of Concurrency, The
Puget Sound Regional Council concluded, “The transportation planning goal in the
Growth Management Act (GMA) focuses on developing efficient multimodal
transportation systems — however, the majority of local concurrency programs focus
almost exclusively on auto congestion.” The report recommends that “concurrency
should focus on multimodal transportation” (Miller, Piro, 2003). To make progress on
this recommendation, the legislature passed 2SHB 1565 in 2005, which directs regional
transportation planning organizations (RTPOs) to develop transportation concurrency
strategies and regional level-of-service measures that are multimodal.

This study’s purpose, by legislative intent, is to examine and propose multimodal
improvements to concurrency. These include both alternative ways to measure the
availability and effectiveness of multimodal transportation systems, and ways to use
those measurements to implement more effective multimodal transportation systems that
support the intent of the GMA.

TRANSPORTATION CONCURRENCY

The GMA introduced the idea of “concurrency” in 1990 as a way of more
effectively linking land-use and infrastructure planning. The term reflects the policy’s
goal of ensuring that developments not outpace the provision of infrastructure. That is,
the infrastructure improvements needed to serve new development should be in place
“concurrent” with that development. The transportation infrastructure that a jurisdiction
may examine to determine what might be required to serve a new development can
include roads, transit service and facilities, or other modes of travel, depending on the
nature of the city/county in which the development will occur.

The overarching goals of the GMA focus on making land development more
efficient, conserving rural land, and reducing urban sprawl. Transportation concurrency
aims to ensure that growth occurring in already developed areas does not place undue
burdens on people already living and working in that area who rely on the existing and
funded transportation facilities. Similarly, when growth occurs in less developed areas,
transportation concurrency is intended to ensure that the required transportation
improvements are funded and built to serve that growth.

The GMA directs jurisdictions to define and establish level of service (LOS)
standards for their transportation systems. The transportation LOS standards serve as a

1 This concurrency requirement applies to all aspects of a local government’s infrastructure, including
roadways, sewers, and water. However, the Act requires jurisdictions to adopt ordinances that establish a
concurrency measurement system only for transportation. As a result, the ability of the transportation
system to support new development has become the primary test for whether development and
infrastructure are “concurrent.”



baseline for determining whether current transportation facilities can accommodate the
transportation impacts associated with new development. If the new development will
cause the transportation system to exceed the pre-determined LOS standards, the
jurisdiction must deny the development unless transportation improvements and
strategies are implemented to accommodate the development within six years, a process
known as concurrency mitigation.

LIMITATIONS IN THE CURRENT APPLICATION OF TRANSPORTATION
CONCURRENCY

In the geographic regions where the primary means of transportation is the local
road system, transportation concurrency as currently applied has worked well. In the
areas where a significant proportion of travel occurs on regional roadways, especially
highways of statewide significance, or by modes other than the single occupant
automobile, transportation concurrency in Washington has been less successful. The
reasons for these limitations are discussed below.

Most transportation concurrency measurement systems used in Washington are
auto-focused. The vast majority of these systems use some measure of roadway
congestion as their only measure of concurrency. From the vantage point of the low
density spread of suburbanized America, this makes perfect sense. In exurban,
underdeveloped areas with incomplete road systems, use of these measurement systems
can help ensure that road systems are completed in tandem with new development.

Unfortunately, because this approach only counts cars and fails to account for
people who walk, drive with friends or co-workers, ride transit, or bicycle, it has proven
insufficient for denser jurisdictions because the only remedies available when standard,
roadway-based LOS measures are surpassed are to build more road lanes or deny new
development. Thus, the use of roadway-only concurrency systems poses an impossible
choice for more fully developed urban communities where limited land availability
prevents expansion of roadways and where, as density increases, a growing share of
travel comprises alternative modes. With roadway-only concurrency measurement
systems, these communities can only choose between accepting increasing roadway size
and/or congestion or denying development.

A preferred alternative to this set of poor choices is to develop concurrency
procedures that account for the mobility provided by all modes of travel.

A second limitation in the current process is a lack of consideration for the
regional transportation impacts of new development. Although much of the worst
congestion in the state involves regional movements, the existing concurrency process is
locally focused. Unless a city specifically chooses to develop an interagency agreement
with one or more of its neighbors, development impact review is restricted to
transportation facilities within that jurisdiction’s boundaries. Even within those
boundaries, highways of statewide significance are specifically exempted from



concurrency review. The result of this tightly focused, local view of concurrency is that
the regional impacts of development are rarely considered.

This would make sense if all trips generated in a city stayed in that city. Butin a
modern metropolitan area, a high percentage of trips leave the city in which the trips are
generated to travel to other parts of the urban area over the regional roadway network.
As concurrency is presently applied, these regional effects are only notable when
through-traffic volumes clog locally controlled roads that are included in a city’s
concurrency calculations, or where congestion spillover from regional facilities affects
the performance of local roads that must meet concurrency LOS standards.

When either of these cases occurs, a city’s conscientious efforts to set LOS
standards and balance land-use and transportation investments can be overwhelmed by
traffic that begins and ends in other jurisdictions. The emphasis on local impacts and the
exclusion of regional effects ignore the facts that transportation networks must be
managed as a system and that transportation systems cross-jurisdictional boundaries.
This is particularly true for transit systems, which must function at larger geographic
scales (county-wide and region-wide) to be effective.

MULTIMODAL ASPECT OF TRANSPORTATION CONCURRENCY

Other than a few cities that use simplistic modeling techniques to decrease the
assumed vehicle trip generation rates for proposed development on the basis of current
transit usage rates or that simply examine the relative speed (but not capacity or usage) of
transit and automobile travel on specific corridors, the concurrency decision making
approaches applied by Washington jurisdictions essentially do not examine the extent,
performance, capacity, or effectiveness of the current or proposed transit system.

Neither do the existing concurrency systems measure the presence or absence of
other transportation system or land-use attributes that indicate the availability of
sufficient mobility options to offset the detrimental effects of congestion on urban
mobility.

While many cities include multimodal infrastructure in their comprehensive plans
and development codes (e.g., requiring sidewalks and other multimodal transportation
infrastructure as part of the site development), the adequacy, performance, and use of
these facilities are not included in the transportation concurrency calculations. When
these facilities are included in the concurrency process at all, their absence or existence is
simply used to modify the assumed roadway capacity of monitored roads. That is, a road
with a completed sidewalk is given a higher vehicle capacity value than the identical road
with incomplete or non-existent sidewalks. This approach to “pedestrian infrastructure”
for transportation concurrency allows slightly higher levels of development in areas with
sidewalks than in areas without sidewalks by increasing the assumed number of vehicles
that can efficiently use the roads in that area. Outside of the mathematical effects on
vehicle capacity, this approach does not measure the “adequacy” of those multimodal
transportation facilities.



In the third chapter of this document (Alternative Approaches) this study presents
a range of alternative ways in which different measurement systems can be used to
increase the multimodal nature of concurrency.



OBJECTIVES AND EVALUATION CRITIERA
FOR MULTIMODAL CONCURRENCY

While almost all participants in the concurrency process agree with the basic,
legally defined end goal of concurrency (“to ensure that public infrastructure supports
development as it occurs™), opinions diverge significantly about how to approach and
define “acceptable level of service (LOS)” and “travel accommodation” as well as how to
fund the transportation improvements that will allow jurisdictions to meet their
concurrency goals.

Issues with transportation concurrency arise only when development within a
jurisdiction reaches the point at which the transportation levels of service adopted by that
jurisdiction have been, or will be, exceeded by proposed development. At that point, a
jurisdiction has three distinct choices:

e deny/stop development

e provide (fund) additional transportation facilities and/or services or

e change the adopted LOS standard to accept lower levels of transportation
system performance.

How each jurisdiction chooses among these alternatives is a function of the political view
of growth within that jurisdiction.

Many jurisdictions are happy to see new development. They use concurrency
either as one more way to extract mitigation from developers to help build additional
transportation facilities or as a gate keeper to limit the speed with which development
occurs so that planned transportation projects, funded by existing sources, can be
implemented to serve that growth.

Other jurisdictions (or specific interest groups within those jurisdictions) use
concurrency to limit development to levels below those adopted in their comprehensive
plans. This usually occurs where the implications of those comprehensive plans on
transportation system performance were not adequately understood at the time the plans
were adopted, or where the political acceptability of congestion relative to new growth
has changed since the comprehensive plan was adopted.

Still other groups see the concurrency system as a way of funneling growth to
specific geographic areas within their jurisdiction, either by changing the cost of
development (lowering costs in areas where development is currently desired, raising
costs in areas where growth is currently to be discouraged) or by changing a developer’s
ability to obtain permits.

This range of desired outcomes from concurrency caused the project team to
further explore the intended objectives for a multimodal concurrency system. The



following section discusses what the project consultation and advisory committees
described as being the desired objectives of a revised concurrency system.

PRIMARY OBJECTIVES

The following objectives were considered to be the primary reasons that
jurisdictions are interested in developing and applying a multimodal transportation
concurrency system.

Control the Timing of Development

The legislative code indicates that limits on development caused by an inability to
meet adopted level of service standards are intended to be temporary, as additional
transportation services are expected to be implemented to serve the adopted land-use
plan.?  Therefore, one objective of concurrency is to simply control the timing of
development. This objective assumes that existing funding sources will eventually be
available to increase transportation services and thus permit additional development that
is acceptable within adopted comprehensive plans.

Support Transportation System Funding

Unfortunately, limits in transportation funding have frequently prevented many
jurisdictions from adding the transportation system capacity necessary to maintain their
adopted performance standards. As a result, some jurisdictions have used their
concurrency systems to help generate additional developer contributions toward
transportation system improvements. Thus, a second common objective of the
concurrency systems implemented by jurisdictions is to provide a mechanism for
generating additional transportation system funding. These funds can be used both to
increase the number of transportation improvements and to increase the speed with which
desired transportation system improvements are implemented.

Subtly Limit Level of Growth

In some jurisdictions, the adopted transportation level of service standards in the
concurrency system, combined with the adopted transportation plans, do not allow
authorizing development to the full level portrayed and assumed in the adopted
comprehensive plan. For these jurisdictions, concurrency becomes a way to limit growth
to levels below those adopted in the comprehensive plan without actually changing that

2 The assumption is that the land-use and transportation plans have been cooperatively developed and that
the transportation system will at some point in the future be expanded to meet the needs of the adopted
land-use plan. WAC 365-195-510 (4) states: “To the extent that any jurisdiction uses denial of
development as its regulatory response to the absence of concurrency, consideration should be given to
defining this as an emergency for the purposes of the ability to amend or revise the comprehensive
plan.”



plan. Essentially, development is permitted until the transportation level of service
standards are reached, after which development is denied.

Focus Development in the Desired Geography

By allowing level of service standards to differ by geographic area within a
jurisdiction and/or by prioritizing transportation improvements within specific geographic
areas, jurisdictions can also focus allowable development within limited geographic
areas. Rather than denying all development, this approach allows continued development
in some parts of the city while denying it in others. Such an approach can be closely or
loosely tied to the adopted comprehensive plan.

Focus Development through Financial Incentives/Disincentives

A slight variation on the previous objective is to use the cost of necessary
transportation system improvements to raise the price of development in one part of the
city versus another part, in order to create financial incentives for developing in some
areas and corresponding financial disincentives for developing in others.

MULTIMODAL OBJECTIVES

While most jurisdictions have adopted transportation levels of service defined in
terms of roadway level of service, the inability to increase roadway capacity because of
financial constraints, political constraints, and/or simple lack of available right-of-way
has caused many jurisdictions to look for more multimodal solutions to their
transportation problems.  This fits well within the guidelines of the concurrency
legislation, which specifically indicates that transportation level of service should be
multimodal. Translation of this desire for multimodal solutions into concurrency system
objectives is reflected in several variations of the primary concurrency objectives
discussed above.

Channel Development to Increase System Efficiencies

Some jurisdictions would like to use concurrency regulations to permit
development where transportation alternatives to the single occupant vehicle (SOV) exist,
regardless of (or in combination with) the level of roadway congestion. One form of this
approach is to accept higher levels of congestion in geographic areas that contain higher
levels of service for non-SOV transportation modes. For example, even if roadway
congestion exceeded adopted concurrency standards, additional development would be
permitted where completed pedestrian networks and urban design features encouraged
walking and biking in lieu of driving a car, or where high quality transit service existed as
an alternative to car use. A more stringent version of this approach permits development
only where sufficiently high levels of service for alternative modes of travel exist. The
basic objective of these requirements is to increase system efficiencies and the percentage
of travel using non-SOV modes.



Support Travel Demand Management Strategies

Some jurisdictions use concurrency systems to require developers to adopt travel
demand management (TDM) strategies in order to obtain development permits in
geographic areas at or nearing their concurrency standards. In addition to placing
specific requirements on developments to encourage multimodal travel, concurrency
regulations could be designed to lower the cost of meeting level of service standards by
promoting TDM in areas that are well served by multiple modes of travel, as well as
increasing the cost of development in areas not well served by multiple modes of travel.

Support Expanded Travel Options

Finally, for jurisdictions looking to reduce traffic congestion levels, multimodal
concurrency is viewed as a process to increase the likelihood that new development can
be efficiently served by transit, or to expand the transportation options of the growing
state/regional population.

REGIONAL VERSUS LOCAL CONCURRENCY OBJECTIVES

Project participants identified the fact that transportation networks must function
at both the local and regional levels for the goals of the GMA to be attained. This has
created some conflict over the geographic scale at which concurrency should be applied
and the entities that should implement concurrency LOS standards. Ideally, concurrency
should work at both the local and regional levels. Some suggested approaches to
concurrency work at the local level, while others work better at the regional level. It may
also be beneficial to develop a two-tiered concurrency process, with one tier designed to
function at each geographic scale.

Local Control

Transportation concurrency legislation is currently oriented toward individual
jurisdictions. The jurisdiction that controls land use sets the concurrency standard. This
is good from the perspective of local control over land use, which is a key prerogative of
local jurisdictions. Thus, a key objective of concurrency is to allow local jurisdictions to
maintain control of their own land use and development.

Local control is a very important political issue. And different localities select
very different combinations of land use and transportation system performance. The
current status of the variations in adopted concurrency procedures suggests the desire for
a flexibility that allows different jurisdictions to accommodate their different visions of
the desired combination of land development and transportation system performance.

Regional System Performance

In spite of the GMA’s locally focused concurrency decision process, travel
crosses jurisdictional boundaries, and the trips generated in one jurisdiction frequently



affect the transportation system performance experienced in neighboring jurisdictions.
One limitation of the current concurrency regulations is that regional impacts are
neglected for the sake of very strong local control over land use. ldeally, transportation
concurrency should also help to reduce regional congestion, encourage the efficient
operation of the regional transportation system, and decrease the impacts of development
on neighboring jurisdictions. Regional objectives for multimodal concurrency may
include reducing per capita vehicle-miles-of-travel (VMT), facilitating the growth of non-
motorized travel and encouraging additional modal shift to transit/rideshare modes. This
could decrease the level of travel demand to expand congested regional roads by
contributing to reductions in the extent and need for single occupant vehicle (SOV)
travel.

The outcome of more regional objectives for transportation concurrency would be
a change in development cost structure in a manner that would discourage sprawl by
increasing the cost of development in outlying areas and encourage infill by reducing the
cost of development in urban centers that could be more easily and effectively served by
transit and other alternative forms of travel.

SECONDARY OBJECTIVES AND TOUGH TRADE-OFES

In addition to the primary objectives presented above, the advisory and
consultation groups identified a series of other considerations that are incorporated in the
evaluation of alternative multimodal approaches to concurrency described in the
following chapter.

Limit the Costs of the Concurrency Process

In addition to the more political or policy oriented objectives discussed above that
drive the development and application of concurrency systems, jurisdictions and firms
involved in developing and applying those concurrency systems consider a series of more
technical objectives. These considerations less concerned with the desired outcome from
the adopted concurrency systems than with the nature of the effort and process required
to apply the system and the transparency and credibility of that system.

Developers, who must pay the cost of developing materials necessary to prove
compliance with concurrency requirements, have an interest in limiting the cost of
performing concurrency analyses, as do jurisdictions, which must both review those
development applications and produce their own concurrency compliance reports.
Therefore, a secondary objective of any concurrency system is to limit the cost of
performing concurrency analyses and reviews. These costs include collecting the
necessary data, performing the required analyses, informing the decision making process,
producing the relevant reports, and reviewing the entire process in a publicly transparent
manner. All things being equal, a concurrency system that costs less to apply is better
than one that requires more staff time and resources to maintain. Having said that, an
inexpensive system that does not serve the primary interests and objectives of the



jurisdiction is less desirable than a more expensive system that produces the desired
results.

Not surprisingly, the project team’s review of existing concurrency systems
generally found that jurisdictions attempting to use the concurrency regulations to more
carefully control their development process tended to have more complex concurrency
systems, whereas those relying less heavily on concurrency regulations to control or
shape growth tended to select more simplistic, lower cost concurrency systems.

The cost of performing required concurrency computations tends to be driven by
the following:

e quantity of data needed in the analysis (Are only roadway performance data
required, or are data needed to reflect all modes of travel?)

e availability of those data (Are the data already produced/collected as a result
of other activities being performed by the developer/agency, or must new data
be collected or computed specifically for the concurrency analysis? Are all of
the data maintained by the jurisdiction, or must the data be assembled from
multiple sources?)

e complexity of the analyses required (Do new transportation modeling runs
need to be performed, or can readily available data be used to meet analysis
requirements?).

A corollary to lowering the cost of performing concurrency analyses is that all
parties involved in concurrency prefer systems that are easy and fast to apply.

Be Transparent and Easily Understood

Jurisdictions generally prefer that the concurrency system be as transparent and
easily understood as possible. A concurrency system that can be easily understood by
political decision makers and the public is preferable to one viewed as a “black box.”
Easy to understand systems encourage better public support and understanding of the
decision making process and are less likely to result in major challenges or litigation.
They also reduce the cost of development by making it easy for a potential developer to
compute the cost of development for a given project. This generally means that the more
simplistic the system, the better.

Unfortunately, simple systems also tend to be less flexible and thus act as
relatively “blunt instruments” when jurisdictions try to balance development pressures
against transportation system performance. Consequently, they tend to give jurisdictions
less ability to fine tune developer actions to maximize the transportation performance
improvements/land-use benefits obtained from each development and its associated
transportation mitigation efforts.
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Be Predictable and Credible

The above discussion raises two other key objectives. The concurrency system
needs to be predictable and credible. Simplicity tends to make the outcome of an analysis
more predictable, but systems that are too simple can lose credibility if that simplicity
means that key factors are not incorporated into the process. (For example, a
concurrency system based exclusively on whether the number of roadway lanes called for
in the transportation plan existed would be simple, predictable, and easily understood, but
it might not be a credible approach to concurrency if the local citizenry were upset with
the level of congestion found on those roads.)

As a result, the desire for simplicity tends to be traded off against more costly and
complex systems designed to provide more control over development, its impacts, and
the resulting mitigation efforts.

OTHER EVALUATION CRITERIA

In addition to analyzing how well each alternative was expected to succeed at the
above objectives, the project team developed a number of other criteria that were used in
the analysis of the relative merit of alternative approaches to concurrency. These
additional evaluation criteria include the following.

Compatibility with the Existing Planning Process

This evaluation criterion examines whether the proposed process uses readily
available data or requires large amounts of additional (new) analysis. An approach with a
high level of compatibility to existing analytical efforts and the current political decision
making framework can be implemented at lower cost and with less political capital than a
process that requires new analyses, data sources, and decision making structures. Such
approaches make use of existing ordinances, agreements, and working relations, without
requiring new organizational infrastructure or regulatory systems. Compatibility tends to
increase predictability and to lower the cost both to public and private participants.
However, approaches that are too highly compatible with existing analytical and decision
making frameworks may be limited and constrained by those frameworks. Compatibility
and innovation can be in opposition.

Political Acceptability

This is the degree to which an approach can be adopted in the foreseeable political
atmosphere. Approaches that impose significant political costs on one or more interest
groups, or that require significant changes to existing legal statutes are viewed as less
desirable than those that can be adopted without significant political cost. Approaches
that can be adopted within the existing governmental structure are viewed as more
politically acceptable than those that require the creation of new governing powers.
Alternatives that can be voluntarily adopted by local agencies are viewed as more
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politically acceptable than those that impose standards or regulations on those
jurisdictions.

Sustainability

This is the degree to which an approach is sustainable legally, financially, and
structurally.®> An approach with a high level of sustainability will itself provide or foster
the means for its continued implementation. Sustainability is assessed on three levels. An
approach will be sustainable legally if it can withstand legal challenge from the private
sector, community groups, and (other) local jurisdictions. An approach will be
sustainable financially if the cost to implement and maintain it is acceptable to the
jurisdiction responsible, either because it funds itself (an ambitious measure) or because
its benefits clearly outweigh its costs (a more conservative measure). An approach will be
sustainable structurally if it can maintain the political support and working cooperation of
the necessary participants (e.g., jurisdictions, transportation agencies, developers).

Cost, in Total and to Specific Groups

Both the jurisdictions that must design and apply concurrency regulations and the
development community that frequently pays to develop the statistics used for monitoring
concurrency are interested in limiting the costs of performing the concurrency
calculations. Concurrency systems that are compatible with the existing planning process
will, in general, be less expensive than those that require new procedures and data
collection systems, or that require very specialized analytical procedures.

Where expenses must be incurred, it is important to understand whether those
costs will be incurred by the private or public sectors. This is not important from an
overall evaluation standpoint, but it will affect the acceptability of any proposed
concurrency system by that group. (That is, the private sector is likely to object to a
technically precise system that imposes significant expenses on it, while the public sector
may think the merits of such a system are worth the expense — as long as the expense is
paid by the private sector.)

Scalability

Concurrency must be applied by both large and small jurisdictions. Some
systems may be very applicable to small geographic areas but not to larger geographic
areas. Similarly, some approaches may work only at the regional level. This evaluation
criterion examines whether the proposed system provides benefits at all scales of urban
geography or only for specific types of jurisdictions.

® Note that the alternative interpretation of “sustainable” — that the approach produces sustainable
outcomes — is captured under other evaluation criteria.
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Adaptability to Unigue Local Conditions (Versatility)

This evaluation criterion examines whether alternatives can be adjusted to meet
the needs of jurisdictions that exhibit a variety of different land-use densities and
development patterns. While the previous criterion looks specifically at whether the
concurrency system can be applied successfully at different geographic scales, this
criterion examines the ability of the alternative to adjust to the specific land uses,
transportation system infrastructure and political climate of the participating jurisdictions.
For example, can the same basic concurrency system be successfully applied in a
suburban city interested in expanded park-and-ride service, a city with a dense urban
core, and a growing ex-urban suburb that requires additional roadway capacity but also
wishes to develop facilities for alternative modes of transportation?

Legality and Legislative Requirements

The final criterion is whether implementation of the system requires legislative
action or can be accomplished under existing statutes. In addition, the basis for the
system must be acceptable under previous case law.
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ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES TO MULTIMODAL CONCURRENCY

This chapter presents strategies for including multiple modes of transportation in
the transportation/land-use concurrency equation, as well as methods of measurement and
implementation. The term strategy is used as an intentional mix of policies, institutional
arrangements, plans, and program measures to move the present system of transportation
concurrency from one that almost exclusively measures and accommodates private
motor-vehicles toward one that better meets the Growth Management Act (GMA) intent
of managing the transportation/land-use development process. Five broad strategies have
been defined under which a number of implementation alternatives are presented and
discussed. It is important to note that these strategies and implementation alternatives are
not mutually exclusive; they can be mixed, matched, and tailored to meet the needs of
different jurisdictions. The five strategies are the following:

A) Measure mobility performance and land development capacity differently
and more appropriately

B) Modify concurrency from an on/off switch to a more flexible management
tool

C) Provide physical infrastructure capacity to accommodate transit, high
occupancy vehicles, and non-motorized ways to get around

D) Provide and fund transit and other HOV services

E) Develop regional and sub-regional concurrency standards accompanied by
the institutional authority to enforce them

Strateqgies and Evalution Assessment

Each strategy and various possible implementation alternatives are described
below. The strengths and weaknesses of each strategy and its various implementation
alternatives are discussed as well. These discussions incorporate the team’s assessment of
how each strategy may or may not support the previously described multimodal
objectives and evaluation criteria. This evaluation assessment is woven into the narrative
commentary of strengths and weaknesses by noting the following criteria in italics:

e relevant
versatile
effective
intelligible/transparent
expands transportation options
methodologically compatible
structurally compatible with current practice/authority
politically acceptable*
locally sensitive
cost/affordability
provides source of funding
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predictable

scalable

sustainable

legality/legislative requirements

* Note: The study team acknowledges that any assessment of *“political
acceptability”” is inevitably subjective, for what may be “unacceptable” to
public/political interests in one year has often been seen to become the
““acceptable” norm just a few years later (the passage of the GMA itself is a good
example of shifts in public and political attitudes from the 1980s to the 1990s).

STRATEGY A: MEASURE MOBILITY PERFORMANCE AND LAND
DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY DIFFERENTLY AND MORE APPROPRIATELY

Strategies in this category focus on measuring transportation and land capacity in
ways that are multimodal, context specific, and that more clearly connect transportation
and land development. These measures can be separated first into those that primarily
measure mobility performance in ways that go beyond traditional auto-centric measures
and second into measures that focus on current land development and whether the
characteristics of the current urban form show the potential to accommodate large
numbers of non-SOV trips.

A.1 — Measures of Mobility Performance

For this strategy, concurrency is evaluated by using multimodal measures of
mobility performance that go beyond traditional peak-period, automobile-based volume-
to-capacity ratios. These measures include level-of-service for non-peak periods, level-
of-service measures that incorporate the level of transit service provided, seat capacity,
person capacity, mode split standards, multimodal level-of-service computations, and
travel-time measurements.

Strengths and Weaknesses

The particular strengths and weaknesses of individual measurement alternatives
are listed under each of the implementations discussed in the following pages. However,
a number of important strengths and weaknesses—common to all approaches to
implementing Strategy A.1—are worth noting here.

Strategy A.1 alternatives that measure mobility performance continue ongoing
concurrency practices, which bring a technical approach to the inherently political
process of concurrency compliance. As a result, they benefit from being highly feasible
to implement. Many of the alternatives build directly on transportation/land-use models
currently in use, which makes them intelligible and predictable to planners and
administrators. They are among the most politically acceptable implementations
considered, as they respect local autonomy while remaining friendly to regional efforts to
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coordinate multimodal concurrency. In addition, they provide a way of presenting an
inherently political process in a technical manner.

Alternatively, they offer the opportunity to catalyze public discussion.
Implementing these approaches requires unambiguous decisions about what to measure
and how relative weights get assigned—explicitly or implicitly—to different modes of
transportation. These decisions can be made internally, or they can be discussed with
developers and the public at large.

Measurement alternatives can be implemented by local jurisdictions as well as
regional bodies and for territories ranging in size from individual cities to regions larger
than the Puget Sound. Thus, these approaches are versatile tools that can be adapted to
the needs and goals of individual jurisdictions. In addition, measurement outcomes are
predictable, which means that different jurisdictions can compare the impacts of different
measures on concurrency compliance with relatively little effort.

Jurisdictions must implement new methods and tools for the measurements of
mobility performance. On the positive side, the cost of implementing these new
techniques and developing new measurement tools should be relatively low. As detailed
below, most implementations rely largely on data that are already collected (albeit
sometimes for different purposes). These approaches are also structurally compatible
with the existing decision-making process in planning agencies; they can be implemented
by existing staff after relatively minor training efforts.

The costs of implementing concurrency measurement can be shouldered by
individual jurisdictions or shared, to varying degrees, with the private sector (e.g.,
through increased permit application fees). In the event of the adoption of an alternative
by multiple jurisdictions, as in the case of an inter-jurisdictional agreement or a regional
effort, costs can shared among jurisdictions and the region (e.g., with pooled retraining
efforts) and state-level or county-level organizations.

Any measurement alternative will, by definition, have limitations. It will not, in
itself, provide ways to establish thresholds of compliance to concurrency standards. No
matter what measurement alternative is selected, each jurisdiction—or each region in the
case of regional concurrency—will need to decide on appropriate concurrency standards.

Additionally, the use of alternative measurement alternatives themselves will not
directly provide sources of transportation funding. Measurement alternatives can be used
to guide mitigation fee policies, and the revenue generated by these fees may be used for
regionally significant projects. Measurement alternatives suffer from limited
effectiveness: mostly they do not directly further the goals of the GMA, although we
expect them to expand transportation options indirectly, in the mid- to long-term, as they
can be calibrated to encourage increased capacity of non-SOV service. Finally, some
measurement alternatives are in fact expensive to perform routinely, mostly because the
data upon which they rely are not currently collected routinely. To use those alternatives,
the jurisdiction must expend additional resources to collect, store, analyze, report, and
forecast these statistics.
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Implementation Alternative A.1.1: Time of Day Level-of-Service

Multimodal concurrency would be furthered through the implementation of more
discriminating calculations of level-of-service (LOS). Currently, the vast majority of
jurisdictions use PM peak-period volumes (usually the average volume during the most
congested 1- or 2-hour period during the evening commute) in their volume/capacity
calculations. This convention can be considered unnecessarily limiting because it can
overstate the relative importance of the weekday commute relative to other time periods.

This implementation alternative would expand the LOS calculations beyond PM
peak-period volumes to include off-peak volumes and/or daily average volumes. In this
way, select land uses or development projects would be subject to off-peak performance
standards if they were deemed to produce trips that were time-flexible. This approach
could possibly replace land use-based exemptions, which have been challenged
successfully in Washington State courts. Rather than attempting to “exempt” specific
types of developments that produce trips primarily in off-peak periods, this approach
would place more emphasis on roadway performance during off-peak periods. It could be
applied just as roadway level-of-service-based concurrency systems are now. The
difference is that level-of-service would be measured at times other than (or in addition
to) peak periods. For example, to be considered “not concurrent,” a development might
have to generate enough traffic that level-of-service in the PM peak period would be
worse than LOS E and level-of-service during the midday would be worse than LOS D
(or whatever standards the local jurisdiction chose to apply).

Strengths and Weaknesses

Time of day LOS is a fairly typical measure of mobility performance. It is likely
to be highly feasible for political acceptability. Its implementation costs are moderate,
and it is moderately flexible.

Less positively, this alternative is not directly relevant to the GMA. It also would
not expand transportation options, nor would it provide transportation funding. In
addition, it is questionable whether specific land uses could be legally held to different
LOS standards, or whether all land uses would have to be subjected to both peak and off-
peak standards.

Implementation Alternative A.1.2: Level-of-Service Measures That Include
the Level of Transit Service Provided

Current state law allows jurisdictions wide latitude in their definition of
concurrency level-of-service. They can define LOS in terms of roadway performance,
roadway capacity, transit performance, or transit capacity. Few cities, however, have
chosen to adopt concurrency approaches that directly tie the presence or performance of
transit services to development permits. (Some cities do this indirectly by allowing
continued development in central areas where automobile congestion is significant but
transit service exists and by limiting development in areas where transit service is less
readily available.)
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Examples of how a city could more directly include transit service in its
concurrency system are provided below.

e The permissible level-of-service standard that could exist without restricting
development might change, depending on the availability of transit service.
For example, development might not be permitted along an arterial corridor if
the arterial level-of-service met or exceeded LOS E unless there was high
frequency transit service (e.g., at least one every 10-12 minutes) along that
arterial .

e This approach could become more sophisticated (as described in the 2003
report “The Possibilities of Transportation Concurrency — Proposal and
Evaluation of Measurement Alternatives,” by Hallenbeck, Carlson, and
Simmons). For example, a jurisdiction might define an LOS “benefit” for a
given level of transit service. Thus, a city might define its LOS standard as the
average critical volume/capacity ratio (v/c) at some group of intersections.
However, for every five buses per hour that passed through that critical leg of
the intersection during the peak hour, 0.1 (or any fraction of LOS measure
selected) would be subtracted from the calculated v/c ratio.

e Cities might predicate concurrency on the availability of park-and-ride spaces.
For example, development would not be permitted if park-and-ride space
utilization in the city exceeded 98 percent (or any selected utilization rate) on
the average weekday at 9:30 AM. Or if the number of “unused” park-and-ride
spaces was less than 25 percent of all new trips (or any selected percentage of
trips) being generated by a proposed new development.

e Total revenue hours of transit service that operate within a geographic
boundary could be used to alter roadway level-of-service measures. For
example, a selected roadway LOS measure would be the governing criterion
for determining compliance with concurrency regulations, unless a specified
number of revenue hours of transit service were being provided to that
geographic area, in which case that geographic area would be defined as being
in compliance with concurrency.

Generally, these methods would allow a jurisdiction to permit development where
transit levels of service provided a reasonable alternative to driving. Standards and
thresholds could be set on the basis of a single mode or some combination of modal
performance.

The city of Bellevue has considered this type of approach. However, the only
jurisdictions identified by the literature as having actually adopted this concept are
Miami-Dade County, Florida, which implemented it as part of the county’s
Transportation Concurrency Exception Area (TCEA), and Broward County, Florida,
which measures transit concurrency where transit is widely available and automobile
concurrency where transit is not widely available.

Strengths and Weaknesses

Transit-enhanced LOS alternatives provide a range of promising multimodal
concurrency tools. They are particularly appropriate if a jurisdiction expects transit
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service to accommodate a significant portion of travel to/from/within a geographic area
that includes proposed new development. They are highly feasible, highly versatile, and
relatively affordable to implement.

Variations of this methodology are particularly appropriate for non-urban
applications. The project team believes that facility- and mode-based measurement
systems—such as those that target park-and-ride utilization rates and bus service —are
highly promising tools for fostering multimodal concurrency in low-density suburban and
exurban areas. The team also recommends using measurements that take into account the
frequency, network coverage, and span of transit service present for suburban
applications.

The biggest drawback to including transit levels of service in concurrency is
structural compatibility. Local jurisdictions generally do not control transit service in this
state. As a result, the future service levels upon which development decisions are being
made are not within the control of the local jurisdiction. This may create some difficulty
when developers, cities, and transit authorities disagree over what future level of transit
service should be assumed for a specific development permit review. Finally, because
local jurisdictions do not operate transit services and transit agencies have not previously
needed to produce many of the above statistics by subarea, some of the data required to
produce the statistics listed above may be difficult for local jurisdictions to obtain, at least
in the near future.

Implementation Alternative A.1.3: Seat Capacity

Currently, the majority of jurisdictions generate capacity measures based on
counts of vehicles per unit time, in which SOVs significantly outweigh other types of
vehicles. This alternative would expand LOS calculations beyond the “1 car = 1 traveler”
baseline, as such measure is inherently not a multimodal measure. Capacity
measurements based on vehicles per unit time would shift to capacity measurements
based on the number of potential bodies transported per unit time, thus placing more
emphasis on transit and non-motorized modes of transportation. Thus, for example, buses
inherently provide (count) more seats than vanpools, which also provide more seats than
SOVs. Development permits and mitigation efforts would be based on a minimum “seat”
capacity for all supported modes of transportation.

An example of how this approach might be implemented is as follows.

e First, screenlines would be defined around a geographic area within which this
approach would be implemented. Next “seat capacity” passing across those
screenlines for the defined time period (e.g., PM peak period) would be
computed. “Seat capacity” would be computed as the number of vehicles
crossing the screenline during the defined time period, times the number of
“seats” associated with that mode. So an example capacity calculation would
be 1 times the number of SOVs that roadway capacity indicated could be
served by roads crossing the screenline PLUS 40 times the number of transit
buses crossing those screenlines. Mathematically, this would be expressed as
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Seat Capacity = (1 x SOV volume) + (40 x bus volume)

e Seat capacity would then be compared against the number of trips estimated to
be generated within that geographic area plus those that were computed to
pass through the study region during the analysis time period. If the number of
trips that needed to be served exceeded the number of “seats” available, the
concurrency test would fail, and the development would not be permitted. If
the number of available seats exceeded the number of trips that needed to be
served, the development would be permitted, regardless of how many of those
trips chose to use personal vehicles versus how many chose to use the
available transit.

e Considerable flexibility in computing “seat capacity” would be available to
individual jurisdictions. Because most passenger cars have at least 4 seats,
“car capacity” could be set to 4 rather than 1. Similarly, transit bus capacity
could be assumed to be either higher or lower than the seated capacity of a
standard transit coach. Finally, this approach could be modified to account for
bike and walking “capacity” if these modes accounted for moderately
measurable numbers of trips into an area.

The focus of this approach is less on immediately changing behavior than on
providing viable options for travelers. Congestion would be allowed to get worse (as long
as sufficient “seat capacity” was available to serve the proposed development). If
travelers were willing to use the capacity provided by higher capacity vehicles or
alternative non-motorized travel modes, then relatively little congestion would exist. If
travelers opted for low capacity SOVs, congestion would occur, but development might
be allowed to continue.

Strengths and Weaknesses

As this concept of seat capacity departs fairly extensively from current practice it
may not appear to be methodologically compatible. Its strengths are that it is fairly
intelligible and easily understood, relatively simple to compute, and easily applied.
However, like many Strategy A.1 implementation alternatives, it lacks structural
compatibility because local jurisdictions do not control transit service and they would
likely have concerns that they would not be able to accurately forecast and assure transit
availability. Perhaps more importantly, this approach does not address whether the
services provided actually meet the needs of the traveling public. It is a measure of
capacity, not a measure of system performance or use. Just because transit service exists
does not mean it meets the needs of the traveling public. Consequently, development
decisions might be made that would not be adequately served by the available
transportation services.

Implementation Alternative A.1.4: Person Capacity

This approach represents a significant modification of the previous measurement
alternative. Under a person-capacity approach, multimodal concurrency would be
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furthered by using calculations of LOS derived from a combination of seats provided
(based on capacity) and expected behavior (based on mode choice and related transit
service). This approach changes the simple calculation of “seat capacity,” described
above, to a computation that accounts for whether the “available seats” are likely to be
used.

In this alternative, capacity measurements would be shifted from vehicle or seat
capacity measurements per unit of time to capacity based on predictions of actual bodies
transported per unit time. Thus, this approach could take into account increased capacity
resulting from improvements to HOV service. Standard “Auto capacity” would be
adjusted not arbitrarily, but based on the estimated amount of transit, carpool and vanpool
use occurring within the geographic region being studied.

This approach recognizes that service levels influence travel choices, e.g., rates of
transit ridership will vary as a function of waiting time (headways) and convenience
(network coverage). So for example, a bus would count for more persons moved than a
car, and a bus on a route with a higher level-of-service would count for more persons
than a bus on a low level-of-service route. Development permits and mitigation efforts
would be based on minimum “person” capacity for all supported modes of transportation.

Strengths and Weaknesses

On the positive side, this approach could give specific “capacity credit” to
infrastructure and service improvements that encourage use of shared ride transportation.
That is, the presence of arterial HOV lanes, bus pullouts, transit shelters, travel demand
management programs, and other service enhancements and inducements could increase
the expected level of transit ridership and thus the “person capacity” of the transportation
network. This would provide incentives for the local agency and the development
community to provide these services and facilities.

On the problematic side, this approach raises challenges for predictability, as it
requires predicting the impact of individual improvements on actual shared ride use,
which is difficult to do. As a result, this approach might be more time consuming and
more costly to apply than the “seat capacity” approach described previously.

In theory, this alternative would produce a much more realistic review of whether
“adequate transportation facilities” existed to support new development. It is mode
neutral, in that mode usage is directly represented as the “capacity” of any given mode is
“calibrated” against actual usage in order to compute the “available person capacity.” As
noted above, however, the downside of this approach is that its practical application
would leave much to be desired. No local jurisdiction tracks the kinds of statistics that
would be needed to calibrate the person capacity formulas, and to do so would be
expensive. Furthermore, the state-of-the-art in travel forecasting does not currently
provide the ability to accurately measure or forecast the ridership benefits of minor
infrastructure improvements such as bus pullouts or transit shelters.

21



Implementation Alternative A.1.5: Mode Split Standards

Under this approach, multimodal concurrency would be based on the fraction of
travelers using specific modes of travel (mode split). Development permits would only be
denied if the transportation model predicted that trips generated by a project would cause
an area’s share of non-SOV trips to drop below an adopted standard.

For example, a jurisdiction’s concurrency standard might require that at least 10
percent of all PM peak period trips take place via a mode other than SOV. Development
permits would then be issued on the basis of how the trips to be generated by that
development might change the mode split estimated to occur within the concurrency
study area.

Strengths and Weaknesses

Using mode split standards as the concurrency measure is highly relevant, as it
would be an excellent way to link concurrency practice to regional policy. It links
development permits to the concept that as urban centers grow, mode choice must shift to
higher percentages of shared ride travel. The specific mode choice standard adopted by a
jurisdiction should reflect the nature of travel within that jurisdiction and should therefore
not be modally biased. Thus, as a concurrency measure, mode split is versatile and can be
scaled in both time (in a phased implementation) and location.

There are two primary problems with using mode split as the concurrency
measure. First, as it is a statistic that is not readily collected in the field, it could be costly
to implement. And second, unfortunately, it is not likely to be particularly effective, since
individual developers can do little that would significantly change mode split within a
jurisdiction. Adoption of a mode split measure would therefore require the introduction
of a moderately expensive data collection program in order to perform field verification
of forecast model results. Because mode choice is a function of more than local
transportation and land-use attributes, it is unlikely that improvements made by a single
developer would greatly change a jurisdiction’s mode split. As a result, jurisdictions
adopting this approach would be unlikely to be able to use concurrency to encourage
developers to provide concurrency related mitigation, as that mitigation would be
unlikely to shift the mode split statistic significantly if it did not meet the adopted
standard.

Implementation Alternative A.1.6: Multimodal Level-of-Service
Computations

This implementation alternative would compute a combined level-of-service
based on both the percentage of travel taking place by each mode of interest and the
level-of-service calculated for each of those modes. Each jurisdiction would define which
modes would be included in its concurrency calculation. LOS computations would be
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based on an adopted standard.® First calculating the LOS for each mode, and then
combining those LOS measures would compute an “average” LOS per traveler. Each
mode of travel would be weighed by the percentage of travel occurring via that mode.

For example, if four modes were considered—car, bus, bike, and walking—and
the LOS and mode split percentages for a geographic region being studied were as
follows:

Car =70 percent of users, LOS =F
Bus = 20 percent, LOS =C
Bike = 4 percent, LOS =B
Walk = 6 percent, LOS =B

then the “combined” LOS for this example would be calculated as LOS E.> Development
permits would be issued if the combined LOS was better than the adopted standard. A
developer that was denied a permit because the transportation system’s performance fell
below the adopted multi-modal standard could propose transportation system
improvements or services that would either improve the LOS of specific modes or that
would shift mode split to modes that had higher levels of service in order to obtain a
combined LOS that met the adopted concurrency standard.

Strengths and Weaknesses

The strength of this approach is its relevance, in that it weights the importance of
each mode of travel relative to the actual percentage of travel taking place with that
mode. For example, the more people who walked, the more important the level-of-
service would be for walking. Thus the measure directly relates to the performance of the
transportation system being used in the region. In addition, because improvements could
be made to any mode in order to improve the overall transportation system’s
performance, the mitigation selected whenever the adopted standard was exceeded would
be mode neutral. This could indirectly contribute to expanding the availability of
alternative transportation options within a jurisdiction.

This approach suffers the same cost/affordability problem as the mode split
approach described above in that each jurisdiction would have to implement a data
collection program that captured current mode split data in order to correctly weight the
relative importance of each mode of travel. This would increase the cost of performing
this approach. It also has problems for methodological compatibility with current
practices for most jurisdictions as it would also require multiple LOS computations,
making it more complex and resource intensive than many of the other Strategy A
approaches.  Lastly, few jurisdictions in the region have adopted procedures for

*  The State of Florida has produced guidance documents for computing level of service for transit,

cycling, and walking as part of its own growth management efforts. These procedures could be adopted
as the mechanism for performing these LOS computations unless Washington decided to adopt
alternative methods. Florida’s procedures can be found at http://www.dot.state.fl.us/Planning/systems/
sm/los/default.ntm

This assumes LOS A = 1, LOS B = 2, etc, making the weighted LOS score for the example equal to
0.7*6 + 0.2*3 + 0.04*2 + 0.06*2 = 5 (LOS E)
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computing level-of-service for transit, cycling, or walking. Therefore, considerable effort
would be required to initially adopt procedures and set multi-modal standards.

Implementation Alternative A.1.7: Travel Time-Based Measurements

Under this approach, adopting LOS measures based on travel time would further
multimodal concurrency.

This approach would replace road-based measurements with measurements based
on the time required to travel to and from locations within a jurisdiction. Issuance of a
development permit would depend on the transportation model predicting that trips
generated by a project would not cause travel time to increase beyond a predetermined
level.

Unlike traditional VV/C based measures of congestion, travel-time measurements
are not inherently car-based. Alternative modes of travel can be built directly into the
travel time calculations. Separate travel time LOS standards can be set for various modes,
or the modes can be combined into one travel LOS standard through the use of weighted
averages.

One example of a travel time approach to concurrency already exists in
Washington. The city of Renton employs a “Key Center” approach, in which the LOS
standards are based on the time it takes to travel out of the city from a central point.
Under the Key Center approach, the concurrency determination is based on the
development’s effect on travel to and from a pre-determined key point. The actual
calculation used by Renton is the travel rate (miles traveled in 30 minutes) for three
modes (HOV, SOV, and transit) from a key point along a series of defined corridors. A
composite average travel rate is then computed by using the equation

[SOV travel rate + HOV travel rate + (2 x Transit travel rate)] / 3.

This composite travel rate value is then compared against the concurrency standard. The
standard is applied citywide for all development proposals.

An alternative approach, called a “corridor” approach, defines LOS standards for
a variety of important corridors throughout the jurisdiction. Using the corridor approach,
the concurrency determination would be based on a development’s effects on either the
corridors near the development site or the corridors accepting the majority of the
development’s trips.

Strengths and Weaknesses

The project team believes that travel-time-based measurements could by highly
relevant and effective, as they stand out among measurements of mobility performance,
especially for urban center applications. Travel-time based measurements are highly
intuitive concepts that are readily credible and politically acceptable among politicians
and the public while also providing a versatile and effective means of furthering
multimodal concurrency. So long as the implementation recognizes the contribution of
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multiple modes of transportation, not only SOV, this alternative is expected to contribute
indirectly, but significantly, to expanding transportation options. Furthermore, travel-
time -based measurements, despite appearing to be fundamental departures from existing
LOS measurements, are methodologically and structurally compatible with current
planning practice; this alternative should be cost effective to implement and affordable to
the private sector.

The weakness of travel time measures is in its scalability, for in smaller cities
travel time within the city may be very short and, as a result of the effects of signal
timing, highly variable. (For example, for cities where the “corridor” being measured is
only three intersections in length, hitting two red lights rather than one can create a
significant percentage change in total travel time.) The variability in travel time,
especially on arterials, can make setting and monitoring performance standards more
difficult and resource intensive than more traditional roadway LOS computations.

A.2 — Measures of Land Development Capacity Related to Transportation System
Performance

Multimodal concurrency can be evaluated by measuring land development
capacity. The assumption behind this strategy is that new development may be permitted
in areas where traffic is already congested ONLY if the proposed use of land will
generate primarily (or a large percentage of) non-SOV additional trips.

Measures of land use are proxies of travel demand. For many years, research in
land use and transportation has shown that non-SOV travel tends to work best, and
therefore occurs most frequently, under certain land-use conditions. Generally, density of
development is the determining aspect of land use that leads individual travelers to switch
to modes other than private cars. The Washington State GMA has long supported
increasing the density of development to achieve efficiency in the delivery of services
and the provision of infrastructure, including transportation.

Thresholds of land capacity beyond which more people use transit, walk, or
bicycle have been researched in numerous studies. A half-dozen or so aspects of land use
can be measured to find these thresholds. Notable key aspects include the following:

e Development intensity related to places of residence, places of employment,
and increasingly, to where people shop. Intensity measures count people,
housing units, and square feet of employment uses per unit of area considered
(be it a district, a neighborhood, or a corridor).

e How, and the extent to which, land uses are mixed enough for people to be
able to walk or bike to their destinations. Land-use mix measures include the
types of land uses that are linked by frequent travel, and the distances between
these land uses.

e How, and the extent to which, the infrastructure for non-SOV travel is
continuous and well connected. Common measures of connectivity include
block size and length of sidewalks.
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e Parking availabi