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permitting a controlled or managed number of additional vehicles on the freeway to use the
HOV lane, to the point that capacity is available and overall performance of the lane is not
substantially affected. The adjustable toll rates in the HOT Lanes provide the mechanism to
manage the overall number of cars that can use the lane while still maintaining an acceptable
Level of Service (LOS).

The existing HOV lane on the proposed project for all four routes for both operating segments
would be converted to a HOT Lane facility. A combination of electronic toll collection and
enhanced highway patrol enforcement will assure an acceptable level of compliance by HOT
Lane users. The HOT Lanes system components could be adjusted as changes in traffic and
economic conditions warrant. The recommended separation between the HOT Lane and the
adjacent mixed-flow lanes is a buffer zone delineated by solid striping. Ingress and egress to
the Fast Lanes will not be continuous and limited to those specific points which will be
determined by detailed operational analysis. No additional widening of the freeway traveled
lanes is required to accommodate the addition of the Fast Lanes. Enhancements of transit/rail
and vanpool services are complimentary strategies that are critical to the success of the
project.

The roadway construction components of the Fast Lanes Project include striping, signing and
installation of the Electronic Toll Collection System (ETCS).

Ingress and egress to the Fast Lanes will not be continuous and limited to those specific points
of access which will be determined by detailed operational analysis. No additional widening of
the freeway traveled lanes is required to accommodate the addition of the Fast Lanes.

It is anticipated that there will be additional non-standard design features associated with the
implementation of the ETCS and physical HOT lanes. The Department will coordinate with the
Federal Highway Administration to address any non-standard design features through existing
approval procedures.

Tolling Facilities

The Los Angeles Region Fast Lanes Project will use a similar technology as used by the 91
Express Lanes and toll roads in Orange County; and San Diego Association of Governments
(SANDAG) on its Interstate 15 Managed Lanes corridor. METRO anticipates using dedicated
short range communications (DSRC) equipment, including the Title 21 FasTrak transponders
and readers that are standard by law in California, to collect tolls electronically on the Fast
Lanes Project.

Antennas mounted on overhead gantries along the corridors will read the transponders and
send the information to a reader for further transmission via the lane controller to the toll
operations administration office. Additional equipment to be installed along the lanes will
include automatic vehicle detection (AVD) to identify the presence of a vehicle and violation
enforcement system (VES) to take an image of vehicles that are not authorized to travel on the
Express Lanes.

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Tolls
Tolls would be dynamically priced to maintain a minimum speed of 45 mile per hour, which
corresponds to Level of Service (LOS) C in the Fast Lanes.

Further analysis of available technology and enforcement strategies may modify this proposed
concept of operations for tolling of Single Occupant Vehicles (SOV) and HOV 2’s.

Currently, it is anticipated that HOV3+ vehicles would be exempt from the toll on all corridors.
However, further analysis of the traffic demand of each corridor will determine the specific
concept of operations as it relates to occupancy tolling.

In accordance with the current agreement with USDOT, HOV2 will not be charged less than
SOVs to access the Fast Lanes, except for the I-110, where HOV2s may be allowed access for
no fee.

Transit, emergency vehicles and motorcycles would be exempt.
There is a consideration to toll hybrids, however, that will be dependent on any proposed
changes in existing state law regarding use of hybrids on HOV lanes.

Signage

Toll gantries and overhead signs are anticipated to be placed in the median barrier or in
another location so as not to disrupt traffic flow or rail operations within the median of I-10, SR-
60, I-110 and 1-210. The existing HOV buffers will also be used for the Fast Lanes. Signs will
be placed so that both the general purpose lane driver and the Fast Lanes driver can see them
and make a decision to enter or exit the Fast Lane. All sign structures will be installed within
the existing freeway facility.

Costs and Revenues
METRO and its consulting engineer have estimated the following costs and revenues:

Capital Costs are estimated at $44.3 million for Operating Segment 1 and $74.8 million for
Operating Segment 2, for a total of $119.1 million, escalated to midyear of construction at
3.0% per year.

Annual Operations and Maintenance costs are estimated at $20.5 million in Year 2010 and
$33.2 million in Year 2012.

With the implementation of Operating Segment 1, the first year (2010) estimated revenues are
$85.8 million. With the implementation of Operating Segment 2, Year 2012 revenues are
estimated at $159.1 million.

Schedule

Operating Segment 1 of the proposed project is anticipated to be ready to advertise for bid in
December 2009 with construction estimated to be completed by December 2010. Operating
Segment 2 of the proposed project is anticipated to be ready to advertise for bid in December
2011 with construction estimated to be completed by December 2012

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Engineering Challenges

Design Features: The project may reduce the existing roadway design features and require
non-standard approvals, such as lane widths, horizontal clearance and vertical clearance
associated with the implementation of the ETCS. If new non-standard design features need to
be included in the project, an exception to mandatory design standards will be requested and
the appropriate existing exception process will be followed.

This HOT lane conversion could be potentially considered by FHWA as a significant change to
the original HOV lane and all previously-approved exceptions to mandatory design standards
will be required to be re-submitted for review and re-approval. Many of the existing HOV lanes
have non-standard lane widths, left shoulder widths less than 10 feet, so they do not meet the
standards of lane and shoulder widths and horizontal clearance.

The change in use of HOV lanes, such as hours of use, generally does not require Federal
approval. However, the authority of SOVs to use the Fast Lanes is considered an operational
change and FHWA concurrence will be coordinated through the environmental phase.

Barrier Separation: A barrier-separated facility is highly desired that would separate the Fast
Lanes from the adjacent mixed-flow lanes by a physical barrier such as a concrete barrier in
the buffer zone. This alternative is more effective to deter lane crossing and toll evasion
compared to the alternative that only utilizes solid stripes. However, this alternative was
rejected due to the high capital cost to construct the widened freeway that would allow
construction of a sufficiently wide buffer zone for the physical barrier and standard shoulders
and the lack of flexibility to be able to easily modify the layout of the HOT lanes facility. The
feasibility of utilizing pylons in the buffer area will be evaluated during the design phase.

Right-of-Way Issues: The existing HOV lanes on Interstate 210 and Interstate 10 are next to
an operational rail facility. Due to this right-of-way constraint, some new sign posts design may
require encroachment into the narrow left shoulder instead of engaging in the long process to
acquire right-of-way from the railroad companies. If this happens, an exception to mandatory
design standards will be requested. Right-of-Way issues are not present on Interstate 110.

Communications System: The discussed alternative has yet to determine the means of
communications for the Electronic Toll Collection System. The two scenarios involve either
using two T1 telephone lines or using the Department’s fiber optic communication system
facility for communications. While the T1 alternative appears to be a significantly lower cost
alternative, further technical analysis of the two alternatives and the need for communication
system redundancy will be conducted in the design phase to determine the most appropriate
communication system strategy.

Cost Estimate: The overall cost estimate for the Report differs from METRO’s Los Angeles
Region Fast Lanes Projects AB 1467 application. The Department referenced the cost
estimate from METRO's Application in creating the construction and support cost estimates in
the draft PSR. Traffic Control and Toll System costs were adjusted per Caltrans’ current costs
and practices for communications, electrical, and equipment installations. Toll equipment
costs, operating, and program costs were not changed from the application except for overall
cost percentages.

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Listing

The concept of congestion pricing is supported in the SCAG Draft 2008 Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP), recently released METRO Draft 2008 Long Range Transportation
Plan (LRTP) and the Department’s Traffic Operations Business Plan. The METRO Draft 2008
LRTP includes policies that advocate and support the implementation of incentives and
disincentives to encourage alternatives to driving alone, including congestion pricing/toll lanes
or other roadway pricing options.

Once the Los Angeles Region Fast Lanes Project has been determined to be eligible under
AB1467 and securing state legislative authority for tolling, it will be amended into METRO
LRTP, SCAG RTP and Metro/SCAG Regional Transportation Improvement Program (TIP),
California Transportation Commission’s State TIP and the Federal TIP.

Public Benefits

An extensive public outreach program with stakeholder outreach, a multi-agency taskforce,
and public meetings are necessary for the success and acceptance of the Los Angeles Region
Fast Lanes Project.

The Fast Lanes Project is implemented as a travel demand strategy to provide congestion
relief rather than a revenue generator. The net toll proceeds will be utilized to provide
improved and enhanced transit/rail and vanpool services. They will be communicated to the
public and implemented as a congestion management tool first and a source of revenue
second.

The Fast Lanes project will provide trip reliability and improve travel times through the corridor.
This will help to improve air quality in the region.

Described below is METRO’S organizational structure to communicate and help implement the
Express Lanes program:

Ad-Hoc Congestion Pricing Committee

Transportation Agency Advisory Group

Community Advisory Groups

Congestion Pricing Program Manager — Stephanie Wiggins (213) 922-1023.

A general Metro information phone line (213) 922-4200.

An e-mail address (congestionreduction@metro.net) for communication purposes.

A Metro web site on Congestion Reduction Choices

(http://www.metro.net/projects programs/congestion reduction/congestion reduction.htm)

Conclusion

METRO's Los Angeles Fast Lanes Project application is consistent with the Department’s
mission and other regional priorities. METRO has acknowiedged the need for additional
legislation to implement this project. While the Department staff has identified a number of
challenges in developing this project, none of these issues constitutes a fatal flaw.
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Therefore, the Department finds that the Los Angeles Fast Lanes Project application is
consistent, in concept, with state highway system requirements, and is in compliance with
applicable state and federal laws and regulations except as described in this letter. Also, the
Department is committed to working with METRO to ensure that the Los Angeles Fast Lanes
Project is technically consistent with state highway system requirements, and will coordinate
with METRO to ensure that the Los Angeles Fast Lanes Project is developed, designed,

maintained and operated consistent with the requirements set forth in the Streets and Highways
Code.

Sincerely,

Douglas R." Failing
District Director
District 7

Cc: Roger Snoble, CEO, METRO

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”



California Transportation Commission (CTC)

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC
PARTNERSHIP HIGH OCCUPANCY TOLL
(HOT) LANE PROJECT PROPOSALS

FINDINGS

July 9, 2008

Page | 1



Table of Contents

OVBIVIBW ...ttt kbbbt s et bbbt bbbt e bt e st et e b et e bt e b e eb e e bt e bt e e et e e 3
1. Review of Application COMPIEENESS .......cccvcveiieiicie e 4
2. AsSesSMENt OF ProjeCt ODJECTIVES. ......ccviiieiiiie et 6
3. Review of Financial Plan and MOl ..ot s 7
4. FIndings and CONCIUSIONS.........ccouiiieiieiecee sttt sre et e sreenreenes 14
ST Y o] o =] o | G USRS PRRURRTRON 15

Page | 2



Overview

This draft report summarizes the main findings of System Metrics Group, Inc. in association with
Jeffrey A. Parker & Associates and Aldaron, Inc. (the “Consultant Team”) in evaluating the
eligibility, from the standpoint of financial feasibility, of the application filed by the Los Angeles
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA) in seeking legislative authority to
convert existing High-Occupancy Vehicle Lanes (“HOV Lanes”) into High-Occupancy Toll
Lanes (“HOT Lanes”) along Interstate 110 (Harbor Transitway), Interstate 210, Interstate 10 and
State Route 60. LACMTA'’s application was filed in accordance with Assembly Bill (AB) 1467
and California Transportation Commission (CTC) HOT Lane guidelines promulgated pursuant to
AB1467. The CTC guidelines specify numerous eligibility criteria, one of which is “Financial
Feasibility.”

LACMTA'’s application contains preliminary forecasts that must be viewed as being subject to
refinement during later stages of project development. Accordingly, our finding of financial
feasibility is based on a level of due diligence that is appropriate and possible given the technical
analyses that have been performed to-date.

Based on the submitted data, the LACMTA’s HOV-to-HOT conversion project appears to be
financially feasible. The Project does not entail any new lane construction, which keeps initial
capital costs under $120m*. The largest yearly cost for the Project comes from Operations and
Maintenance expenses, which vary between 22% and 28% of annual revenues over the 2010-
2049 period®. Operating subsidies to the complementary mass transit system
expansions/enhancements are expected to account for a further 11% to 20% per annum of the
HOT lane revenues. The HOT lane Project is preliminarily forecast by LACMTA to generate
significant excess cash flows, averaging $107m in net revenues per year (2010 dollars), which in
part could be used to support capital investments in the complimentary mass transit. Finally,
LACMTA indicates that it intends to use funding from a USDOT Congestion Pricing grant to
support the Project’s capital costs.

This report is comprised of five sections:

Review of Application Completeness;
Assessment of Project Objectives;
Review of Financial Plan and Model;
Findings and Conclusions

Appendix

arONE

! This figure does not take into account the capital expenditure associated with the new transit service enhancements
that may be necessary to achieve stated operational and congestion relief goals..

% The Appendix the end of this report summarizes the projected costs and revenues for the HOV-to-HOT lane
conversion. To assure consistency, for this feasibility analysis, all cost and revenue estimates in the application
were converted to $2010 using an inflation assumption of 3%. This leads to slightly more favorable results than
those shown in Table 3 (p.26) of the application.
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1. Review of Application Completeness

The Consultant Team screened the applicant’s proposal and determined that the financial-related
elements required under Sections D1 — 11, of AB 1467 were submitted. A review of each
element follows in the sections 2 through 4.

Under AB 1467, each proposal must contain the following elements:

D 1: Provide information
relative to the project financial
plan and feasibility.

Application Part D; Appendix B, Cost and revenue
Estimates; Appendix G, Project Study report.

D 2: Document a financial
plan and financial guarantees
which will allow for access to
the necessary capital to
finance the facility.

Appendix B, Cost and revenue Estimates.

At this time no financial guarantees are anticipated to
be required for the project.

D 3: Provide evidence of the
proposer’s ability and
commitment to provide
sufficient equity in the project
as well as the ability to obtain
the other necessary financing.

LACMTA indicates in its application that it intends to
use funding from a USDOT Congestion Pricing grant
for the Project’s capital costs.

To obtain Federal funding the local partners must
certify that they have secured $110m in local funds for
the HOV to HOT conversions by no later than
September 30, 2008. In application for eligibility the
LACMTA indicates that these funds will come from
local budgetary sources or toll revenue bonds. Based
on the preliminary information provided, the HOT lane
revenues will provide sufficient bonding capacity to
raise the $110m required under the federal application.

D 4: Explain how shortfalls
will be funded if revenues do
not meet projections.

Revenues are substantially greater than costs
attributable to HOT lanes. Project is expected to
generate enough revenues for HOT conversion and
HOT lanes O&M even if revenues do not meet
projections.

D 5: Explain how the
financial plan demonstrates a
reasonable basis for funding
project development and
operations.

Appendix B, Cost and revenue Estimates.

D 6: If, applicable, describe
the nature and amount of the

To qualify for the USDOT congestion relief grant, the
proposer must demonstrate the availability of some
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proposer’s financial
contribution to the project.

$110m by September 2008.

D 7: Describe how the
estimated cost of the facility is
reasonable in relation to the
cost of similar projects
through a cost/benefit
analysis.

Table 5, B/C Calculations; Appendix F, B/C input
sheets.

Appendix D (Table 9) — Express lane comparisons.

D 8: Provide an analysis of
the projected rate of return
and life cycle cost estimate of
the proposed project and/or
facility.

Table 5, B/C Calculations;
Appendix F, B/C input sheets.

D 9: Explain how the
financial information
submitted is sufficient to
determine the financial
capability to fulfill the
obligations described in the
project application.

Application Part D; Appendix B, Cost and revenue
Estimates; Appendix G, Project Study report.

D 10: Identify the proposed
ownership arrangements for
each phase of the project and
indicate assumptions on legal
liabilities and responsibilities
during each phase of the
project.

Application Part D explains the roles of LACMTA and
California Department of Transport District 7.

D 11: Describe the extent that
adequate and transparent
procurement policies have
been adopted to maximize
competitive bidding
opportunities for potential
contractors and suppliers.

Procurement to be done “in accordance with state and
local requirements”.

Page | 5



2. Assessment of Project Objectives

LACMTA is seeking legislative approval to convert existing HOV Lanes into HOT Lanes along
the 1-10, 1-110, 1-210 and SR-60 corridors. The Project is to be developed in two stages:

e Phase one, to be completed by 2010, consists of converting HOV to HOT lanes on 1-10
from Alameda St/Union Station to 1605 (28 lane miles), 1-110 from 182"%/Artesia Transit
center to Adams Blvd (33 lane miles), and 1-210 from 1-210/SR 134 to 1605 (24 lane
miles).

e Phase two, to be completed by 2012, would convert HOV to HOT lanes on 1-10 from SR
57 to the San Bernardino County Line (12 lane miles), 1-10 from 1-605 to SR 57 (in
design, 18 lane miles), 1-210 from 1-605 to the San Bernardino County Line (30 lane
miles), SR 60 from Brea Canyon to the San Bernardino County Line (16 lane miles), and
SR 60 from 1-605 to the Brea canyon (under construction, 22 lane miles).

The HOV-to-HOT lane conversion is to be accompanied by a mass transit improvement
program, designed to ensure that functional capacity along the targeted corridors is not reduced.
The transit expansion includes extra bus, rail and van transfer services, as well as improved
parking for commuters. The LACMTA plans to fund the capital expenditure for the transit
expansion from a $233m USDOT congestion pricing grant, while any gaps in operations and
maintenance funding for the additional services are to be covered from HOT revenue subsidies.
In addition, the HOT lanes are forecast by LACMTA to have significant net revenues. This
feasibility report reviews some of the requirements for the LACMTA to obtain Federal grant
funding, but in-depth evaluation of the USDOT application and its prospects are not within the
scope of these findings.

2.1  Project Rationale

The Project is part of a broad three pronged approach to alleviate congestion in the Los Angeles
Metropolitan Area by changing commuter behavior, using active traffic management
technologies and enhancing local mass transit services®. Tolling existing HOV lanes is expected
to contribute to these objectives in a number of ways:

e Encourage more commuters to carpool;
e Raise additional revenues which can be used to cross subsidize additional public transport
on the corridor;

% To achieve the broader goals of traffic relief LACMTA will collaborate with the California Department of
Transportation District 7 (“The Department”), the City of Los Angeles, the County of Los Angeles, the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG), the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments, the South Bay
Cities Council of Governments, the Southern California Regional Rail Authority, Foothill Transit, the City of
Torrance (Torrance Transit), the City of Gardena (Gardena Municipal Bus Lines) and the California Partners for
Advanced transit and Highways (PATH) of UC Berkley.
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e Ensure the existing HOV-2 lanes do not get overly congested. Maintaining traffic free
flow is important for operating effective bus and / or van pool services along the corridor.

2.2  Operational Dependencies

The Los Angeles Express Lane application recognizes that its contents reflect planning stage
projections and conclusions. The application states that there is a need for, and the intent to
conduct detailed operational analysis before full implementation. Therefore, the financial
eligibility discussions in this report may change if data presented in the application change after
further analysis. However, it is not expected that such changes would alter the overall
conclusions of the report.

Overall corridor performance depends on many of the projections defined in the application.
Mixed flow, Express lane, and corridor arterial performance depend to a large extent on the
ability to attract the projected new transit riders, operational management of ingress and egress
traffic into and out of Express lanes, and payment verification and enforcement.

Metro and Caltrans recognize these potential challenges and do not intend to diminish overall
corridor performance. The agencies have therefore embarked on a study with the assistance of
outside consultants to develop a detailed Concept of Operations report to address corridor
performance challenges. The agencies will rely on extensive modeling, including travel demand
modeling for mode split projections and traffic diversion and the use of operations-sensitive
micro-simulation models to add the needed operational details for the Express Lane
implementation.

2.3 Benefit / Cost Analysis

The current B/C ratio of 7.7 seems to justify the project, but no in depth evaluation can be
performed given the limited information in the LACMTA application.

3. Review of Financial Plan and Model

A cost and revenue estimate (Appendix B), was submitted as proof of financial feasibility. The
level of detail in Appendix B is reflective of the preliminary stage of the Project.

The LACMTA plans to finance the capital expenditure for the project upfront from Federal and

local sources/project debt. The Project is then self-funding, and expected to generate excess cash
in every year of operation.
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3.1  Financial Model Assumptions

A. Funding Sources

Toll revenues are expected to be the main source of funding for the Project. For existing
segments traffic forecasts were derived from historic HOV ridership data. For the two segments
of 1-10 and SR 60 on which construction is not complete (I1-10 from 1-605 to SR 57 and SR 60
from 1-605 to the Brea canyon), data from the operational 1-10 and SR 60 HOV lanes was used.

The main traffic and revenue assumptions of the forecasting model are:

a) Traffic changes from HOV to HOT lanes conversion:

Vi.
b) Toll rates:
i.

VI.

Total traffic, compared to current HOV lane levels is assumed to rise by
33%.

Number of HOV 2 vehicles will decrease by 16%, reflecting the response
to the toll rates.

Number of HOV 3, HOV 4, Transit, Exempt and Hybrid vehicles will stay
the same.

Single occupant vehicles represent 25% of the total HOT lane traffic.

If volumes for a segment exceed 1800 vehicles per lane per hour, the
number of SOV’s is assumed to be lower to keep lanes at 1800 vehicles.
Violators assumed to be 10% of traffic.

Single occupant vehicles (SOVs) would pay $0.35 per mile on weekdays
and $0.15 on weekends.

HOV-2’s were assumed to pay 35% of the SOV rates ($0.123 and $0.053
per mile on weekdays and weekends, respectively).

Hybrids were assumed to pay 15% of the SOV rates ($0.053 and $0.023
per mile on weekdays and weekends, respectively).

HOV-3’s were assumed to pay 15% of the SOV rates on parts of the
corridor and ride free on others

All other vehicle types were assumed to ride free.

Zero revenues factored in for violators.

c) Revenue growth: 0.55% per year in real terms.

While LACMTA models a toll structure charging HOV-2’s 35% of the single occupancy
vehicle rate, the HOV-2 charge may have to be increased to comply with Federal
requirements (see below). Higher HOV-2 tolls and a higher escalation rate for all tolls
will likely result in increased revenues®.

There are a number of other risk factors relating to some traffic assumptions made by
LACMTA. Some of these will be more fully addressed as LACMTA moves forward
with a more robust forecasting effort. The work plan proposal submitted by LACMTA’s

* The precise effect of raising HOV-2 fees cannot be predicted without access to the full LACMTA traffic model.
However, the sensitivity run provided in the LACMTA application Appendix B page xxxiv seems to indicate that
raising tolls for HOV-2s will increase total revenues.
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technical consultant ° stated that “Experience has often demonstrated that managed lane
projects—particularly HOT lanes providing HOV vehicles free access—generate lower
cash flows than some project proponents had initially anticipated,®” and that LACMTA’s
traffic and revenue forecasting model does not provide for value of time/willingness to
pay trip segmentation, and further states that “the following two features, essential for
congestion pricing studies, are missing from the existing regional models. We therefore
include among our short-term model enhancements: Travel time/generalized cost
equilibration...[and]... [p]eak spreading and time-of-day choice. Further it notes that
“SCAG’s model exhibits a better highway validation than Metro’s’”. The preliminary
traffic and revenue forecast also does not appear to contemplate a ramp-up period. It
also indicates that if hybrids are not tolled, revenues will be decreased by only 1.2%®
which may be aggressive given if current demand for such vehicles grows.

The acceptable range for maintaining free flow conditions (Level of Service “C”) is,
according to Caltrans, between 1,100 to 1,600 vehicles per lane per hour. The 1,800°
ceiling assumed for the Project is likely too high to maintain the required LOS-C rating in
the HOT lanes. LACMTA does indicate that reducing the lane capacity to 16500 vphpl
would only lower revenues by 4-7%. Assuming similar revenue elasticity, reducing
capacity to the observed maximum usage of 1,400 vphpl on neighboring SR-91, revenues
on the LACMTA lanes may be some 10-18% lower than that forecast in the base case.
On the other hand, while reductions of capacity may adversely affect congestion, a full
traffic and revenue study could reveal that such increased congestion actually increases or
leaves constant the revenue depending on the demand elasticity identified™. Similarly, if
shifts to other modes and to off-peak travel result in significant congestion relief, the
revenue will be negatively affected, given demand pricing. Conversely, if revenues are
insufficient to support all of the transit improvements anticipated, congestion pricing
revenues will likely grow, further underscoring the feasibility of the HOT lanes
themselves.

LACMTA has indicated that these risk factors appropriately will be more fully explored
as LACMTA'’s technical analysis and Federal application progress. Given the significant
net revenues that were preliminarily forecast and the relatively low capital and operating
costs of the HOT Lanes themselves, this level of uncertainty does not impact our
feasibility finding, as indicated in section 2.2 of this report.

Federal Funding. On April 25, 2008 the US Department of Transport (DOT) designated
Los Angeles, CA, as a Congestion Reduction Demonstration ("CRD") Partner, following
an agreement signed by the Department and its Los Angeles Partner Agencies: the

® Parson Brinkerhoff, LA Metro Project Work Plan

® Ibid, p. G-36

" Ibid, p. G-49

8 LACMTA application, p. xxxiii.

° Ibid, p. xxx.

19 Congestion pricing studies on other projects such as 1-595 in Florida have found that the revenue maximizing
traffic scenario often arises from traffic levels below maximum throughput.
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California Department of Transportation ("CALTRANS") and the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority ("Metro")*.

In its application, LACMTA indicated that it intends to fund 80% of the Project with the
USDOT Congestion Pricing grant. The US DOT Grant amounts to $233m, tied to a
series of conditions outlined in the MOU between the USDOT and the partner agencies.
These elements of risk with respect to Federal funding for transit capital improvements
should be noted. The main requirements made by USDOT are:

e Two projects must be implemented in the LA metro region: the HOV to HOT
conversion, and a complementary set of mass transit improvements*?. The mass
transit projects could include bus fleet acquisitions, park-and-ride facility
improvements, or other transit-related activities. It should be noted that there do not
seem to be clear deadlines or operational targets for the mass transit expansion
program.

o Section 4(b) of the MOU states: “The HOT Lanes shall be in revenue operation by
not later than December 31, 2010, unless otherwise agreed by the Department and the
Partner Agencies. In the event of a delay in implementation of any HOT Lane due to
circumstances beyond the control of the Partner Agencies, the Department may
negotiate an extended completion date or exercise any of its remedies under the Grant
Agreements.” [Emphasis added.] In the event this deadline is missed AND USDOT
declines to renegotiate this provision, LACMTA and its partners would need to
provide up to $213.6 million in State and local funding to fund the required transit
capital improvements. Whether and how LACMTA and its partners could provide
such funding is beyond the scope of this feasibility assessment.

« Similarly, 4(c)(i)(a.) of the MOU states: “all legal authority necessary to implement
the Conversion (as defined), including, without limitation, legal authority to
implement congestion pricing, has been duly adopted, which authority shall be duly
adopted not later than October 15, 2008.” [Emphasis added.] Presumably, one such
authority required will be affirmative action by the California Legislature prior to the
date specified. As is the case of the Section 4(b) deadline, should that deadline be
missed and should USDOT decline to extend it, LACMTA and its partners would
need to decide whether and how to proceed.

e The Partner agencies must certify that they have secured $110m in local funds for
the HOV to HOT conversions by no later than September 30, 2008.

« No vehicles with two or fewer occupants, including hybrids, may be exempt from
tolls or charged lower tolls than single-occupant, non-hybrid vehicles when traveling
in the HOT lanes of any of the converted facilities.

1 http://www.crd.dot.gov/agreements/la.htm
12 It should be noted that this feasibility analysis, conducted on behalf of CTC, is focused solely on the feasibility of
the HOT lanes.
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The USDOT requires that local authorities provide the funding for the capital expenditure
of the HOV to HOT lane conversions, leaving the grant to be used primarily for the mass
transit improvements.  Some inconsistencies exist between the Federal funding
memorandum and the Assembly Bill 1467 application. The most important difference is
that the toll structure modeled in LACMTA’s AB 1467 application shows HOV-2’s
would pay 35% of the SOV rate (see paragraph 2.1 b. ii. above). This is incongruent with
the US DOT agreement, which requires HOV-2’s and hybrids be charged the same rate
as SOV’s.

To resolve these toll structure differences the LACMTA has two options: change the
details of the CTC application, or attempt to renegotiate the terms of its memorandum
with the USDOT, which LACMTA has indicated remains a possibility. If the LACMTA
decides to charge a single fare to SOVs, HOV-2’s and hybrids, this could have an impact
on the HOT lane revenues. With the information provided in the LACMTA AB 1467
application it is not possible to determine exactly how a single fare structure would
impact revenues.

State and Local Funding is expected to cover the remainder of the Project’s costs. No
details are provided on the specific source of these funds. However, based on the
project’s current cost and revenues estimates, toll revenues bonds issued by the local
authorities should be sufficient to cover all capital cost for the HOV-to-HOT lane
conversion.

B. Costs

This section reviews all costs associated with the HOV-to-HOT conversion, and
secondarily with the operations and management expenses required from the
complementary transit services expansion assumed by the LACMTA, as the latter are not
formally part of the HOT lanes themselves. Capital costs for the transit expansion were
not provided by LACMTA in its report, and are assumed to be financed separately,
perhaps from the USDOT congestion pricing grant.

Initial Capital Expenditure. The current initial capital cost assumptions are outlined in
Attachment B hereto. The current projections for the Project Capital Expenditure are
$44.3 m for Operating Segment One and $74.8 m for Operating Segment Two. These
costs are indicative of a system that relies purely on electronic tolls collection and makes
no use of tolling booths.

The CapEx figures were obtained by looking at the costs of equipment and its installation
in similar tolling location types on I-15 and other managed lanes facilities. These figures
for each location type were then escalated at an annual rate of 3%. Separate lump sum
costs were added for 3" party software and hardware costs, customer service centers.
Engineering and design costs, a 10% Consultant Program Oversight and Management
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fee, 3% Administrative costs for each of Caltrans and LACMTA and a 30% total
contingency cost were also included in the final CapEx figures.

Operation & Management and Rehabilitation & Renewal Expenditures. Attachment B
hereto outlines the projected Operating costs for the Project. The O&M costs were
forecast by HNTB for a purely electronic toll collection system calibrated using data
from 1-15. Project O&M estimates are limited to: toll operation and management, utility
and insurance costs, and California Highway patrol HOT lane enforcement. All other
costs are assumed to be the responsibility of other parties and separate from the Project.

Subsidies to Transit. The LACMTA application contains estimates for the necessary
subsidies in three years: 2010, 2015 and 2020. Each estimate is based on estimated
transit ridership increases, combined with cost and cost recovery data reported by local
transit agencies. In 2010 the estimated total subsidy is $17m. LACMTA assumes
ridership (and thus the required subsidy) will increase at 2% per year.

Scheduling. The proposed project schedule is provided in Attachment A of the
application. LACMTA currently intends to finalize Phase One of the Project by 2010,
and Phase Two by 2012.

Indexation. A summary of the cost escalation rates that LACMTA uses in Appendix B is
shown as Table 2 below (Caltrans’ recently adopted standard assumptions are also
provided as a reference).

Table 2: Summary of Cost Escalation Assumptions

Operations & 3% 3%
Management

Rehablht.anon & N/ A 5%
Resurfacing

Rght--(.)f-Way (*Row”) N/ A** 20%
acquisition

%Scal expenditure w/o 3% 5%

* LAOMTA provides figuresin $2008.
** None projected.

C. Project Organization & Responsibilities

LACMTA will appoint a Project Director and have, with the assistance of The
Department, ultimate responsibility for the Project. Engineering plans, technical and/or
performance specifications, environmental approval, and will be the responsibility of the
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Department. Responsibility for procurement documents and the final construction
contract will be shared.

3.2 Financial Model Testing
LACMTA'’s application includes two sensitivity runs in Appendix B, page Xxxiv:

a. It is estimated that if HOV-2’s were charged 50% of the SOV rates (up from 35%) and
Hybrids and HOV-3’s were charged 33% of the SOV rates (up from 15%), revenues
would rise by some 20-25% using the existing LACMTA model.

b. If the assumed capacity of the Express Lanes is reduced from 1800 vphpl to 1650 vphpl,
revenues would decrease by 4-7%.

As stated above, CalTrans currently places the maximum traffic levels for maintaining free flow
between 1100 vphpl and 1600 vphpl. The corridors targeted by the LACMTA conversion
project may operate at the lower end of that range, as they involve roads with a high density of
entries and exits, and merging in and out of traffic could reduce lane capacity.

Table three summarizes the cost and revenue estimates provided by LACMTA, excluding capital
costs for additional mass transit services, assumed to be financed separately from funds such as
the DOT congestion pricing grant. To address some of the traffic estimate concerns expressed
above, Table 3 includes a “stress” case with 25% lower toll receipts and 25% higher costs.
Under both the base case and the stress case scenario the Project is financially feasible and
generates significant excess revenues. Note that this analysis represents a basic, preliminary
financial test and is not intended to indicate leveraging capacity of future toll revenues which
would be subject to debt service coverage ratio requirements and numerous other considerations.
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Table 3: Summary of Project Costs and Revenues, $2010*

Revenue and Expense Estimates ($2010) Base Case Run Sress Case** Sress Case Run
Toll Revenuesthru 2049, less: $ 6,875,504,564.00 75% $ 5,156,628,423.00
HOT Operating & Maintenance and $ (1,555,258,182.00) 125% $ (1,944,072,727.50)
Equipment Replacement Expenses
HOT Capital Expenditures $  (119,180,000.00) 125% $  (148,975,000.00)
Additional Transit O&M Expenses $ (1,028,350,226.66) 125% $ (1,285,437,783.33)
Rough Estimate of Qurplus NPV $ 4,172,716,155.34 $ 1,778,142,912.17

*Revenue totals are derived from Appendix B, Table 6. Costs come from Appendix B, page xviii. It should be noted that the table excludes capital costs associated
with masstransit expansion, as well as any Federal Fundsthat may be obtained by LAGMTA

** Shows percentages applied to revenue and expense amounts used in the base case run provided by LACMTA in Appendix B.

4. Findings and Conclusions

This report finds that, based on the materials provided to CTC by the applicant, the conversion of
HOV into HOT lanes in the LA metropolitan area is feasible from a financial perspective.

A number of risk factors are noted in our report. In particular, the LACMTA assumes the
availability of Federal funds for expanding mass transit services. These funds have not yet been
committed to the Project, although it is our understanding from LACMTA that such commitment
is anticipated, assuming of course that all conditions contained in the MOU with USDOT are
satisfied. Furthermore, the LACMTA’s analysis of the Project costs and revenues, while
appropriate for this early stage of planning, is preliminary and could change as the Project moves
forward. LACMTA has also not provided supporting information on transit capital cost
estimates and analysis of such estimates is outside the scope of this report. However, while such
transit enhancements are a key factor in the congestion relief aspects of the Project, any inability
to implement them will not affect the financial feasibility of the project (and in fact may
positively affect revenues as well as reduce operating costs). We find, based on the information
provided, that the Project appears to generate significant excess revenues even in a low revenue /
high cost stress case scenario, indicating that risk factors identified are likely not large enough to
compromise the Project’s financial feasibility.

3 For this feasibility analysis, all cost and revenue estimates in the application were converted to $2010 using an
inflation assumption of 3%.
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5. Appendix

Project Cash Hows, $2010*

2010 $ 8581655300 $  21,727,23200 $ - $ 1702510700 $  47,064,214.00 45%
2011 $  86,280256.00 $  21,727,232.00 $ - $ 1736560914 $  47,196,414.86 45%
2012 $ 159,070,32000 $  35211,271.00 $ - $ 1771292132 $ 106,146,127.68 33%
2013 $ 159,946626.00 $  35211,271.00 $ - $ 1806717975 $ 106,668,175.25 33%
2014 $ 160,82755800 $ 3542345100 $ - $ 1842852334 $ 106,975,583.66 33%
2015 $ 16171344400 $ 3574172100 $ - $ 1879700381 $ 107,174,629.19 34%
2016 $ 162,604,200.00 $ 3574172100 $ - $ 1917303569 $ 107,689,452.31 34%
2017 $ 163,499,880.00 $  36,059,991.00 $ - $ 1955649640 $ 107,883,392.60 34%
2018 $ 16440048600 $  36,166,081.00 $ - $ 1004762633 $ 108,286,778.67 34%
2019 $ 16530605200 $  36,484,351.00 $ - $ 2034657886 $ 108475122.14 34%
2020 $ 16621660600 $  36,500441.00 $  9,12374000 $  20,75351043 $  99,748,914.57 40%
2021 $ 167,132,17600 $  36,802,621.00 $ - $ 2116858064 $ 109,160,974.36 35%
2022 $ 168,052,789.00 $  37,014,801.00 $ - $ 2150195225 $  100,446,035.75 35%
2023 $ 16897847300 $  37,333,071.00 $ - $ 2202379130 $ 109,621,610.70 35%
2024 $ 169,909256.00 $  37,333,071.00 $ - $ 2246426713 $ 110,111,917.87 35%
2025 $ 170,845166.00 $  37,439,161.00 $ - $ 2201355247 $ 110,492,452.53 35%
2026 $ 17178623100 $  37,757,431.00 $ - $ 2337182352 $ 110,656,976.48 36%
2027 $ 17273248000 $ 3807570100 $ 912374000 $ 2383925099 $ 101,693,779.01 241%
2028 $ 173,683,94200 $  38,181,791.00 $ - $ 2431604519 $ 111,186,105.81 36%
2029 $ 174,640,64400 $  38,606,151.00 $ - $ 2480236609 $ 111,232,126.91 36%
2030 $ 17560261600 $  38,606,151.00 $ - $ 2520841341 $ 111,698,051.59 36%
2031 $ 176569,886.00 $  38924,421.00 $ - $ 2580438168 $ 111,841,083.32 37%
2032 $ 17754248500 $  39,030511.00 $ - $ 2632046031 $ 112,191,504.69 37%
2033 $ 17852044100 $  39,136,601.00 $ - $ 2684687870 $ 112,536,961.30 37%
2034 $ 17950378400 $  39454,871.00 $  9,12374000 $  27,38381628 $ 103,541,356.72 42%
2035 $ 18049254400 $ 3977314100 $ - $ 2793149260 $ 112,787,910.40 38%
2036 $ 18148675000 $  39,985321.00 $ - $ 2849012245 $ 113,011,306.55 38%
2037 $ 18248643200 $  40,197,501.00 $ - $ 2905092490 $ 113,229,006.10 38%
2038 $ 18349162100 $  40,409,681.00 $ - $ 2064112340 $ 113,440,816.60 38%
2039 $ 184,502,346.00 $  40,621,861.00 $ - $ 3023394587 $ 113,646,539.13 38%
2040 $ 185518,639.00 $  40,727,951.00 $ - $ 3083862479 $ 113952,063.21 39%
2041 $ 18654053000 $  41,046221.00 $  9,12374000 $ 3145530728 $ 104,915171.72 44%
2042 $ 187,568,050.00 $  41,152,311.00 $ - $ 3208450523 $ 114,331,233.77 39%
2043 $ 188,601,230.00 $  41,470581.00 $ - $ 3272619533 $ 114,404,453.67 39%
2044 $ 189,640,101.00 $ 4157667100 $ - $ 3338071924 $ 114,682,710.76 40%
2045 $ 190,684,69500 $  42,001,031.00 $ - $ 3404833362 $ 114,635330.38 40%
2046 $ 19173504200 $  42,319,301.00 $ - $ 3472930029 $ 114,686,440.71 40%
2047 $ 192,791,17500 $  42,319,301.00 $ - $ 3542388630 $ 115047,987.70 40%
2048 $ 19385312500 $ 4253148100 $ - $ 3613236403 $ 115189,279.97 4%
2049 $ 194,92092500 $  42,849,751.00 $ - $ 368501131 $ 115216,162.69 1%
Total $ 6,875504,564.00 $ 1,518763222.00 $  36,494,960.00 $ 1,028,350,226.66 $ 4,291,896,155.34 -
Yearly Average $ 171,887,614.10 $  42,849,751.00 - - $ 107,297,403.88 38%

* To assure consistency, for this feasibility analysis, all cost and revenue estimates in the application were converted to $2010 using an inflation

assumption of 3% Thisleadsto slightly more favorable results than those shown in Table 3 (p.26) of the application.

Page | 15



HILDA L. SOLIS

T8 12/13

1725 LoNGWORTH HousE OFFICE BUILDING
WasHingToN, DC 20515

RANKING MEMBER, ENVIRONMENT AND

32nD DISTRICT, CAUIFORNIA (202) 225-5464

Fax: (202) 225-5467

COMMITTEE ON
ENERGY & COMMERCE

SUBCOMMITTEES:

4401 SaNTA ANITA AVENUE
Surre 211
EL MonTe, CA 91731
(626) 448-1271

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

ENERGY AND AIR QUALITY R '_ = A Fax: (626) 448-8062
CHAIR, CONGRESSIONAL HISPANIC CAUCUS e T
Congress of the United States 4715 Cesan ez Avevoe
BuiLoing A
DEMOCRATIC CHAIR,
CONGRESSIONAL CAUCUS FOR WOMEN'S fﬁ mze of ‘IRE]JI'EE enttatiues o

Fax: (323) 307-9906

Washington, BE 20515

website: www.house.gov/solis

Statement of Congresswoman Hilda L. Solis
CTC Hearing —- LACMTA Hot Lanes Proposal
July 23, 2008

While I share concerns about regional congestion and future growth, I do not believe such an
expansive tolling project along the I-10, I-110, and 1-210 is a responsible solution.

The executed Memorandum of Understanding and the proposal being considered today risk
increasing the economic burden on the underserved communities in the area. Eleven percent of
families in my district live below the federal poverty line and the median per capita income is
over $7,000 below the national average. Yet more than 87 percent of workers must drive a car,
truck or van to get to work each day. Congestion pricing these lanes would disproportionately
burden these underserved communities at a time that housing costs and increasing gas prices are
already stretching household budgets.

I am also concerned about the transfer of congestion onto local roadways, the impact on the
freight movement, and the excessive cost of this demonstration project, which must be paid for
by local taxpayers. In addition, I have serious concerns regarding the lack of clear Federal
authority for this type of project and the lack of detail which will be available prior to a decision
to confer legal authority for it. A number of my Congressional colleagues have expressed similar
concerns, which were provided to the CTC in a letter submitted on July 17, 2008.

Today’s hearing and tomorrow’s vote at Metro exemplify my concerns regarding lack of
available information. On April 24, 2008 Metro voted to approve a congestion pricing plan with
a primary focus on the I-10 and I-210. On Monday, Metro announced it preferred the option of
tolling the I-110 instead of the 1-210. Unfortunately, today’s hearing is occurring on a revised
proposal that has not been shared for review, and indeed, which has not even had the benefit of a
formal vote of approval by Metro to execute.

It is clear that the executed MOU and the revised proposal lack sufficient implementation detail

as is needed to properly evaluate impacts and mitigation measures of the proposals. Without this
information, I caution against conferring legal authority for this project and urge you to consider
all possible implications of these proposals when developing a formal position for transmittal to
the State Legislature.
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July 17, 2008

Mr. John F. Barna, Jr.

Executive Director

California Transportation Commission
1120 N Street

Room 2233 (MS-52)

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Barna:

We are writing 10 EXpress our deep concern about the implementation of congestion pricing
along the I-10, 1-110 and 1-210 corridors as outlined in a April 24, 2008 Memorandum of
Understanding (M OU) signed by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(Metro) and the Federal Department of Transportation (DoT). While we share concerns about

First, the MOU signed by Metro would charge many of the drivers currently meeting
requirements 1o drive on the HOV lanes, This includes two passenger vehicles that are currently
eligible under regulations governing HOV-2 lanes within the congestion pricing region. Other
possible persons affected include drivers of hybrid vehicles who are also currently eligible 1o
drive on the HOV lanes. Unfortunately, other details regarding pricing plans and access 1o the
HOT lanes are not yet available and will not be until well past the California Transportation
Commission’s (CTC) scheduled hearings on this proposal. It performance of the HOV lanes on

Transit and transportarion policy provides significant Opportunity 10 grow the economy and

provide for greater equity between persons of varying income levels. For example, households

of this type are particularly important for the communities in the affecred corridor, where more
than 11 percent of families live below the federa] poverty line, the median per capita income is
over $7,000 below the national average, and more than 87 percent of workers drive a car, truck
or van to get to work each day. Unfortunately, the plan outlined in the MOU fails 1o include an
assessment of the impact congestion pricing on the economies of these affected communities.

We are also concemed abour the impact of the transfer of congestion onto our local roads, The
lransportalion depariment has acknowledged that when toll rates are applied, some drivers divert
10 “free alternatives.” Increasing traffic on our nej ghborhood streets may not only increase local
congestion, but may also pose serious safety concems, Unfortunately, the proposal lacks
initiatives to sufficiently address the safety concerns associated with the iransfer of congestion
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onto local roads. In addition, implementation of congestion tolls can significanily impact the
freight movement by increasing shipping costs, diverting traffic onto alternate roadways or
requiring shippers and customers to alter their schedules to avoid the tolls.

Furthermore, 1his project is estimated to cost approximately $110.3 million for the first 52 miles
along the I-210 and the I-10 and an additional $71 million for portions along the 1-110,
According 10 the MOU, none of the $213.6 million in federal funds can be used 1o certify
availability of funds for implementation under the September 30, 2008 deadline. It is our
understanding the funds will come from Propositions A and C, sales taxes which were approved
for bus services and the construction and operation of bus transit and rajl systems. We question
the diversion of these funds for any period of time from their intended purpose, particularly a
purpose with such consequences for the taxpayer,

Our concerns abowr congestion pricing projects are shared by the primary transportation
authorizers in Congress. In November, 2007 House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee
Chairmen Oberstar and DeFazio and Ranking Members Mica and Duncan wrote to Secretary
Perers starting thart the requirement 1o congestion price in order 1o receive federal funds 1o reduce
congestion is not supported either in appropriations legislation or in public law. It is their beliel
thar DoT’s action undermines the intent of federal transportation laws as enacted by Congress.
As aresult, they are engaged in ongoing efforts 1o address this issue.

While we look forward 1o continuing to work with our transportation authorities and community
leaders to reduce congestion, we cannor responsibly support implementation of a project which
could have clear and serious ramifications on the communities in East Los Angeles, the San
Gabriel Valley, the Inland Empire and other southern California commuters, We urge vou to
consider the full implications of this proposal when developing a formal CTC position for
transmittal 1o the State Legislature.

Sincerely,
HILDA I.. SOLIS GARY G. MILLER
Member of Congress M f e

J.

RACE F. NAPOLITANO
ember of Congress Member of Congress

L Y N £

JANE HARMAN DANA ROHABACHER
Member of Congress Member of Congress
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JOE BACA LAURA RICHARDSON
Member of Congress Member of Congress
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