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1 50 9
1
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Railway Bus Private car
Emission factor
(9-CO2 / passenger-km) 22 98 176
Occupancy rate . 49 01 s
(passenger / vehicle)
Emission factor
(kg-CO2 / wehicle-km) 1.076 0.896 0.254
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M 20,000 - 64,000
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1,000 - 2,000

0- 1,000

-1,000 - 0

-3,000 - -1,000
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2000 2010{;32-;‘

2010 2020 . A

[ )
M 0.082 - 0.245
W 0.064 - 0.082
M 0.052 - 0.064
0.047 - 0.052
0.042 - 0.047
0.037 - 0.042
0.031 - 0.037
0.023 - 0.031

0.01 - 0.023
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k™ ( g)
k,zel‘zexp Vk' K={walk, rail, bus, car}
g
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Vrailg: arthTraiI+ archCrail
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Vcarg: acthTcar+ acchCcar+ afchCFcar
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CO,
2000
2-20 BAU
2 2000 2020
0 CO,
CO,
1) (PM): max (Z,PF)
2) (NBM): max (NB'=%,PF, + UB')
3) (UBM): max (UB')
4) CO2 (CEM): min (£,C02,})
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1 2020
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. deficit
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2] 0
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0 5
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2006 25 26

sing and Urban Development
The Maryland-National Capital Park & Plan

U.S. Department of Houning Commission
Office of the County Executive, Maryland
DC Department of Transportation

2006 26

METRO (Coordinator, Joint Development Real Estate Services, Lead Service Planner)
Downtown District (Planning Coordinator)

DC
1
DC 100 10x10 400
1
county
county
DC
12 18
TOD rezoning overlay-zoning
1
DC 1956 1950
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120 60
TOD

TOD

Navy yard TOD
LRT LRT
2006
]

Co-housing 20 30 100

affordable energy efficient

infill construction catalyst for neighborhood renewal
red responsibility DC

sha

co-housing

Getting to Smart Growth
(25 PRriciTy sos Tariruraiaiion

4-1 TOD Smart Growth
DC ( )
]
DC DC
]
TOD
MDOT/Planning Governor’s Office of Smart Growth, the City
of Hyattsville Smart Growth Governor WMATA
M-N CPPC
TOD TOD

zoning

rezoning
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TOD Green Infrastructure TOD TND LID TRANSIT

TND Traditional Neighborhoods District LID Low Impact
Development Green
TOD Transit
TND Urbanism Environment
Green Infrastructure LID
TOD LID
0.5 20

Columbla Pike
Corridor

— e p—

4-3 TOD )

TIF
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TIF

1
200 4
5%
Newman
METRO
7
28 (40
1 4
1 (Phase 1)
2 (Phase 2)

4-4 Metro 2
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LRT

LRT GRT Guide Rail Transit:

GRT

LRT GRT
GRT LRT Phase 3 GRT LRT

TOD LRT

[TOD 1
METRO Joint Development
METRO  Joint Development
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Proprammed Expansion
Tthrough year 2015

4-10 ™C
4-11 TMC
20
(13 ) 9 7 GRT(21
5.8 )
HOV
7
[ 1
1995
40 1.6
2. TOD
1 TOD
Calthorpe
TOD 1990 2000
2002 8 Rail~Volution “building livable
communities with transit” TOD TOD
TOD

TOD
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Belzer and

Autler TOD 6 Location efficiency
Value recapture Livability Financial return
) Choice Efficient regional land use and patterns
)

location efficiency

TOD

TOD

TOD

TOD marketability

4-12 LEM

location efficient mortgage(LEM)
LEM
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LEM
LEM
Holtzclaw TOD
LEM
hidden assets
LEM 1) 2)
Value Recapture LRT
1/2 1/4
LEM Center for Neighborhood Technology(CNT)
Natural Resources Defense Council(NRDC) DC  Surface Transportation Policy Project
3 NGO 1995 DoT
DoE EPA LEM 1999
2000
4
LEM location efficient value(LEV)
LEV LEM
(debt to income ratio)
LEV
GSE
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1 2003 322,700
LEM
LEM
5
LEM
2005
Business Location Efficiency Incentive Act 2006 1

”Location Efficiency Report”

—

LEV

4-13 Location Efficiency
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LEM
2001 Tax Incentive Zone for Transit
4-13

3. Location Efficiency

1 Location Efficiency

Location efficiency LE TOD
/ ASCE “There are
substantial benefits to the taxpayer in exchange for public investment in transit infrastructure. Transit
provides basic mobility for those lacking a motor vehicle or who are unable to drive. It promotes location
efficiency and reduces other infrastructure”
LEM
“a measure of the transportation dollars people can expect to save by living in

location efficient neighborhoods”

LE (node function)
(place function)
LE
2 QoL
Belzer and Autler QoL TOD QoL
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Graglia QoL

QoL
QoL
LE 4-14
/ Location Efficiency)\
/ Hidden Assets) \
4-14 QoL Location Efficiency
QoL
hidden assets
4-14 QoL LE
QoL
TOD
TOD
LE 1) LE
2)
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LE QoL

LE
LE

LE
TOD
TOD

4. TOD

TOD

“It’s time we develop new and more flexible zoning
codes that can serve all citizens far more effectively than their 20th century predecessors.”-- Paul Farmer,
Executive Director, American Planning Association, 2003

Form-Based Codes;

FBC FBC
FBC
TOD
TOD FBC ““sense of place””
““place-making””
FBC
single-family homes
FBC FBC
DC
( )
FBC
FBC Columbia Pike
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Special Revitalization District FBC
FBC  form-based zoning
contextual zoning new urbanist codes

FBC
1)

2)

3)
FBC regulating plan building envelope
standards architectural standards (street and streetscape

standards) (broad parameters for uses)
FBC

(i !r.!.r.fﬁ Fike Urban Des qr-uharrﬂﬁﬂ

e . R eplombar 67 7" RN

4-15 () )

2 FBC

FBC
FBC 2003 2
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2003

1986
1998
2002

2003

9

12

10

Sense of place

Arlington Transit

shared public space

““Pike Ride expanded mass transit with Metrorail-like frequency”
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2006 3 23

City of Munich  Director of the main department for urban development planning,

general land use planning, regional affairs and traffic planning

2006 3 24

Mayor of Gemeinde Haar

Region 185 (Geminde) 1300
45 30 20
Region  49% 62%
980 /
Region
639 /m? 76
Im?
(federal level) framework direction Federal law
building planning  building Federal law
F F
Forest Forest law
Region Region plan
regional plan Regional plan
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state authority

Regional plan Regional plan  stadt

Regional plan  state development plan

185 (Geminde)
Geminde
Regional plan
Compact Urban
Green mixed land use
600m 400m
Green open space 30 17 2
30%

60



1
S

Federal railway
Framework contract

framework

German federal railway

Municipality Geminde city of Munich

61

urban development contract;

97



2/3
Geminde

1/3 1/3

re-finance

15000 /m? 300 /m?
green space

green space

1
1980 1990 urban renewal area
green space
1880 1920

10

new trade fair

500ha

|

I

i

i
|
-

5-4

urban development contract
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BMW

councilor  administration

DB

100
185

1988

20 2
5 1km
17 1 1

63



30%
30 60

Open house open door
15

64

1,000m



2006 3 27

National Institute for Working Life

Swedish National Rural Development Agency

50

7

Regional state administration

65

1.78

50 70km



national
good life in Sweden EU
21

1995

regional level

66

EU

1991

360

2000
8,000



60-70

80%

60 70

20

10

5 6
30

10

67

(family tie social network)
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QoL
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