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Calling the Bay Area Home
February 2016 Event

Approach Relies on Three Key
Strategies

e Build market rate and affordable
units

e Protect those at risk of
displacement

e Advocate for self-help solutions



Calling the Bay Area Home Event (video)

e Housing Forum: “Calling the Bay Area Home:
Tackling the Housing Affordability and
Displacement Challenge” — February 20, 2016

Play video
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Lagging Supply

35% of low & moderate homes permitted since 1999

160%
140%
120%
100%
B0%
60%
4£0%
20% - 1999 - 2006
0% . 2007 - 2014
Very Low Low Moderate Above Total Units
Income Income Income Moderate

125,000 low & moderate homes that were not permitted
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Nation's highest hurdles for new construction

e Barriers to by-right
development

e Loss of
redevelopment
funding

e CEQA used toimpede
infill development

e Extreme disconnect
between location of
jobs-housing

Construction Permits per 1,000 Units, 1
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High Rents Put Tenants at Risk of Displacement

[ eJol 8] 1 Bedroom Median Rents - April 2016

City 1 Bed Rent
San Francisco, CA $3,590
New York, NY $3,340
Boston, MA $2,310
Oakland, CA $2,280
San Jose, CA $2,270
Washington, DC $2,200
Los Angeles, CA $1,970
Miami, FL $1,900
Chicago, IL $1,790
Seattle, WA $1,750

£ zumper

—
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Housing’s Funding Shortfall
Reflects loss of RDA and 80% of federal funding

Expected
Current . AHSC
Gap Funds

$1.2 Billion $100 Million

Source: MTC & ABAG estimates




MTC's Historic Housing Role:

Focused but growing

1997-
1998

Transportation
for Livable
Communities
(TLC)

2008

Parking Toolbox

Housing
Incentive
Program

Realignment of
TLC to PDAs

Resolution 3434 Station Area
Transit Planning
Expansion & Program
Transit-Oriented

Development

(TOD) Policy

Transit-Oriented OneBayArea
Affordable Grant Program
Housing Fund (OBAG)
(TOAH)

2007-
2008

FOCUS Program

Plan Bay Area



Self — Help for Housing?

* Bay Area Self — Help for Transportation
° 1990 - $0 annually
* 2016 - $1 billion annually

* County Sales Taxes & Vehicle License Fees
* Regional Measure 2

e County Housing Bonds —One Time Funding
* $300 million —San Francisco (adopted)
* $500 million — Alameda (anticipated ballot fall 2016)
* $50 million —Oakland (anticipated fall ballot 2016)

e Should MTC develop a self-help housing strategy?

10



SHORT TERM OPPORTUNITIES
COMMISSION FOLLOW-UP



Program Status

November 18, 2015

OBAG 2 adopted

December 4, 2015

FAST Act signed

June 2016

OBAG 2 Revisions

Placeholder for potential
affordable housing policies

County CMA process
delayed accordingly

$72 million in additional
program revenues

Potential housing policies
Distribution of FAST revenues

Revise deadlines for County
CMA process

12



OBAG2
Overview

T —

Regional Planning Activities

Pavement Management Program $9

Regional PDA Planning $20
Climate Initiatives Program $22
Priority Conservation Area (PCA) $10
Regional Operations Programs $184
Transit Priorities Program $201
County CMA Program $372

Regional Subtotal
County CMA Subtotal

$9
$20
$22
$16
$170
$189
$354

Total OBAG Program

Millions $, rounded

* As adopted on November 18, 2015.

County

Distribution

RHNA -
Affordable

12%  RHNA -
Total
8%

Population

Production -
Affordable

18%

50%

Production -
Total
12%

13



Additional FAST Revenue — $72 million:
Distribution Options
OBAG Framework

Stay the Course (Not Recommended)

Distribute $72 million by Option A. Option B.

LGRS Transportation Focus Housing Focus
Bay Bridge Corridor Capacity

Direct a portion of Direct all
$72 million to address $72 million to

County Regional
Programs /) Programs ) . :
45% 55% core capacity constraints support housing

14



A. Transportation Focus
Bay Bridge Core Capacity

» Bridge is at maximum vehicle capacity in peak hours,
but increasing vehicle occupancy can address growing
demand —k

» Goal to increase person throughput
[move more people in fewer cars]

* HOVimprovements

* Transit core improvements

* Shared mobility services

Photo: Noah Berger

» Tie-in with Core Capacity Transit Study, Bay Area
Express Lanes Network, All Electronic Tolling Study

8



Opportunity: Utilize Empty Seats

Where do Bay Area Transbay WB Peak Hour
residents experience the _—
most traffic frustration? ’ T
3 30,000 m WETA
WETA
£ 25,000 — W AC Transit
[-Ys]
c
220,000 W BART
a
§ 15,000 Empty Capacity
o (4 Seats/Vehicle)
;_.", 10,000 B Empty Capacity
(3 Seats/Vehicle)
5000 - HOV Passengers
’ Non-
] HOV m Non-HOV
Passengers

Auto Transit

4 seats/vehicle = 48% seats are empty

16,000+ empty seats/hour = 70% of BART Tube Capacity

Source: 2015 Bay Area Council Poll Source: BATA 2015, Caltrans 2014, MTC 2015



Bay Bridge Core Capacity Project
$40 Million Near-Term Strategie

A =
;(- Albany 3

Berkeley:

Berkeley

& [l ]

ca13

Emeryst. i il

Piedinont

HEQ & O N5

Total: $40 M
Existing Transbay Routes
“Preliminary estimate subject to further refinement



B. Housing Focus
Conceptual Approaches

» Reward Jurisdictions
Bonus for cities/counties (2015 — 2019)

» Direct Investment
Pilot preservation loan fund

» Regulatory Approach
Additional funds conditioned on adopted
housing policies, affordable housing
production, and/or current affordability

Photo: Bridge Housing, Armstrong Place

18



Moving Forward - OBAG 2 & Short-term

June 2016 (tentative)

Adopt OBAG 2 program revisions:

» Distribute additional FAST revenues ($S72 million)
e Address placeholder for affordable housing policies

Option A. Option B.
Transportation Focus Housing Focus Decision on
Bay Bridge Corridor Capacity Conceptual Approaches

» Reward/bonus for
jurisdictions

» Directinvestment
(preservation fund)

> Regulatory Approach
(condition funds on
affordability factors)




MEDIUMTERM INITIATIVES
WITHIN EXISTING AUTHORITY



Infrastructure Finance Fund

e Use BATA's approved investment policy

* Provide low interest infrastructure loans to support

Infill projects consistent with Plan Bay Area

21



MEDIUMTERM INITIATIVES
OUTSIDE EXISTING AUTHORITY



Regional Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee

e Establishes a fee on location inefficient commercial
development
* Onetime
* Employer threshold TBD

moderate- income households

e Fund TDM programs




Regional Housing Bond/Fee and Trust Fund

 Establish a Regional Housing
Trust Fund

e Funding from Regional
Housing Bond or Fee

e Provide a regional funding
vehicle for new initiatives
e.g. Jobs-Housing Linkage
Fee

24



mechanisms and fund sources

Infrastructure
Financing
Fund

Regional
Housing
Trust Fund

Set Up an
Implementing
Mechanism

Identify Fund
Sources

Build Infrastructure
and Housing

O e

of



Moving Forward — Medium-term

Potential Regional Housing Strategies Pﬁ‘:;gtc'fl

Within MTC's Existing Authority

Outside MTC's Existing Authority:
State Legislation and Voter Approval

Regional Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee
Regional Housing Bond/Fee Medium o Vears
Program and Trust Fund oY
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MTC/ABAG
Merger Study

COMMISSION WORKSHOP

APRIL 27, 2016




MTC ABAG

511 Bay/Delta
Regional el Estuary
| : BAIFA FasTrak
anning Insurance Pool
Overlap SAFE Federal/State
Programming PLAN Financing
Clipper

Advocacy POWER Programs

Regional
Planning




Three Problems — identified by consultant

1. Preparation of the region’s sustainable community strategy to reduce
greenhouse gases is statutorily split between two regional agencies.

@ Two agencies responsible for regional land use and transportation planning
and associated services and programs are not formally linked by an
integrated management, leadership, or policy structure.

@ ABAG’s ongoing ability to implement its mission is compromised by its
dependence on discretionary funding that will challenge its fiscal
sustainability over the long run.

@r METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION




Overall Rankings

Operational Transparency | Core Service
Effectiveness in Policy Delivery and Ease of Implementation
and Decision Financial Implementation
Accountability Sustainability

MTC Res 4210

Option 1. No structural change

Option 2. Independent planning
director

Option 3. New JPA

Option 4. Create new agency

Option 5. Pursue comprehensive agency

Option 7. Consolidate all staff and
pursue new governance options

o |
0

1 7

Management @l‘ METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION ﬁAssocnatmnof

Partners _ Bay Area Governments



Caveats

* Rough cut — needs further analysis
* Reflects only limited involvement by ABAG staff

* Financial issues only — organizational, l[abor, other issues to follow

@r METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 5




Functional Organization Chart:
Association of Bay Area Governments

Management
Partners '

General Assembly

Legal Counsel’s Office
Legal Counsel

Executive Board

from ABAG staff:
e ABAG POWER

The following operate as separate joint
powers authorities (JPAS) with support

e Financing Authority for Nonprofit
Corporations (FAN)

e Workers Compensation Shared
Risk Pool (SHARP)

Housing production
and affordability
Open Space & Bay

Trail
Regional social,
economic and land
use research
Resilience and

increase health
and resilience of
SB Bay-delta

estuary

climate change

reimbursement
invoices
Monthly financial
statements
Payroll / accounts
payable

and infrastructure
projects

Regional Energy

Network (BayREN)

1FTE
Executive Director Executive Director’s Office
PLANNING 72 FTE 3FTE
[ T T T T I I 1
San Francisco il Finance
Planning and Resources / n Insurance .
Estuar : Financ
Research stuary. Information _ © Programs Authorlty 12 Energ){ P(ograms Communications
) Partnership Director (vacant) . Nonprofits (FAN) Principal 1
Director . Technology Risk Manager . - 3 FTE
Director . 7FTE Interim Director 3 FTE
22 FTE Director 6 FTE
14 FTE 9FTE 4 FTE
I | [ [ [ | [ |
Functions Eunctions Eunctions Eunctions Eunctions Eunctions Functions Eunctions
Plan Bay Area Federal, state and Human resources Annual budget Claims Financing services ABAG POWER Agency
Collaboration with local partnership Information Audited financial administration for cities, counties (electricity natural communication
local ]U'TISdICIIOnS Fund, |mplement techn0|ogy reports Risk management and nonprofits gas aggregation) and outreach
Economic and_ manage Training Grant and insurance Bond financing for Electric vehicle (EV) (General
development projects that affordable housing support Assembly,

delegate meetings,

public workshops)
Publications
Website

ENTERPRISE

1The Deputy Executive Director positions is allocated to the Executive Director’s Office, but supervises the Communications team (3 FTE)



Functional Organization Review:
Metropolitan Transportation Commission

joint powers authorities (JPAS)
with support from MTC staff:
e Bay Area Infrastructure
Financing Authority (BAIFA)
e Bay Area Headquarters
Authority (BAHA)

The following operate as separate

Commission

Executive Office

8 FTE?

Executive Director
229 FTE

Functions
Accounting

Audit
Budget

Investments
Payroll

management

Accounts payable/receivable

Revenue/grant management
Clipper/electronic toll
collection (ETC) revenue

Debt management Finance
Financial reporting —| Chief Financial Officer

36 FTE (2 vacant)

Deputy Executive

Office of General
Counsel
General Counsel
5FTE

Functions

Contract negotiations

Legal counsel (MTC, BATA,
BAIFA, BAHA, MTC Safe)

Legislative oversight and
advocacy

Litigation

Deputy Executive

Director, Policy*

Management
Partners

1Both Deputy Director positions are included in the total FTE count for the Executive Office

Director, Operations®




Functional Organization Review:

Metropolitan Trans

Management
Partners :

Deputy Executive
Director, Policy’

nortation Commission (continued)

Deputy Executive
Director, Operations'

Legislation and Public
Affairs
Director

17 FTE (1 vacant)

Administrative Services
Director
21FTE

Functions

Agency communications

Media

Public outreach

Records management

Social mediafweb

State/local and federal
legislative engagement

Functions

Admimistrative support
services

Building and fleet
management

Contracts and procurement

Human rescurces

Risk management

Electronic Bay Area Headquarters
Payments Authority (BAHA)
Director Director
28 FTE (2 vacant) 6 FTE
| I
Functions Eunctions
Clipper Condo board management
FasTrak Facilities management

Toll transactions

Leasing
Tenant improvements

Programming and

Plan Bay Area (RTRP/SCS)
Analytical services and data
management
Bicycle/pedestrian and
complete streets planning
Climate change and
environment programs
Other regional planning and
policy (equity, ecanomy,
environmental etc)
Performance analysis

Planning .
Director AIE?;:{SP =
26 FTE (1 vacant) 22 FTE (2 vacant)
I I
Functions Functions

Asset management

Fund programming and
investments ($1.5 billion
annually)

Local agency and
stakeholder engagement
Palicy studies and analysis
Project monitering, plan
funding and delivery

strategies

Technology Services QOperations
Director Director
16 FTE (1 vacant) 43 FTE (4 vacant)
] |
Functions

Functions

511 system operations

Business systems and
technical support

Information technology/
systems

Infrastructure management

Telephonefcommunication
systems

1Both Deputy Director positions are included in the total FTE count for the Executive Office

511 information system

Arterial operations

Bay Area Toll Authority
(BATA)

Express lane network

Freeway service and call
box program

Freeway/bridge mobility
solutions

Regional performance and
data analytics

Regional transportation
emergency planning




2014 Funding Framework
Manageable Structural Shortfall

($ in millions)

ABAG Revenues: 14-15 15-16 16-17 17-18 18-19 19-20 20-21 21-22
Total MTC Revenues 4.32 4.44 5.07 5.19 5.27 5.34 5.41 4.89
Other Revenues 33.71 22,71 53.15 5421 5530 56.40 57.53 58.68
Total 38.03 27.16 58.22 5940 6056 61.74 62.94 63.57
ABAG Expenses:
Planning & Research 5.01 5.13 5.51 5.69 5.86 6.02 6.15 6.27
Other Programs 32.18 21.97 52.71 5390 55.01 56.13 57.25 57.78
Total 37.19 27.11 5822 5959 60.87 62.15 63.39 64.05
Personnel (Direct+Indirect) 11.37 1159 11.83 12.24 1258 1291 13.18 13.44
Consultant Services 14.16 10.78 28.25 2881 29.39 29.97 30.57 31.18
Pass-Through 9.48 245 1576 16.12 16.43 16.74 17.07 16.79
Other Expense 2.17 2.29 2.38 2.43 2.48 2.53 2.58 2.63
Total 37.19 27.11 5822 5959 60.87 62.15 63.39 64.05
ABAG Balance:
Net Revenue (Expense) 0.85 0.05 - (0.19) (0.31) (0.41) (0.45) (0.48)
Available Fund Balance 1.84 1.89 1.89 1.71 1.40 0.99 0.54 0.06

GASB 68 Pension Liability (11.83) (11.43) (11.04) (10.65) (10.25) (9.86) (9.46) (9.07)
Avail Balance After GASB 68 (9.98) (9.54) (9.15) (8.94) (8.85) (8.87) (8.93) (9.01)

Manage

Partners

* GASB 68 does not affect cash; reflects present value of unfunded pension liability; assumes liability
@ amortized over 30 years



MTC Resolution 4210
Balance Decline Accelerates, Deficit in 4 Years

($ in millions)

ABAG Revenues: 14-15 15-16 16-17 17-18 18-19 19-20 20-21 21-22
Total MTC Revenues 4.32 4.44 2.47 2.54 2.55 2.57 2.58 0.80
Other Revenues 33.71 22.71 53.15 54.21 5530 56.40 57.53 58.68
Total 38.03 27.16 55.62 56.75 57.85 58.97 60.11 59.48
ABAG Expenses:
Planning & Research 5.01 5.13 3.35 3.49 3.61 3.73 3.82 3.91
Other Programs 32.18 2197 5271 5390 55.01 56.13 57.25 57.78
Total 37.19 27.11 56.06 57.38 5862 59.87 61.07 61.68
Personnel (Direct+Indirect) 11.37 11.59 9.76 10.12 10.43 10.72 10.95 11.18
Consultant Services 14.16 10.78 28.25 28.81 29.39 29.97 30.57 31.18
Pass-Through 9.48 245 15.76 16.12 16.43 16.74 17.07 16.79
Other Expense 2.17 2.29 2.29 2.33 2.38 2.43 2.48 2.52
Total 37.19 27.11 56.06 57.38 58.62 59.87 61.07 61.68
ABAG Balance:
Net Revenue (Expense) 0.85 0.05 (0.44) (0.63) (0.77) (0.90) (0.95) (2.20)
Available Fund Balance 1.84 1.89 1.46 0.82 0.05 (0.84) (1.80) (4.00)

GASB 68 Pension Liability ~ (11.83) (11.43) (11.04) (10.65) (10.25) (9.86) (9.46) (9.07)

Avail Balance After GASB 68 (9.98) (9.54) (9.58) (9.82) (10.20) (10.70) (11.26) (13.07)

* GASB 68 does not affect cash; reflects present value of unfunded pension
Manage@ liability; assumes liability amortized over 30 years

Partners



2014 Funding Framework
ABAG Revenue Structure

ABAG Revenues * Major growth in
B MTC OState/Fed E Other Contracts [Service Progs [OMember Dues state/federal gra nts (estuary
$70 and energy grants); assumes
560 o mE continuation for several
sIRiER=R=R= years
$50 ==
§ sa0 _ UL L L L | ® Much of these grants are
s 630 0 | lIIIIIlll|]| consultant costs and pass-
through, but also support
»20 _allARF various staff
$10 = 5 O 1 H e
“ scinfiai]s)=
=l o~ M g n O M~ 0 6 QO = & N = 0N O M~ G0 O «
SS 9900000 dd g oo oddddd N
S w o M g N W M~ 000D e O M0 O e
o0 O O 0 O QO 0 0 0 ™ oo e e o e e e = N

Management . M T METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION ﬁ AEETHE LD T
Partners Bay Area Governments 11




2014 Funding Framework
Total Cost and Funding of ABAG Planning Function

($ in millions)

ABAG Planning Function: 14-15 15-16 16-17 17-18 18-19 19-20 20-21 21-22
Total Planners (22 FTE) 3.36 3.45 3.70 3.82 3.93 4.04 4.13 4.21
Other Costs @4% 0.13 0.14 0.15 0.15 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.17
Subtotal 3.50 3.58 3.85 3.98 4.09 4.20 4.29 4.38
Indirect Costs @44.95% 1.51 1.55 1.66 1.72 1.77 1.82 1.86 1.89
Total 5.01 5.13 5.51 5.69 5.86 6.02 6.15 6.27

Planning Revenue Sources:

MTC Sources 3.69 3.74 3.80 3.86 3.91 3.97 4.03 4.09
Other Revenue Sources 1.32 1.39 1.72 1.84 1.95 2.05 2.12 2.18

Total Sources 5.01 5.13 5.51 5.69 5.86 6.02 6.15 6.27
MTC Share of Funding 74% 73% 69% 68% 67% 66% 66% 65%

* MTC covers most, but not all, of ABAG planners’ costs

* Planners charge time to various projects

Management M\ T METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION ﬁ CEELEILTI O
Partners Bay Area Governments



Relative Importance of Dues

$2.5

$2.0

Millions
W U
= =
[==] 19, ]

w
o
()

$0.0

ABAG Member Dues

16%

T T 14%
12%
10%
8%
6%
4%
2%

02-03
06-07
08-09
10-11
12-13
14-15

04-05

00-01

16-17

T T T 1 0 %‘

18-19
20-21

ABAG Member Dues

% of Total Revenue —#—% of Personnel/Other Exp

e——

T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
- o [T = h i o uy P~ =3} i
T Q@ Q@ Q@ 9 = o o w = o
=] (] g <o =] Q o~ -r o =] (=]
(=] [=] (=] (=] L | L | L | L | L | o~

* Current dues plan increases rates annually by CPI

* Revising plan would require vote of ABAG Assembly (majority of a majority of 110 members voting)

* Dues lower as % of total revenues, but steady at 13% of personnel/ other expense

- Association of
ment . @ METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION ﬁ

Bay Area Governments

Manage
Partners
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Near-Term MTC Budget Impact:
Resolution 4210

Annual Cost/Revenue
Financial Considerations (in Million $s)

Salary Increase 2.3
Annual OPEB Increase 0.3
Supplies/Equipment 0.1
Transition Payment™ 1.2 [« Through
ABAG TIs* 0.6 |FY2020-21
Subtotal 4.4
MTC Funding Framework Commitment™** 3.8 | **$0.6M Prop. 84
Gain/(Loss) (0.6) | eliminated

@-r METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 14




Near-Term MTC Budget Impact: Option 7

Annual Cost/Revenue
Financial Considerations in Million Ss

EXPENSE*
SalldiBde 112 « Financial mitigations could offset near-
Salary Increase LI term annual deficit
Annual OPEB Increase 1.0
Supplies/Equipment 0.1
Subtotal 13.6
REVENUE*
Funding Framework 3.8
BATA Bay Trall 0.8 * Assumes Tl obligation to BATA is forgiven
Member Dues 1.9
OH Reimbursement 3.2
Other Staff Grants (est.) 1.8
Subtotal 11.5

Gain/(Loss) (2.1)



Long-Term MTC Liabilities:
PERS and OPEB Considerations

* From a modest increase to a full transfer of pension and retiree health benefit costs

I m—

Liability ABAG MTC ABAG MTC

PERS $11,357,673 — ($11,357,673) $11,357,673
OPEB (888,514) 888,514 (54,921,000) $4,921,000
MARA to OPEB 2,207,735 $6,113,728

66% 76% 68%

@-r METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION




ABAG Cost as % of MTC Total Expense

20% Option 7 @20%

12% -

10% - Res. 4210

8% -
Framework

6% -

4%

2% -

0% -

05-06
06-07
07-08
08-09
09-10
10-11
11-12
12-13
13-14

14-15
15-16
16-17
17-18
18-19 |
19-20
20-21
21-22

* ABAG costs (planning & tenant improvements) average around 8% of total MTC expense in recent years

Management M T METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION ﬁ AEETHE LD T
Partners Bay Area Governments
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Option 7 Risks

® Dues revenues
* Grant funding

e Undisclosed/unforeseen liabilities

@r METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 18




Recommended Next Steps

* Comprehensive Financial Review:

o Supplement joint staff analysis with an independent integration audit

e ABAG Action Plan:

o ABAG develops and recommends plan to avoid imposing undue costs on MTC

@r METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 19




BESSMENT:

Dave Vautin and Kristen Carnarius
April 28, 2016 — Commission Workshop




Plan
BayArea

What's the role of project performance? 9040

To inform a robust dialogue about
regional priorities and trade-offs in a
fiscally-constrained environment

To evaluate proposed transportation
investments on a level playing field
using the same methodologies

To understand how specific projects
support or adversely impact —
| ' by _the Commlssmn

ge Source: https://www.flickr.com/photos/thomashawk/2442392997






How do we evaluate projects?

Rely upon the framework
established in Plan Bay Area.

@ Identify outliers in performance

Consistently evaluate uncommitted
major transportation investments

Prioritize funding for high-performing
projects

Plan
BayArea

2040



Plan
BayArea

Which projects? 2040

Does the project...
o Need regional funding AND

& Cost more than $100M AND

& Increase capacity or address state of
good repair?

If so, then the project is
evaluated as part of the
performance assessment!

Transit Efficiency

Regional Transit Regional Road
Transit Expansion Road Expansion Maintenance Maintenance




Plan
BayArea

Project Performance List

Number of Projects by Type Project Cost by Type

(total ~ 70)
(\Q/

20
15

10

) o
%&

FE IS S E S
J S >
< © (&
Q@ .\9 NV Qe

Total Cost = $115 billion

M Road ™ Transit M Pricing



BENEFIT-COST

TQRG E:S AfSFS?MFNT ASSESSMENT
ssessetaﬁ]ueclsttsc;g:eesy e Assessed quantitatively using
g MTC Travel Model

Determine impact on adopted

targets Evaluate relative cost-

effectiveness



TARGETS ASSESSMENT

Assessed qualitatively using target scores

(&)
%)
@

Climate
Protection

Adequate
Housing

Healthy & Safe
Communities

Open Space &
Agricultural
Preservation

Housing &
Transportation
Costs

CIOICICIC,

Affordable
Housing

Displacement
Risk

Access to Jobs

Job Creation

Goods
Movement

=r
=r
=r

Maximum score:

13

Non-Auto
Mode Share

Road State of
Good Repair

Transit State of
Good Repair

if the project supports
all 13 targets strongly




BENEFIT — COST ASSESSMENT Plan
Assessed quantitatively using MTC Travel Model One 2040

Benefits ()

Travel time + cost
Emissions
Collisions

Health

Costs (9)

Capital
Net operating & maintenance

Key Assumptions:

» Baseline transportation
network ~ 2018

» Adopted 2040 land pattern

from Plan Bay Area

ge Source: https://www.flickr.com/photos/bike/16039884863



The Bay Area in 2040

From Plan Bay Area:

Almost 40% of the jobs and housing units added from 2010 to 2040
will be in the region’s 3 largest cities: San Jose, San Francisco, and Oakland

San Jose job distribution in year 2040

: _;_-.:.g.‘ r':.‘.-: E;ﬂ;::-tfl-q_l;_-.__“ )
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PS e 0 - 10,000 jobs ®
""!é 3 il . ® ® T
Saratoga e 10,000 - 20,000 jobs . =
:
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20,000 - 30,000 jobs . z
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Monte 30,000 - 42,000 jobs
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Additional Assessments

Project-Level
Equity Assessment

e Equity Targets Score '_
 Relationship to § AT "
Communities of Concern b B%&Lev

Benefit-Cost

IBRAE

1 =
Supplemental Soae
Assessments REER LD
3 s

« Sensitivity Testing 1 ﬁ%

(testing input

assumptions) DAy
» Confidence Assessment ﬂas i

(disclosing limitations) 200 Plan Bay Area 2040

Communities of Concern

PACIFICA



Plan
BayArea

Key Findings 2040

Maintaining regional transit
infrastructure ranks as the top

Land use matters — projects that

priority, given its high level of support Plan Bay Area growth

cost-effectiveness and strong
support of adopted targets.

patterns showed strong
performance.

1 HTTTEELEECE

L L LL LR
! [
s BT,
- | gL
J

Source: Peter Beeler



Key Findings

Highly-used highways and transit

systems remain the backbone of Projects in chronically congested
the region - both efficiency and corridors generally provide the
maintenance investments prove biggest bang per buck.

highly cost-effective.

d
|

(i~ °

Source: John Huseb‘y



Key Findings

In general, road efficiency projects
outperform road expansion
projects, reflecting lower costs
and fewer environmental impacts.

sl Pam—— —w._ R

: ¢
Source: Sa.Qe,f,'_a,Rgl

Plan
BayArea

2040

All of the region’s highest-
performing projects increase
access to Communities of
Concern.
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Plan Bay Area 2040

Project Performance Assessment:
Overall Draft Results by Project Type

Project Mode >507

. Road Project

. Transit Project Highway Maintenance

@ state of Good Repair (SGR)

Sum of Annual Benefit 10

500
000 ITS
9 -

Plan
BayArea

2040

. Congestion Pricing

500
00
8 - Rail
0o Maintenance
®
Bubble size represents o
the total annual benefits for 4 74
all projects of that type. 3
9
—_— 6 -
prd Local Streets
% Maintenance
c Bus
o 5- Maintenance
a Rail
Expansion
4 1
Rail
BRT . Efficiency
3 -
Express Lanes
24 Intraregional . Bus Frequency
Road Expansion Express Bus Improvements
Ferry Network
I I —1 I T I T T ‘ | T T | | ] |
-2 -1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Interregional

Road Expansion Targets Score

State of good repalir (SGR) investment bubbles on this chart reflect the evaluation of preserve conditions vs. no funding.

=14
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Plan Bay Area 2040 Plan
Project Performance Assessment: BayArea

Draft Results for Road Projects Highway Pavement Maintenance 2 0 4 0

(Ideal Conditions vs. Preserve Conditions)

Project Mode >507

. Road Project

Highway Pavement Maintenance
(Preserve Conditions vs. No Funding)

Treasure Island
Congestion Pricing

. Columbus Day Initiative

. Transit Project
@ state of Good Repair (SGR)

Sum of Annual Benefit 10+

500
,000

o1 ®

00

74 Downtown
San Francisco
Congestion Pricing

Bubble size represents
the total annual benefits
for the project.

Express Lane Network
(Us-101)

Local Streets and Roads Maintenance
(Preserve Conditions vs. No Funding)

@ Benefit/Cost Ratio
(o)}

4+ [
°

SR-152
Tollway 3
Express Lane Network
(East Bay and North Bay)

Expressways (Silicon Valley) (Preserve Conditions vs. Local Funding)

4 5 6 7 8 9

TriLink Tollway + . Express Lane Network . Local Streets and Roads Maintenance
° -
3

o
® Mo -

Targets Score

10
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Plan Bay Area 2040

Project Performance Assessment:

Draft Results for Transit Projects

Project Mode >507

. Road Project
. Transit Project
@ state of Good Repair (SGR)

Sum of Annual Benefit 10_4/'

Plan
BayArea

2040

500
000
500 97 BART to
00 Silicon Valley -
8 Phase 2 Rail
o i Maintenance
-E EL Camino
Bubble size represents o Real BRT. San Pablo
the total annual benefits for 4, 74 BRT
all projects of that type. 3 Vallejo-San Francisco + —
U Richmeond-5an Francisco
—_ 6 -
e Ferry Frequency Improvements .__ ) Geary
o Capitol
& BRT Bus
1] Expressway Mai
5 5 . . LRT - Phase 2 aintenance
o0 BART Metro
. Program
“ O
o O R
3 ' Caltrain Modernization - Phase |
Q . + Caltrain to Transbay Transit Center
® ® °
2 O
.' e = . VTA Frequency Improvements
o
. . . I19th Avenue Subway
[ T T T T T T T T . T T T : T T T 1
2 -1 1 ° O 3 4 3 @ ° 7 8 9 10
0 [
Targets Score
-1-4



1. Generally, there is broad support for the six overarchmg
the assessment. ‘

2. Some stakeholders recommend weighting benefit-cost ratlo more than -
targets score, while others think that targets score should be the primary
definition of performance.

3. The benefit-cost assessment has limitations, mostly due to the
application of a single tool to assess all investments.

4. _Targets score criteria have caught the attention of stakeholders across the

region; in particular, scores for displacement risk and middle-wage jobs

have spurred conversation about how to appropriately assess projects.




Plan

What's Next? 2040

At May How do we define a “high-performing” project?
Planning

Committee: How do we define a “low-performing” project?

Medium-Performing
Project

Fiscal Constraint

Investment
Trade-Offs

Projects Exempt from
Assessment

Project Modified
or Case
Approved




What's Next?

Final performance results and staff recommendation for

MAY high- and low-performer thresholds to the MTC Planning
Committee
JUNE Deadline for low-performing project sponsors to submit

compelling case to MTC staff

JULY Staff recommendation for final actions on project
performance assessment to the MTC Planning Committee

Preferred scenario for Plan Bay Area 2040 slated for
SEPTEMBER adoption by MTC and ABAG, incorporating outcomes of
the performance assessment




Metropolitan Transportation Commission

2016 Voter Survey - Preliminary Findings

April 28, 2016

By: Corey, Canapary & Galanis Research



Project Background

Respondents Surveyed

= Conducted among voters in all nine Bay
Area counties

Key objectives

= Assess perception of factors relevant to Plan
Bay Area 2040.

= Gauge support for a regional gas tax
measure



Survey Methodology

= Telephone survey

= Sample size: 2,048

= Margin of error. +/-2.2%

* Fieldwork conducted: March/April 2016

= Surveys conducted in English, Spanish and
Chinese

= Conducted among Bay Area registered
voters



Survey Detaills

= This presentation is a first look at the results.
Fieldwork was just completed last Sunday
(April 24)

= Questionnaire was 44 questions in total

= Average respondent took between 14 -18
minutes to complete

= Detailed report is currently being prepared



Current Perception of Bay Area

% rating as excellent or good

Preservation of open spaces and parks 58%
Economic growth and prosperity 54%
Air quality 54%
Quality of public transit services 29%
Upkeep and repair of Bay Area freeways 23%
Upkeep and repair of local roads 18%
Availability of affordable housing 6%
Each issue rated on a 5-point scale where 5 is excellent and 1 is poor. % above c

COREY, CANAPARY & GALANIS represents share who rated issue as a 5 or 4.



Plan Bay Area 2040



Importance of Plan Bay Area 2040

A long-term strategy for the entire Bay Area is
currently being developed. . . . This plan is
focused on: improving the local economy,
reducing driving and greenhouse gases, and
providing access to housing and
transportation for everyone who needs it.

= In general, how important do you think it
IS to establish this type of a regional plan?



Importance of Plan Bay Area 2040

When asked for an initial assessment, 83% of voters believe a regional plan like Plan Bay
Area 2040 is important

9% 8%

Important (4-5) Neutral/Don't Know Not Important (1-2)

COREY, CANAPARY & GALANIS 8



Most Important Component

Which part of the plan is most important to the Bay Area’s future...

Local economy

21%

Full text read to respondents:
Access to housing and transportation = “Providing access to housing and transportation for everyone”
Local economy = “Improving the local economy” 9

COREY, CANAPARY & GALANIS . iy 1 . : o o
Reducing driving/emissions = “Reducing driving and greenhouse gas emissions



Attitudinal Statements

Share who agree strongly or somewhat with each statement...

Local and regional government agencies should
play an active role in trying to attract jobs and
promote the economy in the Bay Area

Cities that allow more multi-unit housing to be
built near public transit should get more
regional transportation dollars

I would be willing to live in a smaller house to
be closer to work, shopping and restaurants

I will take public transit more often if gas prices
reach $4.00 a gallon

COREY, CANAPARY & GALANIS

72%

5 point scale used where 5 meant strongly agree and 1 meant strongly disagree

10



Bay Area Gas Tax
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Bay Area Gas Tax

A ballot measure is being proposed to
establish a gas tax which would increase the
cost of gasoline by * per gallon in all Bay
Area counties. The revenue would directly
fund local road repairs, as well as

Improvements for bicycle and pedestrian
routes.

= Overall, do you favor or oppose this
measure? Is that strongly or somewhat?

*guestion was asked at 5 cents and 10 cents per gallon

COREY, CANAPARY & GALANIS 12



Bay Area Gas Tax — 5 cents/gallon

If this tax increased the cost of gasoline by 5 cents per gallon, rather than 10 cents, would
you favor or oppose this measure?

22%
9%
Favor Strongly Favor Somewhat Oppose Somewhat Oppose Strongly
COREY, CANAPARY & GALANIS Includes all respondents who supported gas tax at 10 cent level, as well as those who were

asked at the 5 cent level. Does not include don’t know responses (4% of total)

13



Bay Area Gas Tax — 10 cents/gallon

Overall, do you favor or oppose this measure?...Is that strongly or somewhat?

~~~~~~
~~
~~

34% 0 e 58%

Favor Strongly Favor Somewhat Oppose Somewhat Oppose Strongly

Percentages above do not include don’t know responses (2% of total) 14
COREY, CANAPARY & GALANIS



Support by County — 5 cents/gal

Share who support gas tax strongly or somewhat...

Bay Area
Alameda 72%
Santa Clara
Marin

San Francisco
San Mateo
Napa
Sonoma

Contra Costa

Solano

Margin of error for Bay Area is +/-2.2%. Margin of error by county ranges from +/- 5.1% to +/-8.0%. 15
COREY, CANAPARY & GALANIS



Support for Gas Tax — 5 cents/gal

Share who favor strongly or somewhat ...

# 65%
wvoe | 5
irequentvorers | oo

Democrats

Republicans

Decline to State

Other

COREY, CANAPARY & GALANIS

74%

61%

56%

Scale used: favor strongly, favor somewhat, oppose somewhat, oppose strongly

16



Statements and Impact

= Following initial gas tax question (at 10 cents),
voters were read statements in favor and
opposed to measure.

= Some statements resonated more than others
with voters.

= However, there was no change in overall
support for measure when voters were re-asked
the measure (at 10 cents) after hearing
statements.

= Support DID increase when asked about a 5
cent gas tax

17
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Arguments in Favor

% who indicate statement is strong argument in favor of measure

This is a local measure, and the revenue raised can only be used
here in the Bay Area to repair our roads. None of the funding can 80%
be used by politicians in Sacramento or Washington DC

At least 95% of the taxes each county raises will go directly back

] ) . : . 78%
to their community for road improvements in their area °
State funding for local roads has not kept pace with our needs.
We need to fund these repairs now or the cost will continue to 78%
increase
A key benefit of this measure is it will get more people out of 489
0

their cars with improved bicycle and pedestrian routes

Note: Arguments tested assuming 10 cents per gallon tax

18
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Arguments Against

% who indicate statement is strong argument against the measure

This tax is unnecessary, our current taxes should be used for

: 58%
improvements to roads
This is an unfair measure because it will hurt the poor in our 519%
area the most °
It’s unfair for drivers to cover the cost of bicycle and pedestrian 37%
route improvements in the Bay Area °
A local tax like this will have a negative impact on our Bay Area 359
0

economy

Note: Arguments tested assuming 10 cents per gallon tax
COREY, CANAPARY & GALANIS



Local Roads or Freeways

This would be a stronger ballot measure if it funded repairs to Bay Area freeways, rather than
local roads. Do you agree, disagree, or does it make no difference?

Agree
18%

Makes no difference
Don't know
47%

Disagree
35%

COREY, CANAPARY & GALANIS 2 O



In Summary...

= Majority support for gas tax measure among
Bay Area voters

= Two-thirds supermajority may be possible at
5 cents based on survey results

= Arguments for and against don’t seem to
change voters opinion about measure

= Lower tax amount (5 cents compared to 10
cents) does have an impact on voter
opinion

21
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Thank you...

22
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