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REGIONAL TRANSIT EXPANSION POLICY: INITIAL ASSESSMENT

A. Introduction/Overview

On April 25, 2001, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) adopt-
ed Resolution No. 3357, the Regional Transit Expansion Policy. This effort serves
as the successor to Resolution No. 1876 — the 1988 Regional Rail Agreement.
Resolution No. 1876 established funding priorities and agreements for six rail
projects: BART extensions to Dublin/Pleasanton, Pittsburg/Bay Point (complet-
ed) and San Francisco International Airport (under construction); the Tasman
light-rail extension in Santa Clara County (completed); and the Caltrain down-
town (San Francisco) and BART Warm Springs extensions (environmental
study). Resolution No. 3357 sets the stage for identifying the next generation of
transit expansion investments for the region. The policy establishes criteria for
identifying and prioritizing rail and bus options in the most congested corridors
of the region, and suggests funding mechanisms to advance these projects.

Resolution No. 3357 is distinct from Resolution No. 1876 in two significant ways:

« The new Regional Transit Expansion Policy is comprised of both a rail element and an
express/rapid bus element. The bus element can be either stand-alone, or a transitional
corridor investment until rail is viable.

 The policy and related program of projects will contain a fully funded element that will
be incorporated into the financially constrained 2001 Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP), and a “Blueprint for the 21st Century” advocacy element that outlines sequenc-
ing for continued investment as funds become available. In particular, the passage of
Assembly Constitutional Amendment (ACA) 4 by the California Legislature in July
2001 presents a real opportunity for significant new transportation dollars for transit
expansion and other projects (see section B).



Express/Rapid Bus

The Regional Transit Expansion
Policy goes a step beyond its prede-
cessor (the 1988 Regional Rail
Agreement) by embracing express/
rapid bus as well as rail. Under
MTC’s vision, this relatively low-cost,
low-tech form of transit would
become a major new feature of the
regional transportation system. The
express bus component calls for
deploying a fleet of several hundred
long-haul coaches primarily along the
region’s 560-mile web of existing and
planned freeway/expressway diamond
lanes. In some cases, the express bus
routes would serve as interim links
pending the development of a rail
line. In others, bus transit would be
the permanent solution. Highly flexi-
ble, express buses can approach the
speed and frequency of a rail system
when on dedicated high-occupancy
freeway or expressway lanes, then
exit to city streets to deliver com-
muters close to their homes or jobs
— or to park-and-ride lots. The rapid
bus component calls for establishing
high-speed routes at the local level,
along major arterials (by devoting
special lanes to the service, and
allowing the buses to preempt traffic
signals, for instance).

The express bus concept got a boost
when the governor and the state
Legislature set aside $40 million in
the 2000 Traffic Congestion Relief
Program to help the Bay Area pur-
chase some 100 low-emission, long-
haul coaches. These top-of-the-line
vehicles will entice commuters with
such features as high-back seats and
electrical outlets for computer hook-
ups. In July of 2001, MTC adopted
a list of 16 routes to benefit from
this initial round of funds (see map
in Appendix B).
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As with Resolution No. 1876, new funding agreements developed for the overall tran-
sit expansion program will be based on a combination of federal, state, regional and
local funding sources. A full funding plan of identifiable, existing sources will be nec-
essary for a project to be included in the final 2001 RTP. A major outcome of the
Regonal Transit Expansion Policy should be a consensus on which projects will
advance as the next Bay Area candidates for federal New Starts funding, after the
BART-to-San Francisco International Airport extension receives the final appropria-
tion under its full-funding grant agreement (currently expected in 2006).

To launch this initiative, candidate projects were solicited from around the region in
response to the criteria outlined in Resolution No. 3357. The next section outlines the
objectives of the initial candidate assessment. It should be noted up front that in some
circumstances, project candidates are the subject of ongoing studies. It is expected that
the outcome of those studies will shape the nature and scope of projects identified
under the Regional Transit Expansion Policy’s direction. Acknowledging that,
Resolution No. 3357 explicitly makes provisions to amend the policy as necessary as
new information emerges from studies and other analyses.



B. Objectives of the Regional Transit Expansion Policy Assessment

Identify RTP Track 1 Candidates

As required by state and federal law, MTC’s long-range RTP must be financially con-
strained — that is, all projects included in the plan must be fully funded with “reasonably
available” revenues. As such, it is particularly important to identify those rail and bus expan-
sion projects that can be assumed as fully funded for purposes of inclusion in Track 1 (the
RTP’s list of new investments to be funded with known discretionary revenues). Funding
sources to be factored into the equation include the regional discretionary funding assigned
at the county level, namely State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funds; fed-
eral Surface Transportation Program (STP) and Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
(CMAQ) funds, as well as certain additional funds at the discretion of the region.

As discussed in Chapter 4 of the RTP, among the unprogrammed discretionary pots are
three revenue sources set aside for transit expansion funding: federal New Starts moneys
(assumed to be $1 billion), Regional Measure 1 funds (derived from bridge tolls and
assumed to be $156 million) and federal bus discretionary funding (assumed to be

$227 million). A fourth category, state Interregional Transportation Improvement
Program (ITIP) funds, can be applied to highway or transit projects. Out of the

$820 million in ITIP money anticipated for the Bay Area over 25 years, $411 million is
targeted to transit expansion projects in the RTP. The combined total of these four dis-
cretionary sources equals $1.8 billion — just over 23 percent of the $7.7 billion available
for Track 1. Given that the total cost of initial project candidates tops $11 billion (as pre-
sented in tables A and B), the majority of funding for these extension projects must come
from other sources, many of them local. As a result many candidate projects will not, in
fact, be included in Track 1 of the 2001 RTP.

Identify “Blueprint” Candidates

Beyond the Track 1 revenues, the RTP also identifies several funds sources that are not
yet secured, but may become available in within the plan’s 25-year time frame. These
include: fully dedicating the sales tax on gasoline to transportation on a permanent
basis; rollover/initiation of county sales taxes; new bridge toll funds; and discretionary
earmarks at the state and federal levels. While it is unlikely that all these fund sources
will materialize at once, some amount may become available in the short- and mid-
term, permitting additional transit expansion projects to move forward. Candidate
projects for RTP Blueprint funding also will be included in the Regional
Transportation Expansion Policy program.

Blueprint for the 21st Century

The Draft 2001 Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) includes
two tiers of projects: Track 1, which
specifies how MTC intends to spend
the $7.7 billion in uncommitted
transportation funding likely to flow
to the region from existing local,
regional, state and federal sources
between now and 2025; and a sec-
ond, unfunded tier of projects falling
under the rubric of the Bay Area
Transportation Blueprint for the
21st Century.

The Blueprint began to take shape in
1999, when MTC undertook an
ambitious planning effort to look
beyond current funding limits, and
identify the full range of projects and
programs needed to provide mobility
for the Bay Area in the new millenni-
um. Encompassing about $33 billion
in spending, the Blueprint proposes to
first fill funding shortfalls for basic
infrastructure and services. At the
same time, the Blueprint includes a
number of large-scale transit and
highway projects that would substan-
tially expand the network’s people-
carrying capacity — and help meet
the 30 percent surge in travel expect-
ed over the next two-plus decades.
The Blueprint was conceptualized as
an advocacy tool: It positions the
Bay Area to take full advantage of
any new revenues that might flow
from a major new funding mecha-
nism — whether at the federal, state
or local level.



Blueprint vs. Regional Transit
Expansion Policy

Confused about where the
Blueprint ends and the Regional
Transit Expansion Policy begins?
The Blueprint and the Regional
Transit Expansion Policy are com-
plementary, and in fact, overlap to
some degree. Some of the Regional
Transit Expansion Policy candidate
projects have identified funding
sources, and as such may be
included under Track 1 in the final
2001 RTP, while others have yet to
develop a full funding package, and
therefore are considered part of
the Blueprint tier of the RTP.
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In fact, some share of Blueprint funds could be realized in about a year — much
sooner than initially anticipated. In July 2001, the California Legislature passed
Assembly Constitutional Amendment (ACA) 4, which would extend a temporary
funding mechanism whereby the entire state sales tax on gasoline is dedicated to
transportation — a move that would increase revenues for Bay Area transporta-
tion by almost $6.3 billion over the 25-year planning horizon. Of this amount,
roughly $2.8 million would be available for new capital investment projects,
including rail and bus expansion. If passed by the voters in 2002, ACA 4 has the
potential to infuse substantial revenues into the overall program of projects devel-
oped under Resolution No. 3357.



C. Synergy With Lifeline Transit Network

Resolution No. 3357 recognizes that transit expansion does not represent the whole of
the Commission’s investment priorities for the Bay Area transit network. While the
Regional Transit Expansion Policy focuses on a system of improvements that can bet-
ter address the crushing congestion on our system by providing viable alternatives to
driving alone, another and equally pressing concern is the ability to provide a cohe-
sive, reliable system of transit for those who depend on it most — individuals who
because of economics, physical disability or age cannot (or choose not) to drive. Many
of these service needs are oriented to the neighborhood and community level, and
require a different focus beyond peak-period commutes. Working with social service
agencies and other entities, MTC has begun to sketch out a Lifeline Transit Network
to address this underserved market. At the same time, it is important to recognize that
projects eventually included under the expansion policy may be key contributors to
the Lifeline Network, as low-income, disabled, elderly and youth riders often require
and depend on long-distance trips as well as shorter, more locally oriented services.

The transit expansion program and Lifeline Transit Network should work in tandem
to provide improved services to transit-dependent persons. Like the Regional Transit
Expansion Policy, establishing a Lifeline Transit Network is a regional initiative
launched under the umbrella of the 2001 RTP. Successful passage of ACA 4 would
represent a major boost in our capacity to implement key lifeline system improve-
ments, as operating funds — essential to many of the needed improvements we fore-
see — would be increased under the legislated funding formulas.



REGIONAL TRANSIT
EXPANSION CRITERIA

Resolution No. 3357, adopted by
the Commission on April 25, 2001,
lays out the criteria by which rail,
express bus and urban rapid bus
project candidates will be evaluated
(see Appendix A for full Resolution
text). The 10 criteria can be roughly
categorized as “financial”” and
“performance based,” as follows:

Financial Criteria:

Honor Resolution No. 1876
commitments: Assigns priority to
Tier 1 projects in Resolution No.
1876 projects that do not yet have
a defined and secured financial
agreement.

TEA-21/Federal Reauthorization:
Indicates level of current federal
financial support for the project.

Traffic Congestion Relief Program/
State Commitments: Indicates level
of state financial commitment
secured by the project, including
dedicated Transportation
Congestion Relief Program (TCRP)
funds (AB 2928-statutes of 2000).

Dedicated Local Commitments:
Indicates level of local financial
commitment to the project, in large
part from approved county half-cent
transportation sales taxes.

Operations/Maintenance: Outlines
necessary factors to ensure that the
project can be maintained and oper-
ated once built. In addition, this cri-
terion stipulates that the financial
burden imposed by the transit expan-
sion project may not undermine
basic bus service within the same
system, especially service needed by
transit-dependent persons.

continued on following page
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D. Criteria

Resolution No. 3357 established criteria for including projects in the new Regional Transit
Expansion Policy agreement (see sidebar for a summary). Criteria are arrayed in basically two
categories: financial and performance-based.

» Financial criteria are critical to determining initial project viability (see sidebar). They
include “honor 1876 commitments-Tier 1,” “TEA-21 authorization/other federal actions,”
“Traffic Congestion Relief Program/other state funding,” “Dedicated local funding,” and
“operation, maintenance and rehabilitation capacity.” The extent to which financial criteria
are met determines which “tier” the expansion project will be assigned to in the eventual
funding agreement. While not the sole consideration, financial criteria provide an essential
screen for any projects proposed for Track 1 of the RTP, as only fully funded projects can
be included. In addition, funded projects are doable projects — and therefore the ones that
can provide the most immediate assistance to the traveling public. Of course, Commission
choices regarding the direction and commitment of discretionary funding become crucial
— and are at the core of major decisions that will be reached as part of the Regional
Transportation Expansion Policy.

Performance criteria are probably best used to determine priority assignments within
the financial tiers. Such criteria include “supportive land-use policies,” “cost-effec-
tiveness,” “system connectivity,” “system access,” and “project readiness.” There is no
differential weighting among the criteria — i.e., one is not necessarily considered
better or more overriding than another. Instead, the criteria are intended to have a
cumulative impact, such that a project that meets multiple criteria to a significant
degree will do better than one which meets fewer criteria to a lesser extent.

Rail project candidates were required to specifically address each of the above criteria
separately. Sponsors of express bus and urban rapid bus projects were asked to submit
information roughly equivalent to that required for the rail projects. (In many cases,
such detailed information had already been submitted in reponse to MTC'’s solicita-
tion of express/rapid bus proposals earlier this year.)

Matrix Assessment

Table A outlines the initial assessment of project candidates submitted by sponsors
against the Commission’s transit expansion criteria in Resolution No. 3357. Appendix
B to this document presents regional maps of the rail and bus candidates, and individ-
ual profiles that describe each project and summarize criteria justifications as provided
by the project sponsors. In some cases, key information has not yet been provided by
the project sponsors, and is currently pending.



The preliminary assessments in Table B and the profiles do not assign a priority
among the various candidates. This comparative information is intended only to:

« identify projects submitted for consideration;

* evaluate those projects against the Commission’s adopted criteria, and indicate missing
information;

« identify those projects with potential full-funding plans that could be included in the
final 2001 RTP, pending adoption of a program of projects under Resolution No. 3357
(to coincide with RTP adoption);

« identify those potential “Blueprint” projects that could eventually be a basis for future
funding advocacy.

The assessment included in this Regional Transit Expansion Policy Initial Analysis docu-
ment will be the subject of upcoming public outreach workshops for the Draft 2001 RTP.
Based on further staff evaluation and input from those workshops, the Commission
intends to adopt a Regional Transit Expansion Policy list of priority projects, and develop
related funding agreements for those projects requiring discretionary federal, state or
regional funds.

(continued)

Performance Criteria:

Land Use: Establishes requirements
for supportive land-use policies
along rail/bus corridors, and the rid-
ership and other benefits that are
assumed to accrue as a result of
those land uses.

Cost-Effectiveness: Establishes two
measures: “cost per new rider”” and
“transportation system user bene-
fits”” as measures of effectiveness.

System Connectivity: Evaluates the
relationship of the transit expansion
to the existing transit network.

System Access: Determines the abili-
ty of users to easily access the new
extension via transit transfers, walk-
ing, biking, or auto.

Project Readiness: Establishes a pri-
ority for early funding to those proj-
ects that are able to proceed expedi-
tiously to implementation.

(See Appendix A for full text of cri-
teria as adopted under Resolution
No. 3357.)
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Table A: Preliminary Criteria Assessment

Honor TEA 21 TCRP (or other
Project Cost Resolution (or other state funding)
Project Sponsor Corridor (millions/2001$) 1876-Tier 1 federal actions) (millions)
BART to Warm Springs BART Fremont-South Bay $634 yes Preliminary —
Engineering
BART: Warm Springs to San Jose Valley Transportation Fremont-South Bay $3,290 no Preliminary $760
Authority (VTA) Engineering
Muni Central Subway S.F. Co. Transportation San Francisco $592 no Final Design/ $140
(Phase 2 of Third Street extension) Authority (SFCTA) /Muni Construction
BART/Oakland Airport Connector BART Eastshore-South $232 no Preliminary —
Engineering
Caltrain Rapid Rail/Electrification Joint Powers Board/ Peninsula $452 no none —
San Mateo C/CAG
Caltrain Express: Phase 1 Joint Powers Board/ Peninsula $127 no none $127
San Mateo C/CAG
Caltrain Express: Phases 2 and 3 Joint Powers Board/ Peninsula $628 no none —
San Mateo C/CAG
Caltrain Extension to Downtown Joint Powers Board/San  San Francisco $849 yes none —
San Francisco Mateo C/CAG/SFCTA
Transbay Terminal (TBT) S.F. County Transbay $1,036 no Federal Earmark —
Transportation Authority ($9 million)
Dumbarton Rail Joint Powers Board/ Transbay $129 no none —
San Mateo C/CAG
Downtown to East Valley: Light Rail VTA Silicon Valley $847 no none —
& Bus Rapid Transit
eBART (right of way) Contra Costa Delta $95 no none : %7
Transportation (prelim. corridor study)
eBART (construction) Authority/BART Delta $250 no none
see above
tBART (right of way) Alameda County Tri-Valley $80 no none . %7
Congestion Management (prelim. corridor study)
tBART (construction) Agency/BART Tri-Valley $140 no none see above
Altamont Commuter Express ACE Tri-Valley, $121 no Federal Earmark . $37
(ACE): service expansion Sunol Gateway ($14 million) (for prior phase)
Capitol Corridor: service expansion Capitol Corridor Joint Eastshore-North/ $394 no none $25
Powers Authority South, Fremont-
South Bay
Northwestern Pacific Rail Sonoma County Golden Gate $175 no Federal Earmark $37
Transportation Authority (corridor stations)
AC Transit Oakland/San Leandro Bus Eastshore-South $104 no none —
Rapid Transit: Phase 1 (Telegraph Ave.)
AC Transit Oakland/San Leandro Bus RS (€0, CETgESEeT Eastshore-South $270 no none —
: . Management Agency/AC
Rapid Transit: Phase 2 (Int’l. Blvd./E. 14th) ;
Transit
AC Transit Enhanced Bus/Rapid Transit: Eastshore-South $906 no none —
miscellaneous corridors
Regional Express Bus MTC various $188 no none $40
S.F. Muni Geary Corridor/ S.F. County San Francisco $15 no none —
Environmental Impact Statement Transportation Authority
Napa Valley Passenger Train Study  Napa Co. Transpor- Napa Valley $0.2 no none —
tation Planning Agency
BART: 30th/Mission Station Study BART San Francisco $0.5 no none _
TOTAL $11,555 $1,180
NOTES

1 Tier 1 - Project capital cost could be fully funded with sources identified in 2001 RTP; Tier 2 - Project could be fully funded with the
addition of funds identified in the RTP Blueprint; Tier 3 - Project would require funding beyond measures identified in RTP Blueprint
2 $450 million in local sales and other local funds assigned to SF Muni Third Street extension-Phase 1
8 3 Blueprint estimate assumes major improvements beyond proposed project

(continued on next page)



Cost-

. Operations i :
Dedicated pd Effectlvem_ess. Project
Local e $ per new rider roje-c Potential
ocal Maintenance ) (estimates per Readiness .
Funding Cost Suppprtlve Land-Use  \rc. Blueprint in System . System (begin Fl_ nap(_:lal
(millions/20018)  (millions/2001 $)  Policies larger bold type) ~ Connectivity Access construction) Vlablllty(l)
$350 TBD General plan, redevelop- $100.49 BART, AC Transit, VTA bus, ped, 2003 Tier 1
ment plan changes expected  (for entire corridor) parking
$2,000 TBD General plan, redevelop- $100.49  Completes rail link in Fremont-South Bay corri-  bus, ped, 2006 Tier 1
ment plan changes expected  (for entire corridor) dor; AC Transit, VTA, Caltrain, San Jose Airport parking
see $8.6 Existing local policies sup- $6.69 Muni, BART, AC Transit, Caltrain bus, ped, 2006 Tier 1
footnote 2 per year  port transit-friendly densities parking
$112 $7.6  General plans, neighbor- $4.92  BART, AC Transit, Capitols, Oakland Airport  bus, ped, 2003 Tier 1
per year  hood redevelopment plans parking
$338 Assume no net  Assume ABAG land-use $20.88(3) BART, Muni, VTA, Capitols, ACE, SamTrans bus, ped, N/A Tier 1
operating cost projections parking
— $23.8  Assume ABAG land-use $14.34(3) BART, Muni, VTA, Capitols, ACE, SamTrans bus, ped, 2001 Tier 1
per year  projections parking
— TBD Assume ABAG land-use not available BART, Muni, VTA, Capitols, ACE, SamTrans bus, ped, 2006 Tiers 2
projections parking and 3(4)
see $14.0  Assume ABAG land-use $26.17  Muni, operators serving Transbay Terminal bus, ped TBD Tier 2
footnote 5 per year  projections
$1,212(5) CO@;?’S%#%S‘? Existing local policies sup- not available ~ Muni, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, bus, rail, ped, 2005 Tier 2
commereial letse port transit-friendly densities SamTrans, Greyhound parking
$115 $5.5 Assume ABAG land-use $48.94 ACE, BART, AC Transit, SamTrans, Caltrain bus, rail, ped, ot available  Tier 1
per year  projections parking
$500 TBD General plans, area-specific $25.17  VTA, Capitols, Caltrain, Amtrak, ACE, BART  bus, rail, ped, 2005 Tiers 1
plans parking and 2(6)
$33 TBD not available not available  not available N/A N/A Tier 1
— TBD not available not available  not available not available not available  Tier 2
$47(7) TBD not available not available  not available N/A N/A Tier 1
_ TBD not available not available  not available not available not available  Tier 2
$32 $16.3 TBD $11.27  BART,VTA, LAVTA, Amtrak bus, parking,  N/A Tier 3
per year shuttles
— not available Assume ABAG land-use $28.27  BART, AC Transit, Solano County operators, bus, rail, ped, N/A Tier 3
projections VTA, ACE parking
_ $7.0  ABAG projections, $20.03 Golden Gate Transit, local Sonoma County bus not available  Tier 2
per year  site-specific station plans operators
$23 $3.5  Development along existing $15.80 BART bus, rail, ped 2003 Tier 2
(Phasespel’ g,’(eg; dense corridors (Phase 1 & Phase 2)
— see above Development along existing $15.80 BART bus, rail, ped 2004 Tier 2
dense corridors (Phase 1 & Phase 2)
— not available various not available ~ BART, Capitols, Amtrak bus, rail, ped  not available  Tiers 2
and 3(4)
STA $51.0  Assume ABAG land-use $8.45  various bus, ped, 2002 Tiers 1
operating per year  projections parking and 2(6)
— N/A N/A N/A Muni, operators serving Transbay Terminal N/A N/A TBD
(study only)
— N/A N/A N/A  not available N/A N/A TBD
(study only)
— N/A N/A N/A  not available N/A N/A TBD
(study only)
$4,762

NOTES (continued)

4 Project can be phased to allow partial funding in Tier 2, with remainder in Tier 3

5 Assumed $385 million land sale under AB 1419 if passed in 2002 legislative session, and $827 million in future tax increment financing
(eligible for Transbay Terminal and Downtown Extension)

6 Can be phased to allow partial funding in Tier 1

7 Stipulated for BART to Livermore; tBART is a potentially eligible phase
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E. Financial Strategy/ Initial Findings

As discussed in the “Objectives” section, MTC must decide which projects to include
in the financially constrained Track 1 of the RTP. Sponsors were requested to provide
specific information on the funding sources that had been secured for their candidate
transit expansion projects, and to indicate where they seek unsecured funding. Based
on this information, we have provided a preliminary assessment of funding viability for
the individual projects and the Regional Transit Expansion pool of projects as a whole.

Funding Tiers
The financial assessment assigns projects to one of three tiers:

e Tier 1: RTP funded. For any individual project, capital cost is fully funded with
sources identified in the 2001 RTP. For the final RTP, the Commission will deter-
mine distribution of available discretionary funding assumed over 25 years: assumed
federal Section 5309 New Starts ($1.02 billion), Regional Measure 1 regional rail
extension ($156 million), and federal Section 5309 discretionary bus capital funds.

 Tier 2: Blueprint funded. This would consist of those projects that could be fully
funded with the addition of 2001 RTP-assumed Blueprint funds — ACA 4 rollover
of the sales tax on gas; rollover/initiation of county half-cent transportation sales
taxes; or a regional gas tax. Should voters approve ACA 4 next year, projects targeted
for those funds would advance first under this Blueprint tier.

* Tier 3: Projects that require funding beyond RTP/Blueprint-identified measures.

Table A, the criteria matrix, preliminarily assigns projects to tiers, based on funding
information provided by the sponsors. It must be noted that the Commission and its
staff have yet to make final recommendations for funding assignments, particularly
the distribution of regional discretionary funds set aside in Track 1 for transit expan-
sion projects. Table B — “Preliminary Assessment of Project Funding” — presents a
detailed breakdown of project-by-project funding requests for all submitted projects;
further details are provided for individual projects in Appendix B.

Note that under initial project requests, regional discretionary funds in total would be
tapped as follows (figures are for 25 years):

* New Starts: $1.02 billion assumed available in the Regional Transportation Plan;
$1.14 billion requested; balance = <$120 million>.

* Regional Measure 1 rail extension reserves: $156 million assumed available;
$179 million requested; balance = <$23 million>.



* Interregional Transportation Improvement Program: $820 million available for both
highway and rail; $393 million requested for rail.

* Discretionary federal bus: $227 million assumed available; $192 million requested;
balance= $35 million.

11
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Table B: Preliminary Assessment of Project Funding (s in millions)

RTP Funding Committed or Track 1 — County—Based1

Project Cost Resolution  RTIP/STP/ Identified
Project Sponsor (2001 $) TCRP Sales Tax 1876 CMAQ Other Fund Sources
BART to Warm Springs BART $634 — $193 $173 $25 $12 $403
BART: Warm Springs to San Jose Valley Transportation $3,290 $760 $2,000 — — $2,760
Authority (VTA)
Muni Central Subway: San Francisco County $592 $140 — — $75 — $215
Phase 2 of Third Street Extension Transportation Authority
(SFCTA)/ Muni
BART/Oakland Airport Connector BART $232 — $75 — $44 $37 $156
Caltrain Rapid Rail/Electrification Joint Powers Board $452 — $318 — $43 — $361
(JPB)/San Mateo C/CAG
Caltrain Express: Phase 1 JPB/San Mateo C/CAG $127 $127 — — — — $127
Caltrain Express: Phases 2 and 3 JPB/San Mateo C/CAG $628 — — — — — —
Caltrain Extension to Downtown JPB/San Mateo C/CAG/ $849 — — — —  see note below —
San Francisco SFCTA
Transbay Terminal (TBT) SFCTA $1,036 — — — — [$1.2 B Iz;mzj —
sales
$0.373 M net
op. revenues]
Dumbarton Rail JPB/San Mateo C/CAG $129 — $117 — — — $117
Downtown to East Valley: Light Rail VTA $847 — $500 — — — $500
and Bus Rapid Transit
eBART (right-of-way) CCTA/BART $95 — $33 — $20 — $53
eBART (construction) CCTA/BART $250 — $125 — — — $125
tBART (right-of-way) Alameda County $80 — — = $16 $52 $68
Congestion Management
Agency (CMA)/BART
tBART (construction) Alameda CMA/BART $140 — — — — — —
Altamont Commuter Express ACE $121  [$37Min $32 — —  [VTA assumes $32
(ACE): service expansion TCRP for prior $26 M from
phase] 5309; not
eligible]
Capitol Corridor: service expansion $394 $25 — — — $161 $186
Northwestern Pacific Rail Sonoma County $175 $37 — — — $36 $73
Transportation Authority
AC Transit Oakland/ Alameda CMA $104 — $23 — $17 — $40
San Leandro Bus Rapid Transit:
Phase 1 (Telegraph Ave.)
AC Transit Oakland/ Alameda CMA $270 — — — — — —
San Leandro Bus Rapid Transit:
Phase 2 (Int’l Blvd./E. 14th St.)
AC Transit Enahnced Bus/ Alameda CMA $906 — — — — — —
Rapid Transit: miscellaneous corridors
Regional Express Bus MTC $188 $40 — — — — $40
S.F Muni Geary Corridor/ SFCTA $15 — — — — — —
Environmental Impact Statement
Napa Valley Passenger Train Study ~ Napa County Transpor- $0.2 — — — — — —
tation Planning Agency
BART: 30th/Mission Station Study =~ BART $0.5 — — — — $0.5 $0.5
TOTAL $11,555 $1,129 $ 3,416 $173 $ 240 $ 299 $5,256
NOTES
1 Figures represent funding requested by project sponsor. Details on funding sources are included in project profiles - Appendix B.
2 Sponsor requested $195 million in Regional Discretionary Track 1 funds. The RTP only assumes $100 million in ITIP funding for this project.
3 Muni has submitted a total project cost of $592 million, recently revised to $621 million. These must be reconciled with an RTP project cost listing of $615 million.
4 The RTP lists the total project cost (including Gilroy) as $426 million. The sponsor submitted an application for a $452 million project. The project EIS, scheduled to be complet-
12 ed in September 2001, will provide updated costs.




RTP Funding Track 1 — Regional Discretionary1

FTA Discretionary  Total Discretionary | Remaining

Shortfall New Starts RM-1 New ITIP Bus Funds Requested | Shortfall Issues
$231 — — $195 — $195 $36 Note 2
$530 — — — $530 —
$530
$377 $377 — — — $377 — Note 3
$77 — $25 $45 — $70 $7
$91 = — $65 — $65 $26 Note 4
$628 = — — — = $628
$849 $200 $100 = — $300 $549
$1,036 = — — — = $1,036
$12 = — $12 — $12 —
$347 — — — — — $347
$42 — $42 — — $42 — Note 5
$125 = — — — = $125
$12 — $12 = — $12 —
$140 — — — — — $140
$89 = — $15 — $15 $74
$208 = — $61 — $61 $147
$102 $30 — — — $30 $72
$64 = — = $64 $64 — Note 6
$270 = — — — = $270
$906 — —_ — — = $906
$148 — — = $128 $128 $20
$15 — —_ — — = $15
$0.2 — —_ — — = $0.2
$6,299 $1,137 $179 $393 $192 $1,901 $4,398
TOTAL Track 1 Available $1,021 $156 N/A $227

NOTES (continued)
5

The RTP defines the $95 million project as right-of-way plus track and vehicle acquisition. The RTEP application included only right-of-way aquisition for $95 million.
The discrepancy needs to be reconciled.

The RTP identifies a Bus Rapid Transit project for the Telegraph Avenue corridor with a cost of $128 million, while AC Transit submitted a project request for $104 million.
The project definitions/scope are different and must be reconciled.
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REGIONAL TRANSIT EXPANSION POLICY: INITIAL ASSESSMENT

F. Outstanding Evaluation Issues

« Operations and Maintenance Funding Considerations
In addition to capital funding considerations, projects included in the 2001 RTP
must show a viable financial plan that demonstrates the ability to operate and main-
tain the proposed extension without compromising existing services. This is especial-
ly critical for those project sponsors who operate both rail and bus services — core
bus services for the transit-dependent especially must be sustained. For express and
rapid bus services, sponsors likewise need to demonstrate that core “lifeline” services
are maintained.

Very few project sponsors provided sufficient information in their initial submittals to
allow the determination of operating and maintenance sustainability envisioned by this
criterion. This would entail, among other things, submittal of an overall system finan-
cial plan comprehensive enough to indicate whether existing resources could absorb the
new extension projects, or whether — absent additional new operating income or sub-
sidies — service adjustments would need to be made in other parts of the system to
accommodate new services. In the ensuing weeks leading to the final RTP, MTC will
require sponsors — especially those seeking inclusion in Track 1 — to assess predicted
performance against this criterion.

Capital Cost Adjustments: Current Versus Future Dollars

It is a convention of the RTP that all cost and revenue figures are presented in current
2001 dollars. This approach was adopted in concert with our partner transportation
agencies to ensure, among other things, that comparisons could be drawn between local
planning efforts using current-year dollars and the regional plan.

This practice, however, has certain drawbacks with respect to very large, costlier projects
that must be built over a long period of time — characteristic of many of the transit
expansion candidates. First, costs inflate over time, and that escalation must be eventu-
ally accounted for in terms of the necessary package of revenues that is put together for
the project. Second and related, fixed-revenue grants secured today, but not escalated
over time, may not be able to keep pace with increasing costs. This will be true for
some assumed revenues, and not others. Third, to the extent that certain revenue targets
are accumulated in a stream over time, desired construction schedules will need to rely
on bonding or other financing mechanisms to ensure adequate cash flow — involving
financing costs that may not be fully accounted for in “current dollar” cost estimates.
As MTC works with sponsors to refine funding assumptions for projects included in
both Track 1 and the Blueprint portions of the Regional Transit Expansion Policy, the
extent of these financial impacts, if any, will need to be assessed.



» Cost-Effectiveness/Transportation User Benefit Criterion
MTC adopted two different criteria for assessing cost-effectiveness: “cost per new rider,”
and “transportation system user benefit.” The latter criterion, intended to capture fac-
tors beyond simply mode shift, was recently established by the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) in a refinement of its Major Project Investment evaluations for
New Starts funding. Unfortunately, a specific methodology for calculating the criterion
is still under development by FTA. MTC staff are hopeful that we will be able to work
with the FTA and obtain the technical guidance required to apply this criterion to
expansion candidates prior to the final RTP.

e Land Use
Travel projections and the resultant demand for transportation services in this Regional
Transportation Plan are based on land-use and socioeconomic forecasts provided by the
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). Under Resolution No. 3357, project
sponsors are responsible for ensuring that land-use assumptions underlying their assess-
ment of the demand for transit expansion projects are either a) consistent with the
ABAG land-use projections assumed in the RTP’s long-range travel projections; or b)
backed up with evidence that local jurisdictions will take the actions necessary to imple-
ment the land-use changes that differ from those of ABAG; e.g., general plan amend-
ment changes, zoning changes, site-specific plans, etc. In most cases, project sponsors
have provided only minimal information in this regard. In the intervening time between
the draft and final RTPs, MTC staff will require such documentation from sponsors
whose projects’ ridership projections, economic benefits or other factors are justified on
land-use assumptions that deviate from ABAG's numbers.

15
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REGIONAL TRANSIT EXPANSION POLICY: INITIAL ASSESSMENT

Next Steps

Release of the Draft 2001 RTP and this companion document kicks off a period of
public review and comment on elements of the Regional Transit Expansion Policy and
its proposed projects. Public hearings on the 2001 RTP are scheduled throughout
September 2001, and we expect the Transit Expansion Policy to be a major focus of
the presentations and comments (for dates, times and locations, visit MTC’s Web site
at <www.mtc.ca.gov>). It is our intent to develop a final program of projects — par-
ticularly those that can be fully funded as part of the 2001 RTP — as part of the
long-range RTP’s final adoption.

Comments can be presented at the scheduled public hearings, or submitted via e-mail,
fax or mail:

MTC Public Information Office
Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter

101 Eighth Street

Oakland, CA 94607

Fax: (510) 464-7848

E-mail: info@mtc.ca.gov

Appendices
A. Resolution No. 3357
B. Profiles of submitted projects
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APPENDIX A

Date:  April 25, 2001
W.L: 12110
Referred by: POC

ABSTRACT
Resolution No. 3357

This resolution sets forth MTC’s Regional Transit Expansion Policy and Criteria.

Further discussion of this action is contained in the MTC Executive Director’s Memorandum
dated April 13, 2001.
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Date:  April 25, 2001
W.I: 12110
Referred by: POC

RE: Regional Transit Expansion Policy and Criteria

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 3357

WHEREAS, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is the regional
transportation planning agency for the San Francisco Bay Area pursuant to Government Code
Section 66500 et seq.; and

WHEREAS, MTC adopted Resolution No. 1876 in 1988 which set forth a rail transit starts
and extension program for the region; and

WHEREAS, significant progress has been made in implementing Resolution No. 1876; and

WHEREAS, a successor to Resolution No. 1876 needs to respond to new challenges for the
region, including the need for express/rapid buses as well as rail to address congestion in major

corridors throughout the nine-county Bay Area; and

WHEREAS, MTC's long range planning process, including the Regional Transportation
Plan and its Transportation Blueprint for the 21° Century, provides a framework for

comprehensively evaluating the next generation of major regional transit expansion projects; and

WHEREAS, local, regional, state and federal discretionary funds will continue to be
required to finance an integrated program of new rail transit starts and extensions; including
those funds which are reasonably expected to be available under current conditions, and new
funds which need to be secured in the future through advocacy with state and federal legislatures;
and

WHEREAS, MTC recognizes that it must coordinate overall regional priorities, based on a
sound planning process and consensus among its planning and funding partners, in order to best
position the Bay Area to compete for these limited discretionary funding sources; now, therefore,
be it

19
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MTC Resolution No. 3357
Page 2

RESOLVED, that MTC adopts a Regional Transit Expansion Policy and Criteria as set forth
in Attachment A, attached hereto and incorporated herein as though set forth at length; and, be it
further

RESOLVED, that MTC will refer to the provisions of this resolution as the basis for
identifying and selecting rail and express/rapid bus projects to include in a future Regional
Transit Expansion Program which will include fully funded projects for inclusion in the Regional
Transportation Plan, and future projects that will be a basis for advocating for additional capital

and operating funds; and, be it further

RESOLVED, that MTC will periodically review and update Attachment A to account for

new information and policy refinements as specific projects are identified.

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Sharon J. Brown, Chair

The above resolution was entered into by the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
at a regular meeting of the Commission held
in Oakland, California, on April 25, 2001.
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Attachment A
Resolution No. 3357
Page 1 of 14

Regional Transit Expansion Policy and Criteria

This policy articulates criteria adopted by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)
for the development of an interrelated program of rail extension/improvement and express/rapid
bus projects that are primarily concerned with:

e improving mobility in the Bay Area’s most congested travel corridors; and
e providing additional transit options for commute travel.

A parallel, equally important MTC planning exercise is defining a safety net or “lifeline” network
of service for transit-dependent riders. These two elements embody the core regional emphasis
areas for transit expansion identified by the Commission, which would augment the large
baseline of existing transit services in the goal to achieve a comprehensive system that addresses
the diverse travel needs of the Bay Area.

The criteria outlined in Section A will be used to evaluate rail extension/improvement projects
for inclusion in the successor program to MTC Resolution No. 1876, which was approved in
1988. The criteria in Attachment B will be used to evaluate new express/rapid bus projects that
will operate on the region’s high occupancy vehicle lane system and urban arterial corridors The
express/rapid bus criteria expand upon those contained in MTC Resolution No. 3307, which was
approved in September 2000 for the specific programming of $40 million in express bus capital
funds made available by the Traffic Congestion Relief Program (AB 2928-statutes of 2000).

Adding to the fact that express/rapid buses will be included in addition to rail projects, this policy
is distinct from Resolution No. 1876 in its financial structure. Reflecting federal and state
planning requirements, the policy will contain two tiers of funding agreements:

* A fully funded element that will be incorporated into the financially constrained Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP), assuming existing revenues over a 25 year period; and

e Anadvocacy element that outlines project priorities for continued investment as new funds
become available.

Assignment of available revenues for expansion transit purposes— bus or rail—must be balanced

by other investment needs, including baseline requirements to maintain and sustain the existing
system, and “lifeline” services for transit dependent populations.
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Attachment A
Resolution No. 3357
Page 2 of 14

Rail Extensions and Improvements

The new rail extension/improvement program will be developed in tandem with the 2001 update
of the RTP, and those rail projects that are fully funded will be included in its financially
constrained element. Actual physical extension, as well as capital improvements that
significantly increase service capacity (e.g. increased frequency) are both eligible rail investments
envisioned under the policy. The Bay Area Transportation Blueprint for the 21% Century, and its
companion Phased Implementation Plan adopted by the Commission in March 2000, will guide
which projects are to be considered for evaluation by the attached policy criteria. A map
highlighting potential rail candidates identified by the Blueprint is included as Section A- Figure
1. However, this is not an all-inclusive inventory, and variations on these projects or new ones
may be considered under these criteria.

As was its predecessor, the new rail extension/improvement program is expected to be a mix of
federal, state, regional, and local funding commitments. To focus the region’s Washington D.C.
advocacy, only a few projects will be selected to pursue full funding grant agreements and
appropriations under the federal Section 5309 New Starts discretionary program. Federal Section
5307/5309 formula funds are not recommended to be used to help finance the rail or bus
expansion programs. The Regional Transportation Plan’s analysis indicates that current formula
transit funds are insufficient to finance more than the most urgent transit capital replacement and
rehabilitation needs of the region. Therefore, we expect that these formula 5307/5309 funds will
continue to be reserved first and foremost for those replacement and rehabilitation purposes.

Express/Rapid Bus

The Commission previously approved Resolution No. 3307 for express bus expansion for the
first increment of $40 million in state Traffic Congestion Relief Program (TCRP) capital funds,
which will be committed to projects in May 2001. These criteria incorporate the essential
elements of Resolution No. 3307, modifying them to recognize the broader planning horizon
within which this policy will be implemented. Of particular note, this policy recognizes bus
expansion that addresses enhanced service on both freeway/HOV corridors and major urban
arterials.

The express/rapid bus program is expected to include both “stand alone” segments as well as
transition corridors that will serve as interim improvements in advance of rail development. A
map of initial candidate corridors identified in the Blueprint is included as Section B- Figure 1.
However, these are not all inclusive, and other candidates may be proposed for consideration
under the Regional Transit Expansion Policy. Federal Section 5309 Bus discretionary funds and
other state, regional, and local sources will augment the initial $40 million state TCRP
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investment. Bus projects meeting specific federal criteria are eligible for 5309 New Starts
funding. For consideration under this policy, bus candidates must meet New Start related
requirements for rail candidates, including state/local match, as outlined in Section A. Fully
funded express/rapid bus projects also will be included in the financially constrained element of
the 2001 RTP update. Like the rail element, under funded or unfunded bus proj ects become a
platform to advocate for additional supporting revenues.

Ferry Projects
The Commission will coordinate implementation of this policy with the ongoing planning work
of the San Francisco Bay Area Water Transit Authority and, pursuant to Government Code

Section 66540.20, will consider revisions to this policy to include ferry expansion projects
following approval of the Authority’s plan by the Legislature.
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Section A: Rail Extension and Improvement Criteria

The following regional criteria will help. guide selection of projects for inclusion in the next
MTC rail extension and improvement program. A potential rail project does not need to meet all
criteria to be considered for inclusion in the rail element of the Regional Transit Expansion
Policy. However, limited funding—either available now or anticipated as new revenues—will
require priority setting among the many candidates under consideration. Consequently, a project
that satisfies multiple criteria to a significant degree will receive higher priority than one that
meets fewer criteria to a lesser extent.

Any projects pursuing federal Section 5309 New Starts funds also will be subject to specific
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) requirements outlined in 49 CFR Part 611 - Major Capital
Investment Projects, which were substantially revised and reissued in December 2000. While
several elements of these federal regulations are referenced in the regional criteria outlined
below, the federal requirements also would be individually applied against New Start candidate
projects.

1. Honor Resolution No. 1876-Tier 1 projects

Of the six rail extension projects identified in Resolution No. 1876—Tier 1, three have been
completed: BART to Dublin (I-580 corridor), BART to Bay Point (Route 4 corridor), Tasman
West (Santa Clara Valley sub area). A fourth currently under construction— the BART to SFO
extension— is the first priority for federal New Starts funding in the current agreement, and the
terms of its full funding grant agreement with the federal government will require continued
federal appropriations for the project through at least FY 2006. BART to Warm Springs and the
Caltrain downtown extension remain incomplete from the current agreement; rail investment in
those corridors will receive priority consideration in the next agreement,

While Resolution No. 1876 contained an extensive list of “Tier 2 projects, for purposes of
developing this Regional Transit Expansion Policy, these would be considered on the same basis
as other candidates brought forward to compete under these criteria. Several of these Tier 2
projects are the subject of pending corridor studies.

2. TEA 21 Authorization/ Other federal actions

As a part of the overall priority setting envision by the Regional Transit Expansion Policy, a
specific objective is to identify lead candidates for federal New Starts funding once the BART to
SFO full funding grant agreement is complete. Any Bay Area rail projects seeking federal New
Starts funds must be specifically authorized in law. Passed by Congress in 1998, TEA 21
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authorized the following six projects beyond those included in the Resolution No. 1876
agreement (using the project descriptions found in the statute):

Final Design and Construction
San Francisco -- Bayshore Corridor
Stockton — Altamont Commuter Rail

Alternatives Analysis/Preliminary Engineering
Fremont — South Bay Corridor

Oakland Airport —- BART Connector

San Francisco — Caltrain Extension to Hollister
California — North Bay Commuter Rail

As well, the S.F. Muni Bay Shore Corridor project has initiated the federal New Starts Report
process, which evaluates the project against established FTA New Starts criteria and assigns it a
ranking. Similar review actions would be applied to any Bay Area projects that advance beyond
the New Starts authorization listings above.

3. Traffic Congestion Relief Program/ other state funding

The percentage of capital cost covered by secured funding will be a major factor in determining
the viability of project candidates, and is essential in determining those which can move into the
“funded” portion of the Regional Transit Expansion Policy, and be included in the RTP. State
funds will likely be a key component of any fully funded capital program.

The Resolution No.1876 program received its first down payment of discretionary funds from the
California Transportation Commission, which eventually grew to a $740 million state
commitment to the $4.1 billion total program. In the era of Senate Bill 45 county share-based
programming of State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funds, the best chance for
discretionary state funding for many years to come probably was the Traffic Congestion Relief
Program advanced by Governor Davis and adopted by the Legislature in July 2000. There are
four proposed Bay Area rail extension projects that received significant funding in the program:
BART to San Jose ($760 million), Muni Metro Third Street Light Rail - Central Subway ($140
million), Caltrain Express ($127 million), and Northwest Pacific Commuter Rail ($37 million).
The last project also has $28 million in Proposition 116 funds dedicated to the Marin-Sonoma
corridor.
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4. Dedicated Local Funding

About 25% of the Resolution No. 1876 program was funded by $1.1 billion in loc