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Purpoese of the
2044 FIP Investment Analysis

Investments. Evaluate key question — “Are low-
Income and minority populations sharing equitably in
the TIP’s financial investments?”
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Background /
Recent Related Efforts

(June 2010)

First investment analysis for the TIP; we actively
seek feedback
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AUt the 2041 P

otal investment level o
approximately $11.1 billion

Covers four-year period

_ Local
through Fiscal Year 2014 48%

Local funds are largest share,
even though TIP is focused
on projects with a federal
Interest
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IKey: Differences:
20440 B and iranspertation 2085

Maint./Ops
53%

Expansion
29%

Maint./Ops
11%
Road/Highway
Expansion

4%

Road/Highway
Maint./Ops
24%

Transit _ Road/Highway
Expansion Maint./Ops
36% 30%

Transit
Expansion
13%
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Reason or DIifferences
20440 B and iranspertation 2085

2011 TIP focused on regionally significant projects of federal interest

Transportation 2035 is all planned transportation projects

Transit and roadway O&M is under-represented in the
2011 TIP because these investments are
predominantly 100% locally-funded
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Conitext — Bay Area Demoegraphies

Population Distribution by Household Income

Population % of Total
Low-Income (< $50,000) 1,753,180 25%
Not Low-Income (> $50,000) 5,155,599 75%
Total 6,908,779 100%

Number of

Households % of Total
Minority 3,721,079 54%
White Non-Hispanic 3,176,804 46%
Total 6,897,883 100%

Sources.: American Community Survey (ACS): Public Use Microdata Sample 2008 and 2005-2007 ACS
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Context — Bay Area Demoegraphlics

Viajority of trips are made by
motor vehicle (80%)

= Travel pattern holds for low-
Income and minority populations,
but transit and non-motorized
shares increase

Share of Trips by Mode
Racial/Ethnic Minority Population

Motor
Vehicle

Other 76%
1%

Non-Motorized
13%

Transit
10%

Nen-Motorized

12%

Transit
%

Share of Trips by Mode
Low-Income Population

Other
39% Motor

Vehicle
65%

Non-Motorized
18%

Transit
14%



Methoedology: Overview.

Use-based

Compares % of investment for low-income and minority populations
to percent of use of the transportation system by the same

populations.
Geographic-Based Analysis:
Location and access-based; does not take into account system use.

Compares the % of investment in communities of concern (CoCs) to
percent population or infrastructure located in these communities.
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Key Eindings: Overall

Investments?”

Results suggest the 2011 TIP invests equal or greater
share of funding to the benefit of low-income and minority
communities than their proportionate share of the
region’s population or travel as a whole
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Key: Eindings: letal Investments

Share of
2011 TIP Total Trips/
Investment Share Population

' Low-Income | 16% (total trips)

42% (total trips)
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Key: Eilndings: Transit Investmenits

Population Use-Based Transit Comparison of
2011 TIP Investment and Passenger Trips by Low-Income Population

50% [
54%
40% —
30% [
20% [
10% [

0% ) ' o
Share of Transit Investment Share of Transit Trips
for Low-Income Passengers by Low-Income Population

Sources: 2017 TIP and 2006-2007 Transit Passenger Demographic Survey (Godbe Research)
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Key: Eilndings: Transit Investmenits

Population Use-Based Transit Comparison of 2011 TIP Investments
and Passenger Trip Distribution by Race/Ethnicity

60% —
[ percent of investment by trips
r f nger tri
50% — percent of passenger trips 60%
40% [—
30% [~ 40%
20% —
10% [—
0, | |

0% White, Al Racial

Non-Hispanic Minorities

Sources: 2077 TiP and Transit Passenger Demographic Survey (Godbe Research)
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IKey: EIndings:
Sitaite Highavway/Readway lRvestmeni

Population Use-Based Local Streets and Roads, State Highway,
and Toll Bridge Comparison of 2011 TIP Investment and
Vehicle Miles Traveled by Low-Income Population
60% —
50% —
40% —
30%
20% —

10% —

0% :

° Share of Road, Highway & Bridge Investment Share of Vehicle Miles Traveled
for Low-Income Population by Low-Income Population

Sources: 2011 TIP and 2000 Bay Area Travel Survey
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IKey: EIndings:
Sitaite Highavway/Readway lRvestmeni

Population Use-Based Local Streets and Roads, State Highways and
Toll Bridge Comparison of 2011 TIP Investments and

VMT Distribution by Race/Ethnicity
60% — " percent of investment by VMT
50% |— 60% percent of population VMT
40% —
300/0 — 40%
20% —
10% —
0% '
’ White, All Racial
Non-Hispanic Minorities
Sources: 2017 TIP and 2000 Bay Area Travel Survey
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NeXxt Steps for Investment ARalysis

Update and standardize survey data for Bay Area trave

behavior and demographics

Improve the analytical framework for assessing benefits
and burdens to low-income and minority populations for
future TIP analyses
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Next Steps for 2041 TP

A Guide to fhe San Francisco
Bay Area’s Transportation

Adoption by the Commission \mprovement Program, of TIF
on October 27, 2010

i Transportation Commission
@ hugust 2010
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Example Project Assignment
Population Use-Based:

Staite Highwmway,

In Contra Costa County
~$230 million

CC County CC County
13% VMT 35% VMT
low-income Minority
residents residents
) - oN millin
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Example Project Assignment

Poepulation Use-Based: Ifransit

~$105 million
BART BART
has has
43% 55%
low-income Minority
riders Riders

}
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Example Project Assignment
Geographic — Based:

State Hilghwway.

~$230 million

l

CC County’s Share
of State Highway Mileage in
Communities of Concern
(CoCs) i1s 18%0

illion

to residents in CoCs

(=18%*230)
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Example Project Assignment
Geographic — Based:

iraRsit

BART’s Share
of Number of Stations Iin a

Community of Concern
IS 51%0

$55 million
ed to residents in CoCs
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Example Project Assignment

Geograpnic — Based:

Lecal Preject:

e
~$5 m|II|on

l

Mapped and in a
Community of
Concern

¢4 Palo Alto
|

4 "
Weehks 5t

residents in CoCs
(=100%%*5)

J
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