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Annual Vehicle Mileage
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Vehicle travel grew steadily during the Twentieth A
Century but stopped about 2003.
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Environmental concerns
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AnGovernments may find
habits force them to rethink infrastructure. Most
forecasting models that governments employ
assume that driving will continue to increase
indefinitely. Urban planning, in particular, has
for half a century focused on cars.

If policymakers are confident that car use is
waning they can focus on improving lives and
Infrastructure in areas already blighted by traffic
rather than catering for future growth.

By improving alternatives to driving, city

authorities can try to lock in the benefits of
declining car use.
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The future of driving
Seeing the back of the car

In the rich world, people seem to be driving less than they used to

"I'LL love and protect this car un'
whose life is briefly transformed by a “super fine” 1958 Chevy Impala in "American
Graffiti”. The film follows him, his friends and their vehicles through a late summer night
racing on the back streets and necking
in back seats of machines which embody not just speed, prosperity and freedom but also
adulthood, status and sex.

til death do us part,” says Toad, a 17-year-old loser

««««« ly 1960s California: cruising the main drag,
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QOriented
Land Use
Planning

Suburbanization and
Degraded Cities

IR T D T DD

During the last century
many transport and land
use development
practices tended to favor
automobile dependency
and sprawl. Many of these
trends are now reversing,
resulting in a new cycle of
growing demand for multi-
modal transportation
systems and more
compact communities.
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Mobility (physical movement) Accessibility (ablllty to reach
A Favors faster modes and longer trips ~ d€Sired services and activities)

)

l

A Ignores land use impacts A Favors multi-modalism. Recognizes the
A Supports highway expansion and roles of non-motorized and public transport.
sprawl A Recognizes land use impacts on
accessibility

A Supports comprehensive, integrated
planning and smart growth development
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Conventional
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Vehicle traffic speed, minimal congestion delay

Traffic Network Analysis

Vehicle travel speed to destinations

Multi-Modal Planning

Personal travel comfort, speed and costs

Accessibility-Based
Planning

Personal travel time and costs to reach services and
activities

Economic Efficiency

System responds to consumer demands, favors higher-
value trips and more resource efficient modes, and
operates efficiently

Planning Efficiency

Planning is integrated between different modes, objectives
and organizations to insure that individual short-term
decisions support strategic, long-term goals
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Congestion Intenmtj;;r (Travel Time Index) Cungestlun Costs (Delay Hours Per Commuter)

1. Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana CA (1.37) 1. Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana CA (44.9)
2. New York-Newark NY-NJ-CT (1.33) , 2. Washington DC-VA-MD (44.3)

3.  Washington DC-VA-MD (1.32) Y __ 3. HoustonTX (41.0)

4. Boston MA-NH-RI (1.28) Sao-mm o j 4. Atlanta GA(39.4)

5. HoustonTX(1.26) --~~~ "~ Y _+” | 5. San Francisco-Oakland CA (37.7)

6. Philadelphia PA-NJ-DE-MD (1. 26} N 6. Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington TX (36.6)
7. Seattle WA (1.26) ,{\ i\‘“ ~__y 7. MiamiFL(36.5)

8. Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington TX 2. 736_) oy ! 8. Boston MA-NH-RI {36.3)

9. ChicagolILl-IN (1.25) ,,;-f""" \\‘-.\ 9. ChicagoIL-IN (36.2)

10. Miami FL (1.25)-"" :,.-’ \\ % 10. Philadelphia PA-NJ-DE-MD (35.4)

11. AtlantaGA(1.24) ~ ' | 11. Detroit MI (33.6)

12. San Francisco-Oakland CA (1.22) ‘* 12. Seattle WA (33.4)

13. Detroit MI (1.18) 13. New York-Newark NY-NJ-CT (29.7)
14. San Diego CA (1.18) 14. San Diego CA (28.0)

15. Phoenix-Mesa AZ (1.18) 15. Phoenix-Mesa AZ (26.7)

More compact urban regions (blue) tend to have more intense congestion but lower congestion costs
than sprawled, auto-oriented regions (red). Rankings change depending on which indicator is used.
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Colgesiion CostSiares

$121

UMR (100%,

$16.79/r)

$64

Mid-Range (70%,

$12/hr)

$32

Low er-Range
(50%, $8.37/hr)
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TheUr ban Mobi I it
$121 billion cost estimate is
based on higher baseline
speeds and travel time unit
costs than most experts
recommend. The lower-range
estimate in this graph is based
on 50% of baseline speed and
the U.S. Department of
Transportationo
time unit costs, reflecting
reasonable lower-bound

values.




Congestion Compared With Other Costs |
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Congestion costs are estimated to range between $110 and $390 annually per capita,
depending on assumptions. Even the highest estimate is moderate compared with

other transport costs.

As a result, a strategy that reduces traffic congestion is worth far less if it increases
vehicle costs, accidents, parking costs or pollution damages, and worth far more if it
reduces these other costs by even small amounts.
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