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APPROACH OVERVIEW: DECISION-MAKING

HOW TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS HEALTH COSTS

TRANSPORTATION LAND USE TRAVEL
INVESTMENTS PATTERNS BEHAVIOR HEALTH COSTS
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Source: “The Hidden Health Costs of Transportation”
Frank et al 2010, American Public Health Association
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3 Policy Levels

Regional Accessibility

Walkable, Complete |~ &%
Neighborhoods #%i &8

Pedestrian Environment s
(Micro-scale) FE&ER
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Health and Community Design Lab, UBC



Health Context
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Sources: MHMC for Metro Van; CCHS for BC and Canada



Policy Background (National)

2017 Designing Healthy Living

“Our neighbourhoods and how
they are built influence how
healthy we are.”

Dr. Teresa Tam
Canadian Chief Public Health Officer

Health and Community Design Lab, UBC



Policy Background (Region/Local)

* Metro 2040 (Metro Vancouver)
* Regional Transportation Strategy (TransLink)
* Healthy City Strategy (City of Vancouver)

A HEALTHY CITY FOR ALL

HEALTHY CITY STRATEGY - FOUR YEAR ACTION PLAN
2015 - 2018 | PHASE 2

Bylaw No.1136, 2010
Metro Vancouver 2040 Shaping Our Future

Metro 2040 Regional Transportation Healthy City Strategy
Strategy 6



Study Goals

1) To investigate the relationship between built and

natural environment and

2) To investigate how the re

nealth

ationships between

built and natural environment and health vary
across income and age groups

3) To investigate the extent to which walkable
environments can reduce health care costs

Health and Community Design Lab, UBC



Health and Community Design Lab, UBC

Causal Pathways
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SEQUENTIAL PROCESS

The Monetization of Health

D Q-0

Characterize Predict Predict Apply Monetized
Built Behaviours and Public Cost of Health
Environment  Exposures Health lliness Qutcome




Unique Research Platform

Database development Data analysis & outreach Policy application & innovation

Phase 2 Funding
(320k)
My Health My

Community
2018 2019

Phase 1
Funding (280k)

Monetization

-
. h 1) Health Cost
Vo~ Savings from Transit
< he Pl rrans/TINK Investment
CIHR |RSC <> 2) Social Equity -
Canadkan nsiutes af sttty d echerch metro Integrating health,
vancouver transportation,
and housing costs
][(?Or'gg%ﬁ &?{C/ITY OF 3) Health Benefits of
\ / - Unoarion = yANCOUVER Pedestrian Amenities
\_ 2N /

Health and Community Design Lab, UBC



Unique Research Partnerships
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Your time today builds a healthier tomorrow.
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Comparable Walkability Databases

Building on 20+ years of Experience
Validated by 100s studies
2016 Database Funded by Metro Vancouver and Translink

Detail postal code / parcel level information for lower mainland

2006 Wmm) 2011 mmm) 2016

* Natural environment ¢ Additional built
« Regional accessibility environment variables

e Alternative buffer sizes
e Natural environment

Provides Dynamic Detailed Performance Measures * Sidgwalk contin.uifc;./
to Support Local and Regional Planning Purposes * Regional accessibility



Walkability index methodology

For each postal code:

» Compute indexes based ‘ | . |
on surrounding e R, =T [/} =

» reachable parcel’s
attributes

> Intersections

{ s

» Buffer along road

network ik | Legend
I | Postal code centroid i
® Other postal codes \
> 1000 m [ 1km ::valkable road buffer N

= \Valkable roads

> 800 m
> 400 m

Frank, L.D., Fox, E.H., Ulmer, J.M., Chapman, J.E., Kershaw, S.E., Sallis, J.F., Conway, T.L., Cerin, E., Cain, K.L. Adams,
M.A., Smith, G.R., Hinckson, E., Mavoa, S., Christiansen, L.B., Hino, A.A.F, Lopes, A.A.S., Schipperijn, J. 2017.
International comparison of observation—specific spatial buffers: maximizing the ability to estimate physical activity.
International Journal of Health Geographics, 16(4): 1-13.




Five different types of neighbourhoods based on walkability

Legend

Car Dependent
- Somewhat Car Dependent
- Somewhat Walkable

| ] Moderately Walkable
Walkable

1,75 3.5 10.5 14 17.5

Map created by: Health and Community Design Lab
. : : ? U - — Kilometers

Projection: NAD 1983 Albers
Basemap: ESRI B, HERE, Camiln, © Operseciiiep contulers, end e GIS user comununlly




Net Residential Density
(dwelling units/acre)

Mixed Use Index
(range 0 - 1)

Intersection Density
(per square km)

Retail Floor
Area Ratio

Overall Walkability

Uptown
Moody Park

Queensborough

40.29
0.58
70:12
0.64

113
0.09

27.91
0.30

4.26

-3.74
A

+ PLUS SIDEWALK CONNECTIVITY FOR 2016
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Place Types by Walkability

R, .

car dependent ©  somewnat car dependent

somewnat walkable : Moderately walkable : Walkable

Exurban Suburban Semi-urban Town Centre Urban Core
0-5 dwellings per acre 5-10 dwellings per acre 10-15 dwellings per acre 15-25 dwellings per acre 25-60 dwellings per acre

.
v &

Hamthond, ‘ L - Braok Millag ' WestEnd,
MdpleRidge =5 1S . ort MQody Vidhcouver

Other examples: Other examples: Capital Other examples: Other examples: Other examples:
Eagle Harbour Hill (Burnaby), Seafair Dundarave (West Brighouse (Richmond), Lower Lonsdale (North
(West Vancouver), (Richmond) Vancouver), Sunset Suter Brook (Port Vancouver), Downtown
Shaughnessy (Vancouver) Moody) (New Westminster)

(Vancouver)



2016 Vancouver Components

¥y

==
Intersection Density
£ r

»

Floor area / Land area

0.000 - 0.057
0.057 - 0.145
0 0.145-0.245
B 0.245-0.420
B 0.420- 0.668
-1.015
- 1.846

2

=
’ Sidewalk Continuity
=

Dwelling unit / m2

0.0000 - 0.0020
0.0020 - 0.0045
0.0045 - 0.0059
0.0059 - 0.0073.
0.0091

-0.0111
0.0179




Map created by: Health and Community Design Lab
Projection: NAD 1983 Albers
Basemap: ESRI

Park Access: Number of Parks Within 1 km Walking Distance

Meadws

Legend
0 - 1 Parks

B - 2rarks
B 2-4Prarks
B 4-6 Parks

6 or More Parks

.
&

N 1.75. 3.5 7 10.5 14 4TS
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Barl, HERE, Gamin, © CpenStreciien sontbulers, end (e CIS vser cemmunlly




Regional Accessibility: Number of Regional Centres Accessible by
Transit in 45 Minutes in Morning Rush Hour

Legend

Regional Centres

0 - 9 Centres

I o - 16 Centres

16 or More Centres

MapISIRidge)

Abbotsford

- . — Kilometers

0 175 35 7 10.5 14 17.5
Map created by: Health & Community Design Lab \'$k - —

Data Source: Translink, Metrovancouver | Projection: NAD 1983 Albers | Basemap: ESRI
Esfl, HERE, Camin, © OpenSirasiiMep sonibulters, end e CIS user comamunly




Walkability Results
(Physical Activity and Chronic Disease)
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Walkability and Physical Activity

Transport Walking (at least 30 min/day)

Car Dependent Somewhat car Somewhat Moderately Walkable
dependent walkable walkable

People living in a somewhat walkable area are 20% more likely to walk
30 minutes or more for transportation and people in a walkable area
are 45% more likely compared to those living in a car dependent area.
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ihere Maters o
Walkabllity C]ﬂd Phymccl Achw’ry

Moderate to Vigorous Physical Activity (at least 150 minutes per week)

Car Dependent  Somewhat car Somewhat Moderately Walkable
“walkable

dependent o wal .
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-17%

People in a walkable area are 17% more likely to meet the weekly
recommended level of moderate to vigorous physical activity
compared to those living in a car dependent area.
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Car Dependent  Somewhat car Somewhat Moderately Walkable
walkable

|||||||
-’
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People living in a walkable area are 42% less likely to be obese
compared to those living in a car dependent area.
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Car Dependent

Somewhat car
dependent

Somewhat
walkable

Moderately
walkable

-27%

People living in a moderately walkable area are 27% less likely to have
diabetes and people in a walkable area are 39% less likely to have
diabetes compared to those living in a car dependent area.
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Car Dependent  Somewhat car Somewhat Moderately Walkable
walkable

-14%

People living in a moderately walkable area are 14% less likely to have
heart disease compared to those living in a car dependent area.
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Walkability and Stress
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Car Dependent Somewhat car Somewhat Moderately Walkable
dependent walkable walkable

People living in a somewhat car dependent area are 19% less likely to
have stressful days and people in a walkable area are 23% less likely to
have stressful days compared to those living in a car dependent area.




Car Dependent Somewhat car Somewhat Moderately Walkable
dependent walkable walkable

People living in a moderately walkable area are 24% more likely to have a
strong sense of community belonging and people in a walkable area are
47% more likely compared to those living in a car dependent area.
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Parks Access Results
(Physical Activity and Chronic Disease)
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Parks Access and Phy5|cc1l Ac’rM’ry

Leisure Walking (at least 30 min/day)

No Parks Many Parks
(0 —1 Parks) 1 -2 Parks 2 — 4 Parks 4 -6 Parks (6 or More Parks)

People living in an area with many parks (6 or more) are 20% more
likely to walk for leisure compared to those living in an area with no
parks (O to 1 parks).
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Parks Access and Physical Activity

Moderate to Vigorous Physical Activity (at least 150 minutes per week)

No Parks Many Parks
(0 —1 Parks) 1 -2 Parks 2 — 4 Parks 4 —6 Parks (6 or More Parks)

People living in an area with many parks (6 or more) are 33% more
likely to meet the weekly recommended level of physical activity
compared to those living in an area with no parks (0 to 1 parks).
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Parks Access and Obesity

Many Parks
1 —2 Parks 2 — 4 Parks 4 —6 Parks (6 or More Parks)

No Parks
(0 —1 Parks)

-19% -37% -43%

People living in an area with many parks (6 or more) are 43% less likely
to be obese compared to those living in an area with no parks (0 to 1

parks).
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Many Parks

No Parks
1 —2 Parks 2 — 4 Parks 4 —6 Parks (6 or More Parks)

(0 —1 Parks)

-37%

People living in an area with many parks (6 or more) are 37% less likely
to have diabetes compared to those living in an area with no parks(0

to 1 parks).
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Parks Access and Heor’r Disease

No Parks Many Parks
(0 —1 Parks) 1 -2 Parks 2 — 4 Parks 4 —6 Parks (6 or More Parks)

-36% -39%

People living in an area with many parks (6 or more) are 39% less likely
to have heart disease compared to those living in an area with no
parks (O to 1 parks).

|oooooo

oooonon

ooo
ooo




Parks Access and Stress
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No Parks
(0 —1 Parks)
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1 — 2 Parks
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Many Parks
4 -6 Parks (6 or More Parks)

2 — 4 Parks

ooo
ooo

People living in an area with many parks (6 or more) are 19% less likely
to have stressful days compared to those living in an area with no

parks (O to 1 parks).
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Where Matters ﬂ
Parks Access and Sense of Community

No Parks Many Parks
(0 —1 Parks) 1 -2 Parks 2 — 4 Parks 4 —6 Parks (6 or More Parks)

+23%

People living in an area with many parks (6 or more) are 23% more
likely to have a strong sense of community belonging compared to
those living in an area with no parks(0 to 1 parks).
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Characterize

Built
Environment

SEQUENTIAL PROCESS

The Monetization of Health

D Q-0

Predict Predict Apply Monetized
Behaviours and Public Cost of Health
Exposures Health lliness Qutcome
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Annual “Direct” Health Care Costs Measured:

* Prescription Medications

* Hospital Care - Day Surgery

* Hospital Care - Inpatient

* Hospital Care - Other Ambulatory Care
* Hospital Care - Outpatient — Clinic

* Hospital Care - Outpatient — Emergency
* Physician Care




Calculating the Cost of lliness

e Calculated Direct Cost Per Case by Age and Gender:

* The cost per case was calculated using two data sources.

 Economic Burden of lliness in Canada (EBIC) data was used to calculate total costs of
diseases in BC.

* Total number of cases of chronic diseases in BC were obtained from the Canadian
Chronic Disease Surveillance System (CCDSS).

* Summarized Costs for each Walkability/Park Quintile

* The MHMC data was linked with the cost per case to calculate total cost and
per capita cost.

 All costs calculated accounted for sampling weights used by MHMC for
generalizability at the population level.

http://cost-illness.canada.ca/custom-personnalise/national.php?clear=1
https://infobase.phac-aspc.gc.ca/CCDSS-SCSMC/data-
tool/2seng&HRs=59&DDLVz1& BPREM=PREV&EBVS=dn&Age=1andOver&i=zM&2=F&DDLFrm=201081)DLTo=2018& VIEW=2



http://cost-illness.canada.ca/custom-personnalise/national.php?clear=1
https://infobase.phac-aspc.gc.ca/CCDSS-SCSMC/data-tool/?l=eng&HRs=59&DDLV=1&DDLM=PREV&CBVS=on&Age=1andOver&1=M&2=F&DDLFrm=2010&DDLTo=2010&VIEW=2

Understanding Economic Benefits for Chronic Disease

our findings show that the type of nelghbourhood you live In matters for your health. This means the type of Investments we make In transportation
InTrastructure, parks, and land use actions will Impact how much money we spend on health care. To show this relationship, we calculated annual direct
health care cost by linking the My Health My Community data with the Economic Burden of 1liness In Canada and the Canadlan Community Disease
survelllance System estimates (see link below) Tor diabetes, hypertension and heart disease. Qur Tindings suggest the type of nelghborhood you llve
In matters ror your health.

Walkability Park Access (Number of Parks)
AS000000 TOO00OMm
. 538,857,385
Diabetes 40000000 | $36,865,283 Sa6018275 sonooom | FSH148EEE
ISO00000
3000000 G Sa00000
The direct healthcare cost of people living 208w toomoom Paiesey TS
In a moderately walkable area Is 23% less 000060 $17,566,935 I0000000
than people in a car dependent area. People ysoooem $19,815,445
IIving with 1-2 parks nearby spend 48% 1855 yumoem 20000600 514,125,482
and people with & or more parks nearby — 1000000
spend 75% less than people with 0-1 parks. o .
Car  Sormewhat car Somewhat Moderately Walkable -1 1-2 2-4 45 6 or rmore
dependent dependent walkable wallable
TO00000 12000000
ssoansee  FRAINDSD o neang 510,263,042
Hypertension $5.160,542 10000000
Sa00000 BO000GH
4000000
83,106,015 000000 55830
The direct nealthcare cost of people [IVINE  sseo000 t4233.828
In a walkable area Is 47% less than people 000000 $3044083  SL1G9.84T
In a car dependent area. People llving 2000000
with 1-2 parks nearby spend 59% less and  ypooeeo 2000000
people with & or more parks nearby spend o o
69% less than people with 0-1 parks. Car  Somewhat car Somawhat Moderately Walkable o1 1-2 24 46 6 ormore
dependent dependent walkable walkable
H t Di 000008 S105,122,554 100N | 5142629585
eart Disease 10000008 | 390,975,887 14000000
Sa,Re5.195 1000000
800000 SEBOEBES L s 1000000 SIGII an 576832
The direct healthcare cost of people [ving SO0000 —
In a walkable area 15 31% less than people
In a car dependent area. People |IVINE .somo00 EoO0o0m g azrapy SHHORLEEL
with 1-2 parks nearby spend 33% less and AD000000
people with & or more parks nearby spend 2000000 26000000
69% less than people with O-1 parks. . .
Car  Somewhat car Somewhat Moderately Walkable 0-1 1-2 4 46 £ or Tnore

dependent dependent walkable wallable

Economic Burden af liness In Carada: wtkps/foosk 1l inesscanada ca/custom-personralisenational phpclear=1
Canadlan Community Disease Survelllance Systam: hitps,fInfobese phac-aspC g oa/ 0C055-505M Cidat -toolf ? = engikHR==59&00LV=1 &0 DL M= PREV&CHV 5=onkige= 1and Overk 1= ME&Z=F&DDLFrm=2010&00L To=2 01 0&VIEW=2



Indirect Costs Not Captured and Are Larger

* Absenteeism and Loss of Work Productivity

* Other Costs and Impacts

Only Assessed Annual Costs

* Infrastructure Costs only One Point in Time
* Health Impacts are Ongoing



Case Study from Los Angeles

S1 spent on active transportation infrastructure

returns over S8 in economic growth

Construction
and Strategy

S13 billion in active transportation
investments predicted to return
S113 billion in Sales Output

Household

Travel Savings
$.05

Mobility

Health
(Fewer Expenditu
Increased Produc!

Active Transportation Health & Economic Impact Study.
Southern California Association of Govezqments,' Los Angeles, CA. Frank et al 2017



SUMMARY OF RESULTS

*Smart community planning isn’t just good for
the environment — it’s good for your health and
happiness.

* People living in walkable neighbourhoods with
easy access to parks are less stressed, more
connected to their communities, and less likely
to have heart disease or diabetes.

* By designing healthy, walkable neighbourhoods,
local governments can reduce healthcare costs
associated with diabetes, hypertension, and
heart disease.



What are the benefits of living in a walkable
neighbourhood (compared to a car-dependent area)?

*47% more likely to have a strong sense of
community

*45% more likely to walk for transportation
*39% less likely to have diabetes

*42% less likely to be obese

*23% less likely to have stressful days



What are the benefits of living in an area with six or more
nearby parks (compared to an area with no parks)?

kely to have a strong sense of community
kely to walk for leisure or recreation
kely to meet weekly recommended levels of physical

* 23% more

* 20% more

* 33% more
activity

* 37% less likely to have diabetes and 39% less likely to have heart
disease

* 43% less likely to be obese

* 19% less likely to have stressful days




Reducing Health Care Costs

* Investments in transportation infrastructure, parks,
and walkable community planning can significantly
reduce healthcare spending related to diabetes,
hypertension, and heart disease.

* What are the healthcare savings?

* Diabetes care costs are 75% lower for people with six or more
parks nearby (over people with no parks nearby)

* Hypertension care costs are 47% lower for people in walkable
neighbourhoods (over people in car-dependent areas)

* Heart disease care costs are 69% lower for people with six or more
parks nearby (over people with no parks nearby)



Limitations

* Not Able to Infer Causation — Cross Sectional
* Need Longitudinal Study Design

* Need to Address Impacts of Displacement and Lack
of Affordability

* Did Not Account for Air Pollution Exposure, Noise,
and Risk of Injury

* Did not Account for Impact of Pedestrian
Environment

* Use Higher Resolution Measures of Green Space and
Test More Measures of Regional Accessibility



Future Research

* Integrate Housing and Displacement Cost

e Account for Impact of Pedestrian Environment

* Account for Air Quality Impacts on Health Outcomes
* Leverage Longitudinal Data

* Assess Causal Built and Natural Environment Impacts

* Use Longitudinal Evidence to Shift Towards Performance
Based Approach to Transportation Funding

* Apply Results to Local and Regional Decision Making
Within the 5 Policy Contexts
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Applying the Research

Transit Investment and TOD Business Case:
Policles t0 promote TiXxed guldeway transit
Imvestment Integrated with high density
walkable development based on predicted
reductions In chronlc disease and assoclated
health care cost savIngs.

Green Space: Investments In parks, green
space, and open space programs [0 Toster
Increased access 1o recreatlonal environments
based on predicted physical and mental (sense
of community and soclal capltal) benents and
health care cost savings.

g
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&qu‘t Ganby £

Active Transportation Planning: Application
or results demonstrating health and economic
benerits of Investing In actlve transportation
1o help Justiry Increased Tunding Tor pedestrian
and blke Infrastructure and tw help with
defining needs and prioritizing Investments.

Land Use Scenario Planning: Regulatory and
fiscal policles to support Increased access 1o
shops and services and overall land use mix
and densinication and creatlon of contrasting
Tuture growth scenarlos linked with health
OULCoOmes and costs.
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Health Equity: Investing In underserved
communities where transit, actlve
transportation, greenspace, and policles to
promote local access to shops and services
are most needed 1o reduce the chronlc disease
burden born by the most disadvantaged.
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S Environmental Quality C,
§ Air Quality and Greenspace %
® e
$ Human Behavior ©

Travel Patterns and Physical Activity

Built Environment

Transportation Investments and Land Use
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Results

* Residents living within 300 Meters of the greenway
reduced their transport GHG emissions by 21%

* Those further away actually increased driving and GHG
emissions likely due to emergence of car sharing

* Transportation Research Part D: Ngo, Hong, and Frank, 2018

* Residents Living within 300 Meters of the greenway
where twice as likely to meet recommended physical
activity levels after the opening of the greenway

* Those further were less likely to meet this target
* Preventive Medicine: Frank, Ngo, Hong, 2019
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Regional Green Infrastructure Benefits
for Climate Action

Deborah Harford, ED, ACT, SFU :
th Adaptation to
July 5™, 2019 _
Metro Regional Planning Committee SF U Climate Change Team




ACT (Adaptation to Climate Change Team), SFU

Ac Adaptation to
SF U Climate Change Team
aer Resese .'U resment

N . - sla s 7 g G
Taking Action on N MR I
5 = ili "N e ‘_.....fffm"d‘-'.':\f‘r :
Green Resilience: RIS
CLIMATE CHANGE ADAPTATION ‘Qi.

AND MITIGATION SYNERGIES Ry 4 y "&., |
Y g N P _-f}__
Ny 2

Workshop Conclawom: Lveble Cties Forum Pre-fvent | Septamnber 17, 207 | Victoria, B0

DECEMBER 18TH, 2018

Low Carbon Resilience and
Transboundary Municipal
Ecosystem Governance:

7~ A CASE STUDY OF STILL CREEK

Low Carbon Resilience:
Best Practices

For Professionals
FINAL REPORT

2

- Ecosystem
health is key to
species survival in
a changing
climate

- Co-benefits for
adaptation &
emissions
reduction (LCR)
- Additional
benefits for
health, property
values, location
desirability



Biodiversity Loss and Climate Change 4

~ Cumulative % of species based on
on background rate of 0.1-2
extinctions per million species per year

CLIMATE CHANGE ADAPTATION
AND BIODIVERSITY

Cumulative % of species driven extinct

s ' y 1600 1700 1800 1900 2018
WWW,SFU.CA/ACT ¥ -
A C A/ | . YEAR IPBES, 2018



(Source: Krosby, M. et al. The Washington-British
' Columbia Transboundary Climate-Connectivity
Project. Na (2016).

4

British Columbia

Ecosystems thrive
pbest when
connected. Note
lack of
connectivity
planning for
urban and
developed areas

Partnership 1
¢ WA-BC Transboundary USFS o4 BC Parks
Regon o6 NPS 94 BC FLNRO

| Partnership 2
~ Oxanagan-Kettie Regicn

- Partnership 3
C3 Okanagan Nation Terntary CCT @8 ONA

—

\_ 50 km

Washington

UnnodiSuut‘,
— 5 ——




Metro Vancouver: Current Actions
S5

Climate 2050
STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK

SEPTEMBER 2018

The Integrated Stormwater
Management Plan for the
Still Creek Watershed



GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE

Matural Human-made

-H — _F e p— — - - —
Grassland alreel trees

—

=F = . - N N | F e s
=iparian areas Hain Qardens

Green roofs

Forous pavement

Bioswales
Metro Vancouver.
(2015). Connecting the
Dots: Regional Green

Infrastructure Network
Resource Guide.

Clean water, clean air,
wildlife habitat and higher quality of life




Still Creek: Benefits of Transboundary Approoch7

2 Lé;’r

#® City of Vancouver

bl

Data Source:
Metro Vancouver

Biodiversity
“and Ecosystem

Market Prices

(Fisheries)
& -
Benefits to v
Water Quality Cwmg’;ﬁg'"t“a'
Pollination  Nursery Value Cooling
and Corridor
Connectivity

Reduced Costs

Tourism Value

Human Health

e and Well-Being

Resilience
to Climate
“ Change Impacts
Recreational
Value
Open, Connected,
Vegetated Creek
Corridor .
Stormwater
Absorption

Soil and Slope
Stability

Mental Health

Physical Health .

Hedonic Pricing
Value (Improved
Property Values)

& L

Carbon and ;
Air Pollution Avoided Damages

Absorption ;.‘.9

Reduced Infrastructure
Maintenance
and Replacement
Costs




A Regional Approach to Green

Infrastructure

» Strategic decisions about
money/budgets and time

» Bigger benefits from bigger
features

» E.g. Tree vs forest

» Combined large and small
features (maftrix/network)

» Targeted policy,
planning, development tools
and standards

Metro Vancouver 2050:

A Mecca of Biodiversity-Led
Green Infrastructure




A regional approach to green 7
infrastructure

» Feedback from professions and
research supports focusing on a
regional approach to green
iInfrastructure planning to achieve
multiple benefits

» Opportunity to include regional

green infrastructure policies as part
of Metro 2040 update




Thanks to our Project Funders

reQl estare
B U LL lh — foundation

FOUNDAT'ON LT BRITISH COLUMBIA



2019-2022 éoard Strategic Plan
REGIONAL PLANNING

Ann Rowan Megan Gerryts

PROGRAM MANAGER, COLLABORATION & CORPORATE PROJECTS COORDINATOR, CAO

ENGAGEMENT, EXTERNAL RELATIONS EXECUTIVE OFFICE
Regional Planning Committee Meeting: July 5, 2019

30318342

~a metrovancouver

WP’ SERVICES AND SOLUTIONS FOR A LIVABLE REGION




Board Strategic Planning Workshop

» 30-Year Planning Context
* Regional Growth
« Environmental Sustainability
« Financial Sustainability
 Regulatory and Legislative Environment
« System Stewardship

» Visioning Exercise
» Strategic Directions



2019-2022 Board Strategic Plan

» Board Strategic Plan context
» Organizational overview

» Vision and mission

» Strategic directions

* Regional Federation Regional Parks Services

« Water Services * Housing Services

« Liquid Waste Services Regional Planning

« Solid Waste Services Air Quality & Climate Change



Common Themes

» Commitment to long-term financial planning
» The importance of infrastructure resilience
» Value of collaboration

» Leadership on climate action

» Innovation in projects and operations



Success of Future Generations Protect People and the Environment

| ® Engaged Public Expanded Housing Authority
«i... INNovation A g o 4 poTis
eeping Young Feople ope®
Regional Prosperity ReS| I ience Shared Responsibility Stewardship

Circular Economy  Financial Sustainability C H
- : ustodians of the Region
O_uallty Of Llfe Natural beauty Bring Joy Regional Vision Regionalgnking

zero Waete” FUtUre Generations

Carbon Neutral E I Expanded Scope PreParEd Provide Services Embrace sustainable
Anticipate Growth qualrty CI ean Wate' r Clean Rivers and Oceans  principles and practices
Effective Governance and Service Provision C I ean Ai r Human Health Lea de I"Sh [ p

Culture of Collaboration
Hea"‘hypmﬂv!aggm Complete -

»
t o L I Ve e Economies of Scale Sl
Fully Connected Public Transportation System Co m m u n I t I e s

Thriving Economy Balance  Culture that Embraces and Drives Innovation  Diversity

Manage Resources Families  Improved Health and Well-Being  serve the people of the region .
T Shared Services
Sustainability

Equitable Distributi ® b.l.
o?:::enien'tm:::t'fn Manage Growth Improve lea I Ity Collaboration



Strategic Directions:

1.
2.
53
4.

Advancing the Regional Growth Strategy
Ensuring Complete and Livable Communities
Protecting Lands within the Region

Fostering Collaboration and Engagement



Next Steps

» Final document to Finance and Intergovernment Committee
July 17, 2019

» Board approval July 26, 2019

» Document will guide development of annual budget and
work plan and five-year financial plan



Comments?

metrovancouver

SERVICES AND SOLUTIONS FOR A LIVABLE REGION



Metro 2050
ENGAGEMENT PLAN

Sean Tynan Larina Lopez
ACTING SENIOR PLANNER, REGIONAL PLANNING DIVISION MANAGER, CORPORATE COMMUNICATIONS

~a metrovancouver

WP’ SERVICES AND SOLUTIONS FOR A LIVABLE REGION

Regional Planning Committee Meeting, July 5, 2019




metrovancouver | METRO 2050

PROJECT TIMELINE

2019 2020 2021 2022
| | | |
Phase 1: Phase 2: Phase 3:

Policy Reviews & New Ideas Drafting Metro 2050 Approvals

Board Policy Draft Metro Metro 2050 Board

Direction Review 2050 referral  referral for Adoption

(April) Reports for comment  acceptance July 2022

Council Council

Presentations Presentations



Engagement Plan

 [ocal Government Act:

 |dentifies audiences and approaches
for engagement

« Board must adopt engagement plan
that provides “early and ongoing”
opportunities for input

* Board must consider Regional Public
Hearing

 Engagement Plan consistent with
Public Engagement Policy

RPAC
members

Senior Intergov.

Provincial —> Advisory
Reps Committee

Regional

Agencies
(e.g. ALC)

metrovancouver | METRO 2050



Approach to Engagement

* Focus on those most directly o
affected g T 2
 Match audience and expertise to T ’H\
. . . & o
issue (Policy Reviews)
» Build on existing plans and other ’l\ ’H\

engagement processes 'i\ /i\ ,i\

metrovancouver | METRO 2050




Signatories

« Affected local governments D e ,
.. L. i J - ‘ ‘ &% ELECTORAUAREAA “— = ™
(20 municipalities, 1 Treaty First 3 e

BOWEN E VANCOUVER

Nation, TransLink, FVRD, SLRD) |EEs

ELECTORAL
AREA

* Engage through policy reviews,
existing committees, IAC and
additional workshops

» Council presentations offered in
each phase

metrovancouver | METRO 2050



Non-signato
stakehgldersry

« Some targeted engagement with
additional experts (academics &
interest groups)

« Engage through Regional Planning
Advisory Committee, IAC, policy
reviews, workshops

metrovancouver | METRO 2050



First Nations

» Letters and follow-up phone
calls

 Individual meetings

 Invitations to Policy Review
meetings

e Community to Community
events

metrovancouver | METRO 2050



Public

Joint survey with TransLink on vision
and values for the future of the
region

Website with comment section
Sustainability breakfast(s)
Social media

Webinar(s) and video
Regional Public Hearing

Leverage outcomes from aligned
engagement processes

(LA

metrovancouver | METRO 2050



Next Steps

» Letters to affected local governments
and First Nations (August)

Committee (September)

» Additional Policy Review updates
(September)

« Council presentations on request
(September-December)

metrovancouver | METRO 2050
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2016 Urban Centre and FTDA Data Profiles
URBAN CENTRE AND FTDA DASHBOARD

Erin Rennie
SENIOR PLANNER, REGIONAL PLANNING

~a metrovancouver

WP’ SERVICES AND SOLUTIONS FOR A LIVABLE REGION

Regional Planning Committee | July 5, 2019



Today

1.

2
3
4.
5

Context

Dashboard Demo

Data Profile Initial Findings
Policy Implications

Next Steps




Urban Centres and
Frequent Transit
Development Areas

« Focal points for concentrated growth
and activity

* Frequent transit

* High quality walking and cycling
environment

* Transit-oriented development

« Complete communities

 Mixed uses

* Amenities, shops, services, & jobs



Urban Centre and FTDA Policy Review - Status

Phase 1 (2015-2

2011 Data Profiles
Municipal Workshops
TransLink Workshops
Marine-Main Corridor Study

Studies
Knowledge Sharing Series
Growth Framework

Background Paper
Lougheed Corridor Study
Stakeholder Workshops

Urban Centre and FTDA
2016 Data Profiles
(Dashboard)

017
Phase 2 (2017-2019

Literature Review and Case 201 9-2020

Policy Recommendations
Metro 2050 — RGS Update




[Set Targets]
Urban Centre - ™

and FTDA Policy [Fomi;yﬁonJ [ Monitor ]
Review
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Policy Cycle




February 25, 2016

Urban Centre &
Frequent Transit Development Area
Data Profiles

Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future

LANGLEY REGIONAL CENTRE

Langley Regional City Centre s located partially in the Ciy of Langey and pertally in the
Townstp of Langey. The Centre i connected to Surmey Metro Centre by frequent bus.

Projections f j—

Ragionsl Cry Contes are targetad
ScEemmodats 16 o eginl dwele unt

grovh sed 19% o egional employmens groath
s e
«  Growth projections for Langley Reglonal Centre  Ti* H[T8C

ar0 0 ba confired.

Sourca: Metro Vancousr

2001-2011 Trends

population
e e oy

Abowt s duta

Land Use
Total and Ares 35 hacares
Comarationsnd . el
o

S hectares. 103 hectares

Office Space (2013}: 611,000 square feet
(35% of the subreglonal offica swentory*)

“Offices with 20,000 53, . of space or more

Jobs
[T e—

Teo] 0|

Journey to work

metrovancouver . 4
SERVICES AND SOLUTIONS FOR A LIVABLE REGION W

Monitoring and Evaluation: 2011 Baseline Profiles




Urban Centre and FTDA Protiles HOME PROFILES INDICATORS DATA NOTES

http://www.metrovancouver.org/UrbanCentreProfiles
Urban Centre and FTDA Profiles

Urban Centres and Frequent Transit Development Areas (FTDAs) are transit-oriented communities with diverse populations, a range of employment
opportunities, public spaces, and lively cultural and entertainment amenities. They are places that have been identified as good places to direct and
accommodate regionally-significant housing and job growth.

Urban Centres and FTDAs are critical concepts in realizing the regional vision as articulated in Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping Our Future. Focusing
growth in a network of complete communities linked by transit has been a long standing and successful strategy for regional planning in Metro Vancouver.
There are three types of Urban Centres: Metro Centres, Regional City Centres, and Municipal Town Centres. FTDAs are areas along frequent transit
corridors that have been identified for transit-oriented growth.

Metro Vancouver's role is to monitor and report on growth in Urban Centres and FTDAs. This is done by developing data profiles for each Urban Centre
and FTDA. Past data profiles can be found here.

=]

B Regional City Centre (RCCs) % Municipal Town Centre (MTCs) L} Frequent Transit Development Area (FTDAs)

Urban Centre and FTDA Profile Dashboar



http://www.metrovancouver.org/UrbanCentreProfiles
http://www.metrovancouver.org/UrbanCentreProfiles

Urban Centre and FTDA Profiles HOME PROFILES INDICATORS DATA NOTES

Richmond - Delta

Ladner Municipal Town Centre (Delta) 2016 ~

Area

154 HECTARES

Dashboard - Profile Pages




n Centre and FTDA Profiles

Commute Duration (People Living Here) n

Mortheast Sector v | or| —Select a municipality—

--Select a type-- v 2016w

Metro Vancouver
Coquitiam RCC
Port Coquitiam MTC
Inlet Centre MTC
Burguitiam FTDA

Loughead MTC {Coguitiam)

W Less than 15 minutes @ 15 to 20 minutes @ 30 to 44 minutes @ 45 to 50 minutzs @ B0 minutes and over

Dashboard - Indicator Pages

HOME

PROFILES

INDICATORS

DATA NOTES



Additional
Functionality

Downloadable tables

Downloadable charts

Compare by municipality, subregion,

or centre type

2006 and 2011 data coming soon

metrovancouver
Urban Centre and FTDA Profiles HOME PROFILES INDICATORS ~DATANOTES

Burnaby - New Westminster Subregion

."‘m

W Regional City Centre (RCCs) ¥ Municipal Town Centre (MTCs) W Freguent Transit Development Area (FTDAS)

URBAN CENTRES AND FTDAS

Urban Centre and FTDA Profiles HOME PROFILES INDICATORS ~DATANOTES

Occupied Dwelling Units B

2,620 TOTAL UNITS

Households by Tenure [EI Occupied Dwelling Units by Type [Bl
e T

e
® Single-setached house W Apartmer e
® Owner B Rensr e -

B Apsrtment wh fu or mors sireys
toreys 8 Mukiplex
Household Characteristics Bl Family Type [l
27

semi detached rowbouss, dplex others)

s
s
s i



General Findings

« High degree of variability within
centre types, especially for FTDAs

- Most centres are meeting TransLink’'s [e=Siaaag
Service Guideline minimum for o W
Frequent All-Day Transit

 Balanced renter/owner mix across
centres, although this relates to the
household, not the building




Policy Review Implications

« Additional centre types may help
rationalize high degree of variability

* % purpose built rental building might be a
better metric than % renter

 Potential Urban Centre/FTDA Criteria
and/or Targets:

* Density range
« Jobs-to-Residents Ratio
 Intersection Density




Next Steps

Receive and analyze updated
2006 and 2011 data

Calculate growth in Urban Centres
and FTDAs

Propose policy options for:

* New centre types

 Criteria ranges for each centre
type

« Target ranges for each centre type
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Urban Centre and FTDA Policy Rewew
BACKGROUND PAPER & ENGAGEMENT UPDATE

Erin Rennie
SENIOR PLANNER, REGIONAL PLANNING

Regional Planning Committee | July 5, 2019 - metrovancouver

WP’ SERVICES AND SOLUTIONS FOR A LIVABLE REGION




Purpose

i R,

 Present Growth
Framework
Background Paper

« Update Committee
on Engagement
Activity




Urban Centre and FTDA Policy Review - Status

Phase 1 (2015-2

2011 Data Profiles
Municipal Workshops
TransLink Workshops
Marine-Main Corridor Study

Studies
Knowledge Sharing Series
Lougheed Corridor Study

Growth Framework
Background Paper

Stakeholder Workshops

Urban Centre and FTDA
2016 Data Profiles
(Dashboard)

017
Phase 2 (2017-2019

Literature Review and Case 201 9-2020

Policy Recommendations
Metro 2050 — RGS Update




Metro Vancouver’s
Growth Framework

Objective Metro 2040 Tool

Contain urban Urban
sprawl to protect | Containment
important lands |Boundary

Focus growth in | Urban Centres
complete
communities Frequent Transit
close to transit | Development
Areas




/ O Rapid Transit Station \
Frequent Transit Network

i - FTN Corridor Area (400m from frequent
" bus, 800m from rapid transit)

[ Frequent Transit Development Area

- Urban Centre

:] Urban Containment Boundary

1:175,000
) 5 10
L m— mmmmm —
K Kilometres /

StrategyLand Use Designation MapsiPosteriapsimxdiCP 11_00_RPAC_14Sept2018_180913.m)
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Components of a Growth Framework

Basic Growth Framework (generic)

Types

Development
Priority

Identification
Criteria

Targets/
Expectations

Caps

Links to Regional
Services

Geographic
Distribution

The different
types of
geographies
within the
framework and
their
definitions.

A growth
framework may
consider growth
scales, timing,
and phasing. It
may indicate
where the most
growth should go
and where the
growth should go
first, second, and
SO on.

The criteria by
which a growth
centre or
corridor is
evaluated for
identification.

A growth
framework may
identify growth
targets or other
administrative
requirements
once centres or
corridors have
been designated.

x

Some growth
frameworks
include growth
caps or
maximums
indicating the
maximum
amount of
growth permitted
or anticipated in
a geography
within a certain

timeframe.

A growth framework
may draw links
between the
identification of a
growth centre and the
provision of regional
services. The growth
centre type may or
may not scale with the
level of service
provided.

A growth
framework may
indicate how
growth and the
benefits and
costs that come
with growth will
be distributed
across a region.

X




Stakeholder Engagement

TransLink Staff: April 8, 2019
RPAC: April 12, 2019

Goals: Identify opportunities to
enhance growth framework.

Focus: centre types, designation
criteria, targets/expectations, links
to regional services




Components of a Growth Framework

Basic Growth Framework (generic)

Development
Priority

Identificatio
Criteria

Caps

Links to Regional
Services

Geographic
Distribution

The different
types of
geographies
within the
framework and
their
definitions.

A growth
framework may
consider growth
scales, timing,
and phasing. It
may indicate
where the most
growth should go
and where the
growth should go
first, second, and
SO on.

The criteria by
which a growth
centre or
corridor is
evaluated for
identification.

framework may
identify growth
targets or other
administrative
requirements
once centres or
corridors have
been designated.

x

Some growth
frameworks
include growth
caps or
maximums
indicating the
maximum
amount of
growth permitted
or anticipated in
a geography
within a certain

timeframe.

A gro ework
may draw links
between the
identification of a
growth centre and the
provision of regional
services. The growth
centre type may or
may not scale with the
level of service
provided.

A growth
framework may
indicate how
growth and the
benefits and
costs that come
with growth will
be distributed
across a region.

X




What we heard — Centre Types

Expand the number of centre types

Better differentiate the criteria,
characteristics, targets,
expectations, and regional services
associated with each centre type

“‘growth” vs. “stable” centres, or
“existing” vs “established” centres

Surrey Metro
Centre

M | Regional City
| Centres

Frequent Transit

Development




What we heard — Designation/ldentification Criteria

* Jobs to residents ratio

* Minimum residential density

* Land use mix

» Land area specifications
 Tieto6 Ds

» Level of walkability

* Intersection density

« Level of cycling potential

* Transit destination accessibility




What we heard —

Targets/Requirements/Expectations

« Additional targets and requirements
specific to each centre type

« Updated Regional City Centre plans

« Targeted mix for affordable and rental
units in Municipal Town Centres

« Expectation for focused urban growth
iIn FTDAs




What we heard — Links to Regional Services

Regional City Centres

« Rapid transit

« Large employment centres
FTDAs

» Better linkages to transit service
 Clarify relationship between FTN and FTDAs
« Eligibility for TransLink cost share programs




Components of a Growth Framework

Basic Growth Framework (generic)

Types

Development
Priority

Identification
Criteria

Targets/
Expectations

Caps

Links to Regiona
Services

‘ Geographic

Distributio

The different
types of
geographies
within the
framework and
their
definitions.

A growth
framework may
consider growth
scales, timing,
and phasing. It
may indicate
where the most
growth should go
and where the
growth should go
first, second, and
SO on.

The criteria by
which a growth
centre or
corridor is
evaluated for
identification.

A growth
framework may
identify growth
targets or other
administrative
requirements
once centres or
corridors have
been designated.

x

Some growth
frameworks
include growth
caps or
maximums
indicating the
maximum
amount of
growth permitted
or anticipated in
a geography
within a certain

timeframe.

A growth framework
may draw links
between the
identification of a
growth centre and the
provision of regional
services. The growth
centre type may or
may not scale with the
level of service
provided.

A grow
framework may
indicate how
growth and the
benefits and
costs that come
with growth will
be distributed
across a region.

X




Next Steps

* Use Urban Centre and FTDA Data Profiles to
develop:
» Potential identification criteria
* Potential targets
» Potential new centre/corridor types
* Phasing/development priority options

* Present policy directions at September meeting



Questions?

metrovancouver

SERVICES AND SOLUTIONS FOR A LIVABLE REGION
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