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A shift in thinking about transit planning
What should be in the plan? Issues
Precedents

More detail on some of the Issues



LAWRENCE J. HOGAN, JR., Governor Ch

Chapter 352

{House Bill 372)

AN ACT concerning

Marvland Metes Metro/Transit Funding Act

FDRthepumoaeof" - f a3 - ra—reaaia s

3 5 £ 2= repeallng a requuement th"lt the Secretan of
Transpcrtatmn Approve certaln grants to the Washington Suburban Transit District;
requiring the Secretary, under ceriain circumstances, fo withhold a cerfain percentage
of certain funds: requiring the Governor to include an appropriation in the annual
State budget of at least a certain amount for the sole purpose of providing grants to

¢¢
On or before October 1, 2020, the administration

shall, in consultation with [a newly to be created
Commission] and the Baltimore metropolitan
council, prepare a central Maryland regional

transit plan to meet the transit needs of the &fre
service area.



¢¢
the central Maryland regional transit plan shall:

(1) define goals for outcomes to be achieved through the provision
of public transportation;

(2) in order to best achieve the goals defined in item (1) of this
subsection, identify options for:

i. Improvements to existing transportation assets;

11. 1Improvements to leverage non—-administration
transportation options available to public
transportation; and

111. corridors for new public transportation assets;

(3) prioritize corridors for planning of new public transportation
assets;

(4) Evaluate the plan’s consistency with local land use and
transportation plans and the Maryland transportation plan
and 1dentify opportunities for achieving greater
consistency; (5) be reviewed, revised, and updated at least
every 5 years; and (6) address a 30—yeé1‘ 25—year time
frame.



¢¢there is a Central Maryland Regional Transit Plan Commission.
the commission consists of the following members:

(1) the county executive of Anne Arundel county, or the county executive’s designee;

(1) the mayor of Baltimore city, or the mayor’s designee;

(11) the county executive of Baltimore county, or the county executive’s designee; and

(iv) the county executive of Harford county, or the county executive’s designee;

(v) the county executive of Howard county, or the county executive’s designee;

(vi) one representative from a central Maryland business or transportation organization,
appointed by the president of the senate;

(vil) one representative from a central Maryland business or transportation organization,
appointed by the speaker of the house; and

Plus the following individuals appointed by the governor:

Three representatives one representative from a central Maryland business organizations;
One representative from a citizen advisory committee the citizen advisory council;

One representative from a disabled riders group; and

One representative from the MARC riders advisory council.

(3) the commission shall participate in the development of:

(1) a strategy for meaningful public involvement in the central
Maryland regional transit plan; and

(ii) the goals for outcomes of the central Maryland regional transit pf4n
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Baltimore Region Rail
System Plan Map
Adopted March 2002
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“The future of public transit hinges on shifting
from a supply model to a demand model and
embracing emerging modes to better serve,
satisfy and grow ridership.” Rahul Kumar, TransLoc

Old Plans:

Old buzzwords:
Trip time
Network

Rail

Headways
Agency

*Demand centric
New buzzwords: Human centric

;‘;CC?SS Mode neutral

eriormance

Service Outcpme basgd
Experience *Equity centric

Interdisciplinary



here are so many unknowns in

What are the Seven Demands the future of transportation.

of Transit Riders? : : : :

R s Navigating rapid change with
Vst toge; calculated ease 1n innovative risk-

. It takes me when | want to go. : : 5 o ¢

. Itis a good use of my time. taking is essential to a promising

. Itis a good use of my money. future.

. It respects me in the level

of safety, comfort, and
amenity it provides.

w s WN

1S a non-
7. It gives me freedom to negotiable.

6. | can trustit.

change my plans.

#T4Capldeas @T'4America

Precedents



CHICAGO




Our vision |
ransit as th
he region’s

ransportati
nhetwork.

Chicago
Regional
Transit Plan

S public

e core of
robust

on mobility

Transit is a central part of the region’s transportation and logistics network.
People use it to get to work, school, medical appointments, and more. They ride
during rush hour, the middle of the day, and at night. The availability of transit
throughout Northeastern lllinois helps our region compete on a global scale

for commerce and business. Transit has a positive impact on the environment
and community health by reducing congestion, improving air quality, and
encouraging people to live active lifestyles. It also supplies equitable access to
jobs, and provides affordable mobility for people with disabilities and those who
cannot or choose not to drive. The transit system — and our investment in it —
must remain competitive on all of these levels to ensure our region continues to
thrive.




Chicago
Regional

Recent transit funding increases in other regions .
3 3 out 0f48 Transit Plan

Boston
transit-related ballot

Philadelphia asey BT measures passed in
Measure: $0.03 Gas Tax 2016 elections

Agency: SEPTA Increase

Measure: Act 89 Funding: Approximately S600 d_o e
Where€

million per year dedicated to

Funding: $324 million transportation improvements

from the state through {total includes other fees and
an $0.08 gas tax sales taxes)

Year: 2013 Year: 2013 Agency: Sound Transit

Measure: Sound Transit 3

Agency: MARTA

Funding: $27.7 billion in new local sales,

Measure: 1/2 cent motor vehicle excise, and property taxes
sales tax levy over a 25-year construction phase; plus an

estimated $4.7 billion in federal grants,

Funding: $2.5 billion surplus revenues from Sound Move and

over 40 vears Sound Transit 2, bond proceeds, farebox

New York = recovery, and
interest earnings

Agency: MTA Year: 2016

Measure: 2015 - 2019 Capital vear: 2016 Seattle
Program

Funding: $11.8 billion from MTA,
$8.3 billion from New York State, Agency: RTD
$6.4 billion in federal funds, $2.5
billion from New York City Measure: Faslracks
ncy: LAMetro
Year: 2015 Agency Funding: $4.7 billion over nearty
Moasure: Measure M 40 years from 04% regional sales
tax increase, federal funds, loans,
Funding: $40 billion over 30 and private contributions
years, through 1/2 cent sales tax :
increase and continuation of 1/2 R 2007 Denver
cent traffic relief tax

Los Angeles Year: 2016




Ten-Year Capital
Investment Needs:
$37.7 Billion?

Guideway Elements

$11.0

Facilities

N

Systems

$4.8

Stations

$5.3

Vehicles

$12é6

{Billions)

I Backlog of projects

B Due for replacement
in next ten years

M Due for rehabilitation
in next ten years

Chicago
Regional
Transit Plan

Advocate for region-wide policies and
pricing strategies that support transit.

As the Transit Agencies focus on the core responsibility
of operating transit services, we also recognize there is
an opportunity to better leverage and fund the system by
partnering across jurisdictions and transportation modes.

SIXSTRONG TRANSIT
MARKETS READY FOR
INVESTMENT

The Chicago area transit system is a network of services that empowers
people to move throughout the region, and investment in any part of the
network benefits the whole. Invest in Transit focuses on key improvements in
six areas that will build on the strengths of the transit system and address the
challenges of the network to the benefit of riders throughout the region.

Recently completed = Programmed E Planned but needs funding



Two possible realities lie ahead: a future with or without

long-term, sustainable capital and operating funding

WITH

WITHOUT

INVESTMENT LEVEL

Stable funding allows agencies
to build projects shortly after
they are designed, and to take
advantage of construction
phasing techniques that save
money.

The stop-go nature of funding
means that some projects are
designed and then wait in queue
for delivery while prices rise and
plans change. Other projects
never reach the design phase.

Chicago
Regional
Transit Plan




TRANSIT ISTHE CORE

STAY
COMPETITIVE

OF MOBILITY

Transit services are the region’s
most equitable, affordable means
of mass mobility available. They
span the region and are already
tailored to meet the needs

and built-environment of each
community. Private mobility
companies (such as Uber, Lyft,
Via, Chariot, and taxicabs) now
also operate in many of the same
areas. They offer transportation
options that some people find
appealing and convenient, but do
not replace public transit or offer
all of the same benefits. Transit
Agencies will continue to make
investments in successful transit,
while also exploring partnerships
in areas where transit is less
effective or very expensive to
operate.

TRANSIT
INVESTMENT
PROVIDES...

SOCIETAL BENEFITS
Transit has a positive impact on
our region. It supports walkable
communities, provides
affordable transportation to all,
and improves the environment
by reducing driving. The Transit
Agencies will work with
communities to take advantage
of these benefits. In areas where
private mobility services slow
transit vehicles down or
encourage unnecessary driving,
communities will benefit from
regulating them. In areas where
private mobility services help fill
a mobility gap, partnerships
make sense.

LESS
LESS
LESS
LESS
LESS
LESS
LESS
LESS
LESS

OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES

Transit is an efficient way to move
many people at once. Rail lines
and busy bus routes have a fixed
presence in the communities and
carry many people at a low cost
per rider. The Transit Agencies
will continues to invest in rail
infrastructure and key bus
corridors to meet existing needs,
then look to private mobility
partnerships in areas where
transit is expensive, impractical,
or unproven.

FuOoW

JHon

Chicago
Regional
Transit Plan

SERVICES

improve efficiency

N ACCOMMODATING new mobility
providers by providing space to
load/unload at suburban rail statio

services

JHon
JHON
JHON
JHOW

TRANSIT SERVICES
AT THE CORE IN
OUR REGION

@ PACE CALL-N-RIDES, VANPOOL
@ PACE DIAL-A-RIDES
) PACE ADA PARATRANSIT

PACE NEIGHBORHOOD CONNECTORS
@ CTABUS & RAIL, PACE CTA CONNECTORS
@ METRA COMMUTER RAIL, PACE EXPRESS

FO R P R IVATE areas and be harmed by it in other:

With that in mind, transit agencies
will consider the following actions:

CONTRACTING with new mobility
providers to run service and

PARTNERING with new mobility
providers to offer services that fill
gaps in transit services

APPLYING IDEAS like software
innovations and routing technique:
used by the private sector to solidif
strong transit markets

REGULATING mobility companies
to prevent them from picking up/

-------- dropping off or transporting custor
in such a way that it degrades tran:



S ATLANTA

The Georgia Department of Transportation in
a joint effort with ARC’s Mobility Services
Division operate the Georgia Commute
Options program in the Atlanta region, a
program designed to increase the use.c

alternative commute.e»

Carpooling
Vanpooling
Biking and walking

Teleworking GEORGIACOMMUTEOPTIONS

Flexible work schedules

The Georgia Commute Options program helps
employers establish and operate commute
option programs for their employees. The
program includes measures that make it
easler for solo car commuters to make a
change, such as guaranteeing up to five free
rides home from work per year if an
unexpected event occurs.



City of Seattle Department of Transportation

TRANSIT MASTER PLAN

FINAL SUMMARY REPORT

ADOPTED 2012
AMENDED 2016
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2017 Commute Mode Share — Overall Center City
Respondents who started work between & a.m. and 9 a.m. on weekdays =
i SDOT (Chaptar 6)
Took the bus I :
Drove alone {or w/ children) I, : 4.5

Rode the train/light rail/streetcar

Center City Transit Improvements

Transit Total:

Carpooled (2+ people)

Priority Bus corridors

Telecommuted .
Rode a bicy

fie Rideshare Total:
Used ferry as walk-on passenger X inciudes carpool and vonpoal
Other Total: 5

Motorcych
Boarded ferry with car/v
Compressed work week da

Other



TRANSIT MASTER PLAN

GOALS TMP ELEMENTS POLICIES & INVESTMENTS

Meet Sustainability,
Growth Management,
and Economic Goals

POLICIES & © Policy Framewaork
PROGRAMS @ Program Recommendations

Make it Easier and More

Desirable to Take Transit

O Long Range Transit Vision
Respond to Needs of CORRIDORS g E'ﬁc‘,‘rﬁ? %ﬁw fransit
Vulnerable Populations O Center City

Create Great Places

Where Modes Connect Frequent Transit Network

Local Transit Metwork

Advance Implementation g [R}Sg'it%ﬂcturin .
within Constraints © Monitoring
© Transit-Oriented Neighborhoods
Access & © Transit Facility Design

PLACES: Connections © Intermodal Connections
@ Mobility Corridors

FUNDING & @ Investment Framework

@ Funding Opportunities
PERFORMANCE © Operating Subsidy
MONITORING O Monitoring




RapidRide Corridor 3

Mount Baker — South Lake Union via Rainier Avenue and Jackson 5t

Metric Score Details

m Ridership potential in 2035 is based on service improvements and

17,900 gmjecbed and use chanFe-s: Weskday riders (2o035) estimatad from
- - . prng 2015 stopyroute-level boardings assigned to each corrdor. Met
R|der5h|p (8,000 net new riders) | new weekday riders equal zo30 estimate of potential ridership minus
(W e cument {2015) fidership estimate for the comidaor
eekday 20
and Net New Riders

Starting out with precise

hhidb
elelelc)
Productivity

107 riders/
hour

data of what current service
does

Efficiency with which provided transit capacity is utilized. Productivity
equals weekday ridership divided by weekday revenue hours: &
"revenue hour includes time when a transit vehicle is available to car
passengers b includes layover time, but excludes "dead head" time suc|
as when a bus travels to the start of a route. Weekday hours of revenue
snl?nrice calculated through developrment of corridor-specific operating
plan.

3

RapidRide Initial
Investment Level

$19.0-%23.0M
($3.5-$4-4M per mile)

(Seattle)

Ex| ed level of initial investment required to provide transit speed,
reliability, passenger comfort, and access improvements in the corri-
dor. Basad oninitial planning level assessment conducted as part of the
2015 TMP update. Future analysis will identify the most cost-effective
G?IEI al prg:i:ect elements and levels of investment appropriate to differ-
ent right-of-way configurations and land use emvironments along the
comider. Higher level of investment may be possible based on potential
additional local, regional, state and federal funding identified duri
d:;:;’_.lad corrider planning and design process. Does not include vehicle
[

E

Cost/Rider

$2.10

Value of investment over time, including cost of operatig
ized cost of capital investment, fleet replacement, and
Annualized npemtigg and capital cost per rider equals an
cost plus annualized capital costs divided by annual boand
Operntingamst adjusted for inflation by 2.4% annually. |
held constant. Assumed vehicle life is 15 years for electric

$11.1M

Annual total cost to deliver service an the proposed line. &
ating cost based on the number of hours of revenue service
through development of corridor-specific operating plan, muM -
the 2015 operating cost for RapidRide. The 2015 operating costs are
Lrg(‘.ounty Meatro operating cost rs and assumptions
ison Corridor BRT Study, Does not include cost reductions

based on
from the M
from repurposing of existing bus service hours,

o
&
=
EE

Operating Cost/
New Rgide

$1.92

Operating cost to deliver a new boardi
cost savings: Calculated as planned weekday operating cost minus
weekday operating cost savings, divided by the number of net new
bearding rides projected for 2035 Analysis of cost savings is conceptual.

ride considering potential

Travel Time
Savings

33%

In-wehicle travel time savings (compared to current service) for a pas-
senger riding between two terminus stations: Projected 2035 comidor
travel time with current road design - estimated travel times under sach
made, alignment, and design.

GhG Savings

1,073 MT CO2e

Annual reduction in greenhouse gas emission eguivalents from
reduced vehicle miles traveled and net change in transit emissions:
Emissions savings from reduced VMT based on an assumed rate of
displaced light duty wehicle trips per new transit rider, average trip
length by corridor, average fuel economy, and resulting fuel savings.
Emissions savings from net change in transit emissions equals planned
service minus existing service (based on conceptual operating plans).
Ernissions factors applied based on known emission assumptions for
electric trolley bus and diesel hybrid bus




NEW

NEW ORLEANS REGIONAL TRANSIT AUTHORITY

STRATEGIC MOBILI &8

INTRODUCTION .....ovenunnnssannnns 2

[1][311]11) — 9

-K Illjjl_ulyl ‘:_,r,l -
| ' -

lm";\m —




WHAT IS THE STRATEGIC
MOBILITY PLAN?

+ A roadmap for Improving public transportation in the
region over the next 20 years. Future decision-making
and investrnents made by RTA will be driven by this
Plan.

+« A new misslon that more clearly identifies the core
purpose of RTA.

« A new vislon for what RTA will be in the future based
on what we heard from the community.

« A set of goals to achieve in order to meet the needs
of the community and make the new vision a reality.

+ Identification of strategles and actlons necessary to
accomplish the goals. This includes a phased action
plan of major initiatives and projects, so everyone
knows what RTA will focus on and when.

+ Measures of progress to make sure RTA continues to
improve and stays on track.

WHAT IS IT NOT?

In-clepth planning, design, or engineering for
projects

« Determination of what vehicle type or schedule is
best suited for any given corridor

« Detailed cost estimates or funding plan

[

Improved Comfort and

X

lmetiere 3"
® STRATEGIC
b < MOBILITY ° QQ
Better Accassibility PLAN New Mobility Options
& 2
Stronger Partnerships Better Informationand
Communication




STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK

MISSION

Why we exist

GOALS

What we need to do to achieve vision

OBJECTIVES

Intended outcome of each goal

STRATEGIES
How we accomplish the goals and
objectives

ACTIONS

How we implement strategies

MISSION

Provide safe and dependable mobility services.

VISION

Become the preferred mobility provider in the region.

GOALS

X

EARN TRUST BE EQUITABLE PRIORITIZE THE
RIDER EXPERIENCE

? @ D

BE RELIABLE CONNECT TO SUPPORT A
OPPORTUNITIES SUSTAINABLE,
HEALTHY REGION




MOBILITY OPTIONS IN THE PLAN

In addition to improving existing bus, streetcar, Terry, and paratransit service, the Plan introduces mobility options that may be unfamiliar to people in
Greater New Orleans. Some of these new options build upon existing services while others are entirely new services using emerging technologies.

HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT ROUTES

8

‘% (@) A

.Q. &

.n'
5‘ ‘a Extvmalw use of dn-:ldlflratnd
Avallable Modes E 10 min. {peak) 20-24 hrs Pay before Foadway space and/or
i Stops every coordinated
{BRT, 5treetcar, and LRT) Every 15 min peak) per day 1/4 to 1/2 mile boarding traffic signals
SELECT SERVICE ROUTES
‘ A IQI
Use of dn:}!:amd rg?du;'a
Avallable Modes ry 15 min. (poak 18-24 hrs Stops ev Pay before Rt ek
(Existing Bus and Every 30 min toh-peako per day femite ” boarding traffic signals
trestcar I'ﬂl.ltﬂ)
«  Modern and traditional ferries Service type TED Microtransit
«  Commuter bus «  Every 15-30 min., 7 days/week Every 10-15 min., 24 hours/day On-Demand/Texible
= Z0 min (peak only) « Longer hours of operation Looping around high demand Services

+ Limited stops + Existing plus new terminals

travel areas

Autonomous vehicles



Transit Service




“The future of public transit hinges on shifting
from a supply model to a demand model and
embracing emerging modes to better serve,
satisfy and grow ridership.” Rahul Kumar, TransLoc

[0 T

PEAK ARRIVALS EVERY 10 MIN. OR LESS

SERVICE 20-24 HRS PER DAY

| niil
o T e )

| UNIVERSAL TRANSIT PASSES

reductions in car mode
share of 4%- 22% have
been documented, with
an average reduction

of 11%. By removing
barriers to using transit,
including the need to
search for cash for each  Employers can provide monthly
trip, people become and a 1 translt p az well ac
much more likely to take electronlc vouchers In any amount
transit for both work on a reglonal ORCA card.

and non"work tleS- Image from Oxrcacard.com

Universal transit passes -
are an effective means

to reduce the number

of car trips in an area; .




I Customer Concerns:

Reliability, Crowding, Cleanliness

[
=
=
= 145 ==
g arget Issues : iti
= Station Condition On Time Performance
Ll
[
= - g @ On-time performance
= Seat Availability Station condition/ .
Jweotrar | Standing Room
O Seat availabnlity QD
Seat Standing ronm @ Train service frequency
@ condition!  ayailahility
. cleanliness
w Cleanliness , _
J @ Car interior cleanliress
= Floar condition/ Personal security Agert RTIin txamsfer connections
< cleanliness @ @ Train helpfulness’ . . .
= Elevat ailabili temperature courtesy Exit lines
[ 4 wator avallabllicy @ Fscalater 3 Faregate reliability
2  Station cleaniness Folice in avarlabiliii-y _ o %ain e @ Delay Infosmation
E o Palice in n:;kgu:g |6t ‘I’ : istaur;-n::mm g "#in exlerion | sransfers compmer o T¥M reliability
- d“tnl'wmlim“ gvator cleznlingss windows @ Landscaping — Parking lighting
E 'carparking availability @ Disabled access & BART tickets
— Bicyele parking @ No graffiti: trains
-
2 Train noise No graffiti: & 1+
E Paolice on e stations ing @ bartgev website
Lrai
(=] i @ Fare evasion erforceman
Clipper
cards
= @
= Mapsschedule
E 7o avallability
[-
o
(-9
=
W
vy
["¥)
= 55
13 53

LOWER RATING HIGHER RATING

PERFORMANCE (7 point scale: 1=poor to 7=excellent)



Transit ridership in the U.S.
@ Totalridership @ Per-capita ridership

11,000,000,000 36

10,000,000,000 34
(7]
Y
©
 ~
g

§  9.000,000,000 32
)
S
S
°

= 8,000,000,000 30

7,000,000,000 28

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

Created by Yonah Freemark @ The Transport Politic | Source: APTA/U.S. Census

Annual U.S. transit rides per capita
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Three Door Boarding Battery Operatlons

Double
artics

E- buses

50’ buses

EMTU low-floor trolleybus In Sao Paulo provides three A Tranclink electric trolley bus in Vancouver, B.C,
door boarding. This is a 40’ New Flyer vehicle with battery auxillary
Image from Wikimedia Commons uzer Allton Florencio power allowing off-wire operatlona.

Image from Wikimedia Commons user Bobanny

Rail Style Vehicle Open Interior Layout

Irisbuz Crlstalls trolleybus in Lyon, France. Photo of Interlor configuration of Iricbus Cristalis
Image from Wikimedia Commons uzer Momox de Mortean 60 foot articulated electrlc trolley bua.

Image from Wikimedia Commons user tompagenet



Governance

RTA
Planning, Oversight,
and Funding

CTA Pace

Metra
Commuter Rail Suburban Bus

Chicago &
adjacent suburbs ADA Paratransit




Funding

“We are committing
suicide as a species
through climate
change. Anything we do
to make driving
cheaper and anything
that we do to make

transit more expensive
gets us away from the
big issue.”
LA City Council M.
Bonin




Infrastructure Investments

Aren’t Keeping Up with Neec

More Potholes? This Might Be Why.

Infrastructure spending as a percentage of
G.D.P. has fallen to the lowest level in decades.

2%

FIGURE 1

Maryland Department of Transporta
TOTAL CAPITAL PROGRAM LEVEL!

$18
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10-15 11-16 12-17 13-18 14-19 15-20 16-21 17-2

Six Year CTP Program Period (Fiscal Yez
[ ®mSTATE  FEDERAL = OTHER

1.4%

Roads, bridges,
transit

Electricity

Schools

0 [ I
1993 2000 2010

Source: New York Times

! Waterways, ports,
2017 levees and dams

Airports

Rail
Water and

wastewater

Public parks and
recreation

Hazardous and
solid waste

Public Infrastructure Has Been Neglected
Infrastructure needs, funded and unfunded, 2016-2025

Estimated funding ™ Funding gap

I $162 biliion
| $157 billon
| $154 billion

B $150 billion

I $114 billion

$7 billion

P 2w
I 5934 bilion

I $870 billion



Declining Federal Funding
for TOD Infrastructure

Federal Grants to State/Local Governments for Transportation and Water Infrastructure as a Percentage of US

Gross Domestic Product, FY 1947-2016, By Mode

0.70%

0.60%

0.50%

0.40%

0.30% -

0.20% -

0.10% -

0.00%

t‘hsl—lﬁlﬂhﬂ\ﬂﬁlﬂhﬂlﬂﬁlﬂhﬂ\ﬂMMhSﬂhlﬂhg--IMIﬂI‘h
- nawwwww o o0 OB DDDD o oo === =
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2009
2011
2013
2015

& Highway

B Airport

“ Transit
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Figure 1
All Levels of Government Fund Highways and Transit
Average annual own-source spending by level of government, 2008-12

Federal State
%54 billion $84 billion

Source: Pew's analysis of .5, Census Bureau's Annual Survey of State and Local Government Finances, 2008-12; U.5. O3
Public Budget Database

@ 2015 The Pew Charitable Trusts
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Pl epo. e siv- ear Capital Funding by Mode
Fiscal 2018-2023
($ in Millions)
Exhibit 8 Transi
. . . hicle _rm51t _
Fiscal 2019 Operating Budget Allowance by Mode Motor Vehic Administration
Tatal Spending: $2.1 Billion -
($ in Millions) WMATA
$1.535
Avation Secretary’s Office 10%
Administration §032
$201.5 594 Aviation
10% 18% s
° State Highway $572
Administration %
$204 6
Port Administrati 1%
stration State Highwa: .
Transit $50.9 Motor Vehicle A i ‘?’_h;jmi Seﬂerz;;rsi Office
Administration 2% Administration $8.120 g
$851.1 $205.4 55%
o,
4% 10% Total Spending: $14.8 Billion

WMATA: Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority WMATA- Wishington Metropoliten Area Trameit Authority
: Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Aw

Source: Department of Legislative Services: Maryland State Budget Books, Fiscal 2019, Volume 1

Source: Maryland Department of Transportation, 2018-2023 Consolidated Transportation Program



Growing Interest in Alternative
Infrastructure Funding and Financing

New revenue sources

* New taxes
* New varieties of user charges
* Value capture

New financing mechanisms

e Credit assistance tools
* Debt financing tools

* PPPs

* Privatization

* [nfrastructure investment funds
* Philanthropic partners

* Crowdfunding




Increased Pressure on Property-Based
Funding Sources (aka Value Capture)

Special Assessment and Taxing Districts
Tax Increment Financing
Development Impact Fees

Density Bonus Programs

Developer Agreements

Public Sector Real Estate Strategies



" Be “Open for Business” to any reasonable use or

partnership.

= Find value in creative ways

= Reoccurring revenues are more likely to be

generated through:
* Telecommunications
= Utilities
= Advertising
* Licensing
= Concessions

Recurring Income Example

(MBTA)

Dispositions

Shared

Use/loint

Development

Rail-Uolution

= Solar
= Smaller Land Sale
= Easements

M Telecom

M Advertising
i Concessions
i Land

® Utilities

M Long Term
Agreements

Agreement Type Count Revenue

Telecom 119 $ 7283624
Advertising 5 $ 3,763,255
Concessions 83 $ 2,257,468
Land 253 $ 227,00
Utilities 348 $ 1,094,754
Long Term Agreements 14 4 449,696
Short Term Licanses 250 $ 141,784
ATCs (Bike Trails) 25 4 -
TOTAL 1097 $ 17,261,675

Tom Cox
Account Executive
Greystone Management Solutions

Tom.Cox@greyco.com

Lorna J. Moritz

Lorna J. Moritz & Associates

Transit Real Estate and Revenue Consultancy

Should TOD be led by the Planning

Department or the Real Estate Department?

Should the TOD function report directly to the
General Manager?

How much planning should an agency do

before offering a TOD site for development?

Station Area vs Site Planning
Planning skills versus transactional skills




SEATTLE TRANSPORTATION
BENEFIT DISTRICT: VEHICLE
LICENSE FEES

Transportation benefit districts were created through a
zoos5 Washington State Legislature statute as a way for
local agencies and governments to fund transportation-
related improvements. The legislation authorizes the use
of various taxes and fees to fund transportation improve-
ments within the district. It allows funding for operation
of facilities and programs, including public transportation.

STRATEGY AREA:
IMPLEMENTING AN
INVESTMENT FRAMEWORK

IF -1: Local investments should be viewed in the context
of the regional transit (Metro and Sound Transit)
funding picture, including Metro and Sound Transit
investments in service and capital.

IF -2 Limited City transit funds should be used to
leverage other regional, state, or federal funds
whenever possible. Funding sources that may be used without voter approval

include an up to a $2o0 annual vehicle license fee (VLF)

and a transportation impact fee on commercial and
industrial buildings. Subject to voter approval, the follow-
ing additional revenue sources are available:

IF -3 Decisions to fund transit must be viewed in light of
future obligations, not just the current period.

IF -4: The multiple account evaluation approach should

levy for capital purposes)

IF-5 The City should carefully track the returns on
its investments in transit operations and capital
projects.

IF -6: The City should maintain flexibility to respond to
future opportunities.

» Sales and use tax (up to o.2%)

« Annual VLF of up to an additional 8 SAN FRANCISCO TRANSIT
IMPACT FEE & PROPOSED
AUTO TRIPS GENERATED
(ATG) FEE

San Francisco's Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF)
assesses a fee on all non-residential development in the
city, recognizing transit's role and added value in serving

per vehicle registered in the district

= Vehicle tolls

IF -7: The investment/funding process must be re-
evaluated on a periodic basis, ideally a one- or
two-year interval.

IF -&; City funding for transit should be prioritized
toward developing long-term capital projects
and service subsidies that improve transit speed,

development. The fee is two-tiered currently $o.o7 or
+11.34 per square foot (indexed for inflation), based on
the level of transit demand attributable to each of the six

land use categories defined in the ordinance. The TIDF
generates a modest amount of revenue to fund transit
service improvements—slightly over $2 million collected
in 2008 and nearly $12o0 million in fees and earmed inter-
est between 1681 and zoo8.

reliability, and capacity in FTN corridaors.

The San Francisco County Transportation Authority
recently studied the option to implement a similar impact
mitigation fee on ATG by new development, payment

of which would permit development projects to fully
mitigate the air quality impacts of their project (avoiding
the nead for further environmental analysis), while provid-
ing the County with funding to implement a package of
multimodal transportation investrments, including transit
projects designed to reduce vehicle trips.

Source: Auto TriP CGeneration Study: Final Rth, San Francisco
{Zount-_r Tr:n.sPomnt_ian Aurharit;r, October, 2008




Delivery
P3

PURPLE LINE "\
TRANSIT PARTNERS

Design Bid
Build

Design
Build Design Build

Operate and
* 34-year DBFOM contract
— 6 years design/build Manage

— 28 years operate/maintain

 Availability payments for 28
years



L.and Use




Increased State and Local Support for
Affordable Housing

’ HOUSI“g trust funds GROWTH OF HOUSING TRUST FUNDS
* Inclusionary housing 1000
policies

750

*  Public land contributions
500

* Impact fees
250

*  Low-cost loans

0

1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2016

*  Support for ADUs




Now that ride hailing services and autonomous vehicles are

here, what will happen to parking demand?

EFFECT ON PARKING DEMAND?

Academic: Zhang et al ~90% reduction
50% of fleet shared

80% reduction
100% of fleet shared

Each shared AV replaces 12 private

vehicles

OECD International Transport Forum

Academic: Kockelman

5.7 billion square meter reduction in

McKinsey




80

0 7

g 60| %

G
i 5
H
]

g 30
a
20

10

Allow the economy to grow
Support vibrant,

HOUSEHOLDS WITH TRANSIT SERVICE
WITHIN CLOSE WALKING DISTANCE*

/ 2%

TRANSIT SERVICE
FREQUENCY

Il 1o min
% 15 min

Feb, Sept, 2020 2025

2015 2015 *3/8 mile, or approximately a 7.5 minute walk

Protect and improve our environment

Provide healthy walkable neighborhoods Keep Seattle
transportation options affordable
r Improve safety




Future Trends



Their Position:
Trend #1 Transit and Smart Growth

Growing Anti-Transit =

and Anti-Urban Social
Planning Voices Re-Enginnering Trend #2 Future Implication

N ew FEd era l More Pressure To Find

Innovative and Local
o POI icies Funding Sources

Technology
Supported
Convenience

U.S. Freelance Workforce
80M

Trend #4
53M

Rise Of A 1/3 1/2
Distributed
Workforce

Future Implication Trend #5
Supports Suburban The Promise or
INSTITUTE FOR 0 T
SIR TOMORROW: Sprawl. Ru.ie Time Autonf)mous
Is My Time. | Vehicles

John W. Martin
john.martin@sirhq.com




Future Implication

Shift To More
Trend #6 Mobility Options

Shift To The With Sustainable Private
v Sector Providers
Sharing Economy

Future Implication In the U.S.

th lati
Trend #7 Rising Demand Ov:r Z(g;ueas '3?”

. For More Affordable f
Rising Cost of Mobility Options Bl
Transportation | today to
— 74 million
Future Implication by 2030

Trend #8 ‘ Growing Appreciation
. Of Less Fortunate People
The Equity

Increases Support
Movement

Future Implication

‘ (Including Support For Mobllity Options
‘ & Purpose-Bullt Communities).

Positive Momentum
Towards Livable
Places. “A Trend

Trend #9 \ Is Your Friend.”

Future Implication

Greater Density = Sh ift TO Trend #10

Greater Success For Multiple

Mobillijt\;, OptI;on_s ArI\:d Sl::stainable Th e cit i es 3 rOWi n g P rEfe rence
: For A 15-Minute

Livable Community






Climate Change / Resilience

Total U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
by Economic Sector in 2016

Agriculture
9%,
\
Commercial &
Residential _
11%

Transportation

28%

Electricity
28%




Demographics
Projected Population Change: 2010-2030

Montgomery
Prince George's
Frederick
Howard

Anne Arundel
Baltimore Co
Charles

5t. Mary's
Washington
Baltimore City
Harford

Cecil
Wicomico
Carroll

Queen Anne's
Calvert
Worcester
Caroline
Dorchester
Talbot
Somerset
Kent
Allegany
Garrett

20,467
I 16,116
12,552
11,463
8,996
7,384
5,232
5,118
2,480
2,403
1,563
1,453

0 20,000

31,470

28,324

24,142

40,000

81,130

70,665
70,015
69,044
57,171
55,599
43,599
60,000 80,000

182,123

Baltimore Region = 32%

100,000 120,000 140,000 160,000 180,000 200,000



Percent of HHs Ages 25-34 Paying 30%+ of
income for Housing Costs

60.0%

51.2% 50.9%

50.0% 48.1%
46.4%

45.1%

40.0%

34.2%

30.0%
26.7%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0%
Anne Arundel Baltimore Carroll Harford Howard Baltimore City

M Owner M Renter



Baltimore City
Prince George's
Anne Arundel
Maryland
Montgomery
Baltimore Co

— 13.7%

Growth in College-Educated 25 to 34 Year Old

Baltimore City
Prince George's
Baltimore Co
Montgomery
U

Percent 25 to 34 Year Olds - 2013

15.1%
13.8%

13.7%

2000 to 2013*

19,349
6,134
6,115

Percent of 25-34 Year Olds Which are College Educated, 2013 *

Howard
Montgomery
Frederick
Baltimore City
Queen Anne's
Maryland
Baltimore Co

63.0%



Projected Change in Population by Age
Groups — Baltimore Region, 2010-2030
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66% 5%

Place high-quality transportation Believe they will live in
in their top three concerns when a place that does not
evaluating a new place to live require a car

Source: Rockefeller Foundation Source: Rockefeller Foundation

Winners — those that galvanize their
communities around these transcendent
demographic and cultural shifts, embracing
mobility and transit as an economic
development driver.

Losers — those that don't see these shifts
and let anti-transit conversation pick up
and current land use policies remain in

place.
T Create A Sense | 'I:IO"O‘;V ;"‘le vael:;
Millennial Placemaking
Community Vision. ofUrgency & Playbook

| | Importance | §



