% MEASURING UP:

’ {r MORE BANG FOR THE BUCK IN

kﬁl TRANSPQRTATION PROJECT SELECTION

3
*

.......

Steve Heminger

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
JuLy 16, 2014

Image Source: http://www.flickr.com/photos/mikebehnken/5114308350/sizes/|/



ay | o -ﬁ ! y ’ ay
Impetus for Enhanced r)ererrrJrlnr’e.-
We’ve run out of money - now we’ll have to start thinking!

. ~ DlavvinA Eie
=Staplisning a Level Playing Field:
HOW 00 you compare a potnole to a BRT?
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POTENTIAL MPO & STATE DOT
PERFORMANCE RESPONSIBILITIES

Yesterday: Today.

Performance-
Based
Planning

Performance
Monitoring

TOMOKrrow:

« - D ,
~ Performance-Based
| Programming
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IS results i

mignificant challenges when pursuing
ambitious tarc

(5 for system performange.

-

It places a pf@ liimon matching constrained
expansion dollars to the right expansion projects. 4




PREVIOUS RTP (ADOPTED IN 2009)
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CURRENT RTP. (ADOPTED IN 201.3)
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Top 20 MPOs: O&M VERSUS EXPANSION FUNDING

CMAP

Chicago

NYMTC

New York

SPC
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Funding constraints and
ambitious targets are not
the only performance
challenges for MPOs and

~ State DOTs.
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Performance
assessment 1s

not for the
faint of heart.




Establish Performance Targets

Assess Project Performance
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BRIEF HISTORY OF PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT AT MTC

Year 2001 2005 2009 2013 y

TRANSPORTATION TRANSP RTATION
2001 REGIONAL "\ - BayArea
TRANSPORTATION A . | 5
AN

PLAN CHANGE IN MOTION
Transportation Transportation Transportation Integrated
SCENARIO . : : :
investment investment investment transportation &
PLANNING .
packages packages packages land use scenarios
PERFORMANCE Transportation Transportation Transportation
Integrated targets
TARGETS targets targets targets
QUALITATIVE
PROJECT None Goals-based Goals-based Targets-based
ASSESSMENT
QUANTITATIVE Limited benefit- Rigorous benefit-
PROJECT None None i :
cost analysis cost analysis
ASSESSMENT
NUMBER OF
PROJECTS 0 400 700 >1,000

ANALYZED
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P'ﬂ BayArea °
y o [N
Lan.

e First regional

transportation,
land use, and

housing

Sustainable
Ccommunities
Strategy
Initiated by
California
Senate Bill 375
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EcoNOoMmIC
VITALITY

Increase gross
regional product

SYSTEM EFFECTIVENESS

Increase non-auto
mode share

A

% __Reduce VMT per capita

TRANSPORTATION - -
Maintain the

transportation system

Reduce per-capita
greenhouse gas
emissions from cars and
light-duty trucks

CLIMATE
PROTECTION

Direct all non-
agricultural
development
within the urban
footprint

OPEN SPACE AND

AGRICULTURAL
PRESERVATION

Reduce premature deaths
from exposure to
particulate emissions

(4
(]
HEALTHY

AND SAFE
COMMUNITIES |ncrease average daily time

Reduce injuries and
fatalities from collisions

House all of the

region’s projected
housing growth

ADEQUATE
HOUSING

Decrease housing
and transportation
costs as a share of
low-income
household budgets

spent walking or biking

EQUITABLE ACCESS
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PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT FRAMEWORK

PLANNING PERFORMANCE
FRAMEWORK ASSESSMENT

SCENARIO-LEVEL
TARGETS ASSESSMENT

SCENARIO-LEVEL

EQUITY ASSESSMENT

PROJECT-LEVEL
TARGETS ASSESSMENT

PROJECT-LEVEL
LAND USE TRANSPORTATION BENEFIT-COST ASSESSMENT

PATTERN PROJECTS

13



Only projects that have environmental clearance and full
funding secured are treated as committed. This effectively
means that only projects under construction or about to
begin construction are exempt from performance analysis.

Number of Projects Cost of Projects (in billions of $)
Assess by

project

type

Committed

Assess by Committed

project

Assess |
|nd|V|duaIIy

=
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TwWO ELEMENTS OF PROJECT PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT

TARGETS BENEFIT-COST
ASSESSMENT ASSESSMENT
Determine impact on targets Compare benefits & costs

adopted by MTC and ABAG

Analyzed all 900 uncommitted Analyzed most significant projects
(approximately 100 in total)

projects 15




Individual project evaluation allows for greater

transparency and accountability.

Project Performance Assessment:
All Road Projects

Bubble size represents the project benefits.

. Road Project

Silicon Valley
Express Lanes
Network Fremont/
Union City 10
East-West

Connector \

I-680/SR-4
Interchange

Improvements
and Widening

MTC Express Lanes Network

SR-239 Expressway
(Brentwood to Tracy}.

SR-84/1-680 Interchange
Improvements and Widenin
P g A

New SR-152 Alignment.

SR-4 Bypass Completion @

Benefit/Cost

/.

Treasure Island @
Congestion Pricing

. Congestion Pricing Pilot

Freeway
Performance
Initiative

ITS Improvements
in Santa Clara and
San Mateo Counties

\ SR_B.S. US-10l HOV Lanes
g_f::é';‘ary (Whipple to

Cesar Chavez)

@ |-80 Auxiliary Lanes
(Airbase Parkway to 1-680)

® 5R-29 HOV
Lanes and BRT

@ Bay Bridge Contraflow Lane

|
0

Adverse Impact on Targets

Marin-Sonoma Narrows (Phase 2)

Supports Targets
16



Individual project evaluation allows for greater

transparency and accountability.

Project Performance Assessment: | sas verro @
Selected Transit Projects

Bubbles labeled for projects with greater than $I5 million in annual benefits. AC Transit Grand-MacArthur BRT @
Bubble size represents the project benefits.

. Transit Project

SFMTA Transit
Effectiveness Project

Irvington BART Station e

@
3 o
Q
0 ey Caltrain Service Expansion
1% (6 Train Service during
5 Peak Hours) and Electrification
oM Better Market Street
BART to
San Jose
Van Ness {Phase 2}
Caltrain Downtown Extension @ BRT.
AC Transit East Bay BRT. ®
Muni Frequency Improvements SamTrans .. VTA
SE W . Geneva Corridor Improvements « EL Camino BRT EL Camino
t t
arertron WETA Service Expansion\ | RDu.linbarton . BRT
al

Transportation Imp rovementS\

BART to Livermore (Phase I[DMU) )}
BART to Livermore (Phase 1) | o
] =2

4

Sonoma Countywide Bus [ | '

10 Frequency Improvements 04 /. o Dumbarton 10
ACE Service E i
ervice Expansion E_xpress Bus BART Frequency
Golden Gate Bus Service "J;C Translt Improvements
Service Improvements requency SFCTA

Improvements Transit

AC Transit Performance Caltrain Vision
BART Frequent Transit Network Initiative (10-Train Service
Adverse Impact on Targets 5 Liverm;ie Supports Targets during Peak Hours)

(Phases | and 2) and Electrif‘icationl?



Analysis results can also be summarized by project type

to highlight the performance of overall strategies.

Project Performance Assessment:
Results by Project Type

Bubble size represents the total annual
benefits for all projects of that type.

. Road Project
. Transit Project

. Regional Program

Express Lane

Expansion

Network
Highway . .

49 4

10-

Benefit/Cost

Freeway
Performance
Initiative

Road
Efficiency

Maintenance

BRT and
Infill
Transit
Stations

Climate

Program .

Adverse Impact on Targets

Transit Frequency Rail
Improvements
(North Bay Area)

Supports Targets

Expansion

Congestion
Pricing

Transit
Frequency
Improvements
(Central

Bay Area)

Transportation
for Liveable
Communities

. Bike Network

Lifeline and
New Freedom

18



SAMPLE HIGH-
PERFORMING
PROJECTS

PRIORITIZED FOR
REGIONAL FUNDING

SAMPLE
MODERATE-
PERFORMING
PROJECTS

“NOTHING TO SEE HERE,
MOVE ALONG”’

SAMPLE Low-
PERFORMING i
PROJECTS =
o E NN " Ran WIDENIN&;_:
Aty BRIGSSSESg e o (Us-1018 SR-239).

PLAN



IMPLICATIONS OF (‘@‘wELI ING CASE REQUIREMEN
FOR LOW=PEREORMING PROJECTS

Projects re-scoped:

(7) Environmental phase only

(5) Sponsor agreed to fully
fund project locally

(1) Down-scoped to achieve

B/C ratio greater than 1

Projects withdra
- S

|

: : Case slated for
Compelling cases_a}pproved. rejection: “settled
(6) Communities of Concern

(1) Air quality out of court”

(1) Recreational trips <

Image Source: http://www.flickr.com/photos/fritography/5162434063/sizes/|/



LESSONS LEARNED FROM PLAN BAY AREA
PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT

e Given the limited budget for
expansion projects,
performance data can make the
difference.

 Performance results helped to
advance good projects and weed
out bad ones.

* Tread carefully when picking:
a. performance objectives
b. which projects to evaluate

e |ncorporating state of good
repair investments into this
performance-based framework
IS a critical next step.
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