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Should we adopt performance targets?
How do we get the price right?

How do we encourage focused
growth?

How do we implement the Freeway
Performance Initiative?

Should we develop a regional climate
protection program?




SHEUIARNYETAGCGRIEEFHGIIance: largets?

CO, and PM are the only two statutorily required targets
(national PM2.5 designation pending)

However, performance-based planning is a good idea, and
targets help to focus our efforts on outcomes

If we do adopt targets, should we set less ambitious
numerical goals?

Should we add targets to cover other goals?




Should We Add Targets to Cover
Other Transportation 2035 Goals?

©&0eals argets Should other goals
have targets?




Should we adopt performance targets?
Commission Input: Yes — targets can help inform
Investment decisions

If we do adopt targets, should we set less ambitious
numerical goals?

Commission input: No, but monitor regularly and
change if necessary

Should we add targets to cover other goals?
Commission input: Yes, and in particular,
maintenance target is critical
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inle Price pejpic?

HOT Network
Introduces pricing to
freeway system;
revenue raised pays
for expanding the
carpool lane system
and regional express
bus system

San Franc}_s:éq";

Pilot pricing projects N
planned in Alameda,

Santa Clara and San Bay Area HOT Lanes Network 3
Francisco Counties — Convert existing and funded HOV lanes
- Construct new HOV/HOT lanes




HOT Network Cost and Revenues [1]

billions, In escalated dollars

Low High
Estimate Estimate

Operations and maintenance cost  -$2.6 -$2.6

Net revenue $0.2 $5.3

[1] For years 2015 through 2033
[2] Based on borrowing $6.2 billion over 30-years. Debt service repayment
continues through 2045 for a 30-year total of $20.3 billion (escalated dollars)
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millions, In escalated dollars

In Transportation  Post-Transportation
2030 2030

Contra Costa $0 $414

San Mateo $0 $185
Solano 0 $440

Regional ITIP $483 $0

[1] For all projects not in the 2007 TIP
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AN YEREAdy e GEL the Prce RIGhL?

Should the Commission broker a
consensus on a regional HOT

network in the next few months so
we can:

a) Free up STIP revenue

b) Include HOT network
revenue

INn the Transportation 2035 Plan?

Commission input: Yes —
agreement on regional system
as prerequisite to adding
revenue and revenue is to
provide regional transit options
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Soellsee] Greiin%

Start with Solid Foundation

N Transportation 2030 Plan Billions  Percent
$118 |E)I||I0n ; Expenditures , of Dollars  of Total
Spendlng plan ) Financially Constrained Element Adequate Maintenance
primarily 1 Transit $61 51%
focused on 2 Highway $10 9%
maintaining and 3 Lok R 3 a0%
operating the o gy
eXiSti n g 4  Transit $2 1%

- 5  Highway $1 1%
transportatlon

h t 6 Local Roads $2 2%

SyStem t A Strategic Expansion
serves the urban = s
o’ 8 Highway $5 4%
9 Local Roads $1 1%
Total $118 100%




Resolution 3434
transit expansion
conditioned to TOD,
which supports infill
and higher non-auto
use
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How do we encourage focused growth?
Commission input: Funding incentives and CEQA
(state reform (parking requirements)

What sources of funds should we use:

- Local streets & roads (LSR)? ~OMMISSION consensus:
. Leave LSR formula alone
e Transportation for

T i 5 Support carving-out for
Livable Communities (TLC)" PDAs from TLC Program

e New Revenues? Pursue new revenues

How should we structure the program
(formula or competition?)
Commission input: More discussion needed




How Do We Implement the
Freeway Performance In |t|at| |
(FP1)?

Capital cost: $600 million

Complete ramp metering and
traffic operations system

Limited carpool lane gap closures

Complete traffic signal coordinatiol' 'II

,.“




How Do We Implement the
Freeway Performance Initiative (FPI1)?

Should we direct “off the top”
funding to FPI1?

Should all local projects
be required to include FPI
elements?

Commission input:

Yes - “No brainer”; inclusion of ITS
components supports existing
Commission policy




How Do We Implement FPI?

Should we condition
discretionary funding on
ramp metering agreements?

Should we develop a similar
Initiative for transit?

Commission input:
Support expressed,
consider corridor needs




Should we develop a regional
climate protection program?

RTP projects will be
assessed for how well they
reduce COZ2. Is this
sufficient, or should we be
targeting specific CO2
reduction efforts (e.g.
public education)?

What CO2 reduction
programs/projects do you
think should be included?

Commission input:
Not asked




