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Riverside County Transportation Commission
Public Partnership

High Occupancy Toll Lane Application
Determination of Eligibility AR a 2 2008

_______

-

RESOLUTION G-08-07

1.1 WHEREAS Assembly Bill 1467, Nunez, added Section 149.7 to the Streets and
Highways Code to allow a Regional Transportation Agency, as defined in Section
143, in cooperation with the Department of Transportation, to apply to the
Commission to develop and operate high-occupancy toll lanes, including the
administration and operation of a value pricing program and exclusive or
preferential lane facilities for public transit, consistent with the established
standards, requirements, and limitations that apply to those facilities in Sections
149, 149.1, 149.3, 149.4, 149.5, and 149.6, and

1.2 WHEREAS Assembly Bill 1467 requires that the Commission shall review each
application for the development and operation of the facilities described in
subdivision (a) according to eligibility criteria established by the Commission,
and

1.3 WHEREAS Assembly Bill 1467 requires that for each eligible application, the
Commission shall conduct at least one public hearing in Northern California and
one in Southern California, and

1.4 WHEREAS Assembly Bill 1467 requires that following the public hearings, the
Commission shall submit an eligible application and any public comments made
during the hearings to the Legislature for approval or rejection. Approval shall be
achieved by enactment of a statute, and

1.5 WHEREAS Assembly Bill 1467 requires that the number of facilities approved
under this section shall not exceed four, two in Northern California and two in
Southern California, and

1.6 WHEREAS Assembly Bill 1467 requires that a Regional Transportation Agency
that develops or operates a facility, or facilities, described in the subdivision (a) as
set forth in Assembly Bill 1467 shall provide any information or data requested
by the Commission or the Legislative Analyst, and

1.7 WHEREAS Assembly Bill 1467 requires that the Commission, in cooperation
with the Legislative Analyst, shall annually prepare a report on the progress of the
development and operation of a facility authorized under this section. The



Commission may submit this report as a section in its annual report to the
Legislature required pursuant to Section 14535 of the Government Code, and

1.8 WHEREAS Assembly Bill 1467 requires that no applications may be approved
under this section on or after January 1, 2012, and

1.9 WHEREAS the Commission determined that in order to ensure that the Public
Partnership Transportation High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lane Projects selected
promote California’s transportation goals and advance the public interest, the
Commission adopted guidelines at its October 24, 2007 meeting to set forth the
eligibility criteria and procedures for the Commission to evaluate Public
Partnership transportation project eligibility, and

1.10 WHEREAS the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) on
December 13, 2007 submitted a Public Partnershzp Applicationfor HOT Lanes
for the Interstate 15 Corridor and HOT Lane Project in Riverside County to the
Commission for determination of eligibility for consideration by the Legislature
in accordance with AB 1467 and the Conmiission’s Public Partnership HOT Lane
Guidelines, and

1.11 WHEREAS Commission staff reviewed the Application for compliance with the
Commission’s Public Partnership HOT Lane Guidelines and AB 1467, and

1.12 WHEREAS this review included a technical analysis by the Department and a
financial feasibility analysis prepared by an independent financial consultant
retained by the Commission, and

1.13 WHEREAS based on this review, the Commission staff recommended that the
Commission, in accordance with the requirements of AB 1467 and the
Commission’s Public Partnership HOT Lane Guidelines, fmd the RCTC Public
Fartnership Applicationfor HOT Lanesfor the Interstate 15 Corridor and HOT
Lane Project in Riverside County eligible for consideration by the Legislature,

2.1 NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission finds the RCTC
Public Partnership Applicationfor HOT Lanesfor the Interstate 15 Corridor and
HOT Lane Project in Riverside County eligible for consideration by the
Legislature, and

2.2 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Commission directs staff to hold public
hearings, one in Northern California and one in Southern California, as required
by AB 1467, and

2.3 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Commission directs the Executive
Director to submit the eligible application and any public comments made during
the hearings to the Legislature.



California Transportation Commission
RCTC Public Partnership HOT Lane Application
Public Comments

AB 1467 requires that the Commission hold public hearings in both Northern California
and Southern California for each application that the Commission deems eligible for
consideration by the Legislature. The Commission, at its meeting on April 9, 2008,
adopted Resolution G-08-07, which deemed RCTC’s Public Partnershz Applicationfor
HOT Lanesfor the Interstate 15 Corridor and HOT Lane Project in Riverside €‘ounty
eligible for consideration by the Legislature and directed staff to hold the required public
hearings.

Northern California Hearing

California Transportation Commission Meeting
April 10, 2008
10:00 AM
Department of Water Resources
Sacramento, CA

Public Comments:

There were no public comments.

Southern California Hearing

California Transportation Commission Hearing
April 24, 2008
10:00 AM
Riverside County Transportation Commission
Riverside, CA

Public Comments:

There were no public comments.



California Transportation Commission
RCTC Public Partnership HOT Lane Application
Staff Review Summary

1’

Prepared by: Maura F. Twomey, Deputy Direcç\
March 27, 2008

On December 13, 2007, the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC)
submitted a Public Partnershz Applicationfor HOT Lanesfor the Interstate 15 corridor
and HOT Lane Project in Riverside County to the Commission for determination of
eligibility for consideration by the Legislature in accordance with AB 1467 and the
Commission’s Public Partnership HOT Lane Guidelines.

BACKGROUND: Assembly Bill 1467 (Nunez), approved by the Governor May 19,
2006, authorizes that, until January 1, 2012, Regional Transportation Agencies, in
cooperation with the Department of Transportation (Department) may apply to the
Commission to develop and operate high-occupancy toll lanes, including the
administration and operation of a value pricing program and exclusive or preferential lane
facilities for public transit, as specified. The number of projects that may be approved is
limited to four, two in Northern California and two in Southern California.

AB 1467 provides that the Legislature will select the HOT lane project(s). The
Commission’s role in implementing this legislation is limited to establishing eligibility
criteria, determining whether each HOT lane application is eligible, holding public
hearings in both Northern and Southern California for each eligible application, and
submitting eligible application(s) and any public comments to the Legislature for
approval or rejection. Approval is achieved by enactment of a statute.

On October 27, 2007, the Commission adopted the Public Partnership High Occupancy
Toll (HOT) Lane Guidelines and Application to implement the requirements of AB 1467.

On December 13, 2007, RCTC submitted their Public Partnership Applicationfor HOT
Lanesfor the Interstate 15 Corridor and HOTLane Project in Riverside County
(Application) to the Commission.

EVALUATION & REVIEW: Commission staff evaluated the Application for
compliance with the Public Partnership HOT Lane Guidelines (Guidelines) adopted by
the Commission and AB 1467, Eligibility objectives included obtaining evidence to
determine whether the project is consistent with the Streets & Highways Code Sections
149-149.7; whether there is cooperation with the Department of Transportation
(Department) and consistency with state highway system requirements; whether the
project is technically and financially feasible; whether the project is consistent with the

Page 1 of2



Regional Transportation Plan; and whether there are performance measures established
for project monitoring and tracking.

To address the issues of cooperation with the Department, compliance with the Streets &
Highways Code Sections 149-149.7, consistency with the state highway system
requirements, consistency with the Regional Transportation Plan, and technical
feasibility, the Department reviewed the Application. Based on this review, the
Department submitted a letter to the Commission stating that the Application is consistent
with state highway system requirements, is consistent with regional priorities, is
technically feasible, and was submitted in cooperation with the Department. The
Department did note some inconsistencies with the Streets & Highways Code Sections
149-149.7, but committed to working with RCTC to ensure that the HOT Lane project is
technically consistent with state highway system requirements. Also, the Department
agreed to coordinate with RCTC to ensure that the HOT Lanes are maintained and
operated consistent with the requirements set forth in the Streets and Highways Code.

To assist Commission staff in the review of the Application, the Commission retained a
financial consultant. The consultant provided Commission staff with an independent
review and opinion on the reasonableness of the financial data included in the RCTC
Application and whether the Application met the Financial eligibility requirements stated
in the Commission’s HOT Lane Guidelines and AB 1467. Specifically, the consultant
reviewed the Application to determine whether RCTC submitted adequate evidence that
the project is financially feasible; that the Application includes a reasonable financial
plan demonstrating financial guarantees; that the Application includes a documented
commitment to provide sufficient equity; that the Application documents reasonable
finding for project development and operations; and that the projected rate of return and
life cycle cost estimates are reasonable. The consultant determined that the construction
of HOT lanes along the 1-15 corridor appears to be financially feasible.

RECOMMENDATION: Commission staff recommends that the Commission, in
accordance with the requirements of AB 1467 and the Commission’s Public Partnership
HOT Lane Guidelines, find the RCTC Public Partnership Application for HOT Lanes for
the Interstate 15 Corridor and HOT Lane Project in Riverside County eligible for
consideration by the Legislature. Staff also recommends that the Commission direct staff
to hold public hearings, one in Northern California and one in Southern California, as
required by AB 1467. Further, staff recommends that the Commission direct the
Executive Director to submit the eligible application and any public comments made
during the hearings to the Legislature.
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California Transportation Commission
Public Partnership Transportation Projects

High Occupancy Toll Lanes Application Review
RCTC/I-15 Corridor
Submitted: December 17, 2007
Revised: March 13,2008
Reviewer: Maura F. Twomey, Deputy Directo€!

I, Project Eligibility

PART A - COMPLIANCE WITH STREETS & HIGHWAYS CODE

Provide evidence to support that the proposed project
is consistent with the established standards,
requirements, and limitations that apply to those
facilities in Sections 149, 149.1, 149.3. 149.4, 149.5.
149.6 and 149.7 of the Streets and Highways Code.

PART B - DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION COOPERATION &
STATE HIGHWAY COMPATIBILITY

Description of Required Documentation Ref
. . Review Notes

for Submission
Provide evidence that the Department of Bi
Transportation (Department) supports this project and — Documented: Caltrans Remew of ROTC Pubtc Partnershm
that the project application was submitted in Apphcaton, Dated March 25, 2008 ROTC Apojication,
cooperation with the Department. Attachment IL

Provide evidence that the Department determined the B2
project to be consistent with State Highway System — ocumented: Caltrans Review of ROTC Pubtc partnership
requirements. App raticO Dated March 25, 2008. ROTC Apptcation,

Attachment IL

Description of Required Documentation Ref.
for Submission — Review Notes

Al

cav Provide the reason for pursuing this project. A2
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PART C - TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

Description of Required Documentation Ref.

for Submission Review Notes
Provide a Project Study Report/Project Report C
(PSRJPR) or a PSR equivalent that describes, but is
not limited to, the following: Dccc rhed. ROTC Applicahon. Attachment N.

The type and size of the project, the location, all Cl
proposed interconnections with other transportation
facilities, the communities that maybe affected, and Documgtea’. ROTC Aopfcadon, Attacnment N.

alternatives (e.g. alignments) that may need to be
rtvaluated.
The timeframe for project completion.

Documented: ROTC Aptfcati.on, Pages TN. his Segm.ent
AiEsdmated Operafion Date: 2019.

How the proposed schedule is reasonable given the C3 Documented: ROTc Ooohcation Page 8 SchedOe assumes cesgnmum method of
scope and complexity of the project. ectdeTie ShouidOes:gn-Cudd authority not be nbtsmed, ROTc :a prepared to

consider aiternative deiivery notions and adiust the deusery scheduie s000rdingiy it is
estimated that the opening nf the HOT Lanes wouid b.e detayed by three years without the

authority to use the Desigm8uhd soprcsch.

The methods expected to be followed to assure that C4
the project will be completed and will be completed Docume ted. ROTC Appicadon, Pages CC, ROTC pCns to

on time. contract wfth an experienced en.cineehng/constructi:on firm to
promde to asNst N project manaç.ement.

The plan for operation of the facility. Documented: ROTC Appiication, Page 9. ROTC plans to operate and
•maintain the HOT Lanes consistent with currant practices used by the 91
Express Lanes in Orange CountA ROTC pians to contract for the
maintenance of the electronic toil cotection system and traffic management
systems.

The technology that will be used to maximize C6
interoperability with relevant local and statewide

Documented’ ROTC Aotcation. Page 10 FasTrak
transportation technology. ranspcnwer Techncficgv.

How the proposed project is consistent with applicable C7
state and federal statutes and regulations and Domcm,enb,ed’: ROTC Acdilcation, Page 10 and Attachment
standards. Document the applicable state and federal /Ca!+rans ReNew of ROTC Pubic Partnership Apoicaion.
standards and provide evidence that the proposed E’ateri’ March 25, 2008t
design meets the standards.

Whether the project is outside the purview of federal (08
oversight, or whether it will require some level of Documented: ROTC Apoicahcn. Page 1 1 0roiect CC
federal involvement due to its location on the National

rcbabiv requhe NEPA and federN permhs
Highway System or Federal interstate System or
because federal permits are reguired. —
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Description of Required Documentation Ref
for Submission — Review Notes
Evidence that the project has received environment C9
clearance. If environmental clearance was not yet DcCumen+ed• ROTC Application, Page 1 1 Proiect is
received, explain whether the project is likely to currently in the environmental prccess
receive environmental clearance to meet the timeline
set forth in the proiect Droi3osal. —

The required state and local permits and the schedule co
to obtain them. — Documented: ROTC Appucation, rage I I Required state

and federal fermits will be determined as part of the proJect
development phase.

All negative impacts known for the project. For each Cli
negative impact, document whether there is a Documented: ROTC Acolication, Page 1 I12 Impacts will be
mitigation plan identified. determined durtnq the environmental phase of the oroect.

If not too early to determine, the method by which the C12
operator proposes to secure all property interests — Qçcumented: ROTC Afplioation, Page 12, ROTC clans to
required for the transportation facility, enter lnto a Right of Way Cooperative Agreement wtrh

Oaltrans.

Whether there is a process in place to develop a C13
maintenance plan with the Department. Specifically,

Ojocumented: ROTC Aolioation, Page 12 ROTC pians to
whether there is a process to clearly define teri,ntoj1aintenan Cooperative Agreement with
assumptions or responsibilities during the operational Caltrars.
phase including law enforcement, toll collection and
maintenance.

PART B - FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY

Description of Required Documentation ReL
for Submission

Review Notes

Provide information relative to the project financial Di
plan and feasibility. — Documented: ROTC Appicaton, Attachment V. For revew of financial Pian

ad eas b tv see recercem r a’ciai c’utan ecnr eosr
Commission, Tinanciel Analysis of Public rartnership High Occupancy Toll
(HOT) Lane ProJect Proçosa1s dated March 26, 2009.

Document a financial plan and financial guarantees fl2
which will allow for access to the necessary capital to — T0me, ROTC Application, Adschment ‘1 For reeew of 0nercai ian

finance the facility,
and reasiosity, see independent financial consultant report oreared icr the
r,ommission, “Financial Analysis of Fubfic Partnershia High Cccuoancy Toll
(HOT) Lane Proiect Proposals:’ dated March 26, 2009.

Provide evidence of the proposer’s ability and D3
commitment to provide sufficient equity in the project — Documented. ROTC Apphcation, Attachment V. For rev:ew of financial pian

as well as the ability to obtain the other necessar
and easib see rdecender iec ci cosOtan cc creJ o e
umms n rannia1e1wis of °uo c uae s’ — Occec Th

financing. (HOT) Lane Frojact Proposals,” dated March 26, 2009.
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Description of Required Documentation Ref.

for Submission

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

Explain how the financial information submitted is fl9
sufficient to determine the financial capability to
fulfill the obligations described in the project
application.

Review Notes

Explain how shortfalls will be funded if revenues do D3
not meet piolections e — — —0C 03 1

- —ann -,-e -Le.enem
Ccmmsaon. -nanc;a 9nain00s 0 00ic ar esr —026

Explain how the financial plan demonstrates a fl5
ieasonable basis for lunding prolect dcelopment and e :
operatioi S — — — — a

H(C0 ara 000cr:’ 00oocsa0 iatai 0r:— 23 2309

It’. applicable, describe the nature and amount of the P6
proposer’s financial contribution to the oroject. — cE0:t00. ROTC APP0ca6on A6acnan 0 Tor evew of 6ranca Car

and feasib00v, see CdeoendendflnanCa( oorsu3antreoortorepared forCe
ComrCs:Oon, Flnanoia( Anay0s of PoCUs Partrersh02 Hgh Occuoancy ToO
(HOT Lane PoCect ProoosCs/ dated Moron, 26. 2009.

Describe how the estimated cost of the facility is fl7
. . . . . — [rn(ed’ RT0 IinroCar(rn Ottachrrn’ V nO onana nCr

reasonable in relation to the cost of similar projects —

. an. eoav .ee naeoennent onanc otant repor ororeu
through a cost/benetit analysis. Ccrn.nson Fnanda AnaMss of CoCa; Rartrrrs6rp Hqd Ccoupancy

(HO are Project Proposa00’ dated Marro 23 29DM

P8

end easn0ra sea :n6eoenoeM 6rsn:e, :ors’ar: soc-a ore cr50

oars Cooss;s, ‘ Oateo tO 000

ldentitc the proposed ownership arrangements for D1O
each phase of the project and indicate assumptions on - sooto 00’ o° ROD j cc
legal liabilities and iesponsibilities duiing each phase

/ C ad c-a,cc Cr MeD4
of the project.

Describe the extent that adequate and transparent
piocurement policies have been adopted to maximize 30t(r’rr or °:oe t, 00’D 02 a1er /
competitive bidding opportunities for potential

Cc’CeCt Rodces Manuai).
contractors and suppliers.
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PART E - REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN & COMMUNITY SUPPORT

Description of Required Documentation Ref.
. Review Notes

for Submission
Provide documentation to show that the project is El
consistent with City and County comprehensive plans
and regional transportation plans and with plans and Dccu:merted ROTC AccUcaticn, Paces 1920 and
documents for the Regional Transportation Agency s Ca ars ei e OO
long range plan. If the project is not consistent, please Aop cation Dated March 20 20081
identif’ the steps proposed that will achieve
consistency with such plans.

Describe how the project proposed includes E2
improvements that are compatible with the present and — Documented, ROTC Appcation, Pages 2021 and
planned transportation system. Include the methods Attachment U (Caitrans Review of ROTC PubIc PartnershD
by which the project provides continuity with existing Application, Dated Malch 25, 2008).

and planned state and local facilities.
Explain how the proposed project helps to achieve E3
performance, safety, mobility, and air quality or
transportation demand management goals. ROTC ApoUcabon, Pages 21 -20

Explain whether the proposed project is consistent E4
with applicable state and federal environmental
statutes and regulations, the air quality component of ocgmennd ROTC ApoUcatior. Pages 22-23.

the RTP, and whether the proposal adequately
addresses or improves air ciuality conformity.
Identify any emission reductions provided by the E5
proposed project.

Documented: ROTC Aoolicaticn, Page 23.

Explain how the project improves connections among E6
the transportation modes.

Documentet: ROTC Apolication, Page 23,

Identify the project benefits to the affected community E7
transportation system and provide an explanation
whether this project enhances adjacent transportation ocrrrged, ROTC Application, Pages 2024,

facilities.

Explain whether the proposed project will enhance the f
state’s economic development efforts.

Documented: ROTC Application, Page 24,

Exp’ain if the project is critical to attracting or E9
maintaining competitive industries and businesses to
the region, consistent with state objectives.
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Description of Required Documentation Ref
. Review Notes

for Submission
Explain whether the regional agency governing body ElO
has taken action to approve this proposal and whether — pcurnented: ROTC Applicabon, Page 25 and Attachment
local impacts have been addressed. Provide the Board 201. ROTC approved tne i-IS Corridor and HOT bane Project

or other resolution to document the action taken. at their December 13. 2006 Meebng.

Explain whether this project will bring a significant EH
transportation and economic benefit to the community,
the region, and/or the state. Documented. ROTC Accilcation. Pane 25,

Describe any ancillary benefits to the communities E12
because of the project.

Documented: ROTC n nancn Pag.e 25-26.

Explain the extent of support or opposition for the E13
project. Explain the national and regional
transportation issues and needs, as well as the impacts ccu20ent0A. ROTC Acpanaoon, Page 26.

this project may have on those needs.

Describe any plans intended to work with the E14
community. List the affected local jurisdictions and
provide clear written statements of the extent of
support for the project from all affected local Documented. ROTC Apptca/cr, Torte 26-27.

urisdictions, if available. Describe any environmental
ustice issues or concerns.

PART F - PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Description of Required Documentation
Review Notes

for Submission
Describe the Regional Transportation Agency’s H
performance measures used to track and report Dccumented: ROTC Aplica0on, Pace 27-29
annually on the following:

Safety Documended: ROTC Aootcaticn, Page 27-29.

Mobility Documerded: ROTC Accicabon. Page 27-20.

Accessibility Documented: P02(2 Appicabon. Page 27-29.

Reliability E.ccumer..ted: ROTC A piicadcn, Page 27-29.

Productivity Documented’ ROTC Application, Page 27-29.

System Preservation Docucnentec( ROTC Appllc.ation. Page 27-29.

Return on investment/Lifecycle Cost C’ccum,ented’ ROTC Aco(cabo, Page 27-29

Emission Reduction Documented: ROTC Appication, Pa
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IL Secondary Evaluation and Project Eligibility Criteria

The following criteria are to be completed only if the project team is known. Where a project team is

not known given the stage of the project, this secondary evaluation and eligibility criteria is not required.

Description of Required Documentation Ref
. . Review Notes

for Submission
Describe the team’s qualifications and experience.

a’ace’en :em v ‘c .u zOO a

Describe the extent of experience with similar G2
infrastructure projects.

.Documented: ROTC Ann/cation, Page 3014.

Provide a description of the team’s ability to perform G3
work.

Describe the leadership structure. G3

Documented: ROTC Appllcatio.n, Page 3014.

Provide a description/background relative to the G5
Project Manager’s experience.

Describe the anticipated management approach for (
this project.

[ocumented: ROTC App/cation, Page 3014,

Describe the planned public involvement strategy. G7

:- - cu0
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State of California Business, Transportation and Housing Agency
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Memorandum Flexyourpower!
Be rnery efflcie,t!

To: JOHN BARNA Date: March 25, 2008
Executive Director
California Transportation Commissioner

From: MIAEL A. PEROVICH
District Director

Subject: Review of RCTC Public Partnership Application

Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) submitted a Public Partnership
Application for High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes along Interstate 15 (1-15 Corridor and
HOT Lane Project) in Riverside County to the California Transportation Commission
(CTC) on February 5, 2008.

Caltrans Headquarters Programming staff and CTC staffhave requested that Caltrans
District 8 provide a technical assessment of the proposed project. This memorandum is
intended to provide technical background on the project and Caltrans District 8 staff
conclusions.

Project Eligibffity—Compliance with Streets and Highway Code Sections 149
through 149.7

RCTC’s project application for the 1-15 Corridor and HOT Lane Project is not entirely
consistent with established standards, requirements, and limitations that apply to those
facilities in Sections 149, 149.1, 149.3, 149.4, 149.5, 149.6, and 149.7. The code sections
cite “Unrestricted access to the lanes by high-occupancy vehicles shall be available at all
times.” The 1-15 Corridor and HOT Lane Project policy for HOV2 and HOV3 would
require flexibility in order to be consistent with the adjoining SR-91 Express Lanes. The
SR-91 Express Lanes currently allow HOV3 to travel for free at all times with the
exception of the eastbound rush hour, when HOV3 is charged half price. HOV2 must pay
the same toll as all other vehicles.

Sections 149-149.7 specif’ transit and HOV lanes as exclusive uses of remaining toll
revenue. Transit and HOV facilities are not part of RCTC’s current 1-15 Corridor and
HOT Lane Project proposal. RCTC is requesting flexibility in this area as well. It should
be noted that RCTC has jointly submitted with the Riverside Transit Agency an
application to the USDOT for the 1-15 Corridor and HOT Lane Project. This application,

CaItrcms improves mobilily across CaIfornia



RCTC 1-15 Public Partnership Application
March 25, 2008
Page2

submitted in December 2007 under the Congestion-Reduction Demonstration Initiative
program, requests tolling authority for the corridor and funding to conduct an FTA
Alternatives Analysis for a Bus Rapid Transit system utilizing the 1-15 HOT Lanes.

Cooperation and Consistency with State Highway System Requirements

Caltrans District 8 supports the submittal of and finds that the RCTC proposal for the I-IS
Corridor and HOT Lane Project is consistent with state highway system requirements.

District 8 staff has worked closely with RCTC staff since 2003 performing alternatives
analyses and discussing the feasibility of developing HOV or HOT lanes on SR-9 I and
1-15. District staff provided RCTC with preliminary engineering layouts for proposed
SR-9 1/1-15 Interchange improvements and for HOV or managed lanes on SR-91 and 1-15.

RCTC staffprovided formal presentations to their board in December 13, 2006 and
July 11, 2007 regarding possible development of HOT Lanes and toll facilities, and
evaluating the feasibility of public/private partnerships to build additional transportation
capacity. The focus of these presentations was on the SR-91 and I-iS corridors. At the
December 2006 meeting, RCTC took action to seek legislative approval for toll facilities
on SR-91 and I-iS. Mike Perovich, District 8 Director, attended the board meetings
noted above and is an ex-officio member of the RCTC board representing Will Kempton.

• Maintenance and Operation Agreements

No agreement has been drafted for maintenance and operations of the proposed toIl
facility at this time. However, RCTC has indicated that a proposed maintenance
agreement would be similar to the existing SR-91 Maintenance Service Agreement
(MSA) for the Orange County/SR-91 Toll Facility. Using language from that agreement,
RCTC would maintain the facility in accordance with Caltrans’ then-applicable published
maintenance schedules and standards, and would be entitled—but not obligated—to
engage Caltrans to maintain the non-toll collection components of the Initial Facility.

The Department and RCTC will need to negotiate an MOU for Operations and
Maintenance. RCTC has indicated that they intend to follow the SR-9 I Franchise
Agreement.

A draft cooperative agreement between Caltrans and RCTC for the Project Approval!
Environmental Document phase of this proposed project has been initiated.

“Caltrans improves mobility across Calzfon7ia”



RCTC I- 15 Public Partnership Application
March 25, 2008
Page3

Technical Feasibility

‘ State Highway System Compatibility and Hot Lane Viabifity

The route concept for this portion of I- 15 is for the Interstate to operate at a minimum
Level of Service (LOS) E. With the HOT lanes operating at LOS C, the general-purpose
lanes are expected to operate at an acceptable LOS C to D. Without HOT lanes the
Interstate is projected to operate at LOS F.

A study of operating conditions on the SR-91 shows that HOT. lanes are beneficial and
sustainable, During peak hours, the eastbound SR-91 Toll lanes currently carry 4,000
people in 2,800 vehicles. This benefits SR-91 by reducing congestion in the general-
purpose lanes. It is anticipated that extending the Toll lanes on SR-91 and building toll
lanes on 1-15 will expand these benefits.

Project Proposal

Segment A: The first segment of the proposed 1-15 Corridor and HOT Lane Project
(from San Bernardino County Line to 1-215) is to be constructed by 2019. This segment
consists of: Two HOT lanes in each direction from the San Bernardino County line to
SR-74; One HOV lane in each direction from SR-74 to 1-215; and one general purpose
lane in each direction from the San Bernardino County line to SR-74; Merging lanes at
each point of ingress or egress to the 1-15 HOT lanes; HOT lane direct connector from the
1-15 corridor north of SR-9l to the 91 Express Lanes west of 1-15 (HOT lane direct
connector consists of a one-lane ramp for southbound to westbound traffic and a one-lane
ramp for eastbound to northbound traffic). Also included is the installation of electronic
toll collection equipment, video enforcement equipment, and electronic occupancy
detection systems.

Segment B: The second segment of the 1-15 Corridor and HOT Lane Project (SR-74 to
the San Diego County Line) would be constructed in the future as the San Diego County
facilities along 1-15 are extended north to the Riverside County line.

• Network of Toll Facifities

The 1-15 Corridor and HOT Lane Project proposal has been developed to be compatible
with and provide connectivity to existing and proposed toll facilities in Southern
California such as 1-15 managed lanes, SR-9 1 Express Lanes and the Orange County Toll
Roads (SR-73/133/2411261). Note: Los Angeles and San Bernardino Counties are
investigating toll options as well.

“Caltraris improves mobility across Calfornia”
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Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Listing

The draft 2008 RTP includes provisions for:

Building HOV/HOT lanes (2 HOV 3+ lanes or HOT lanes in each direction) from
SR-74 to San Bernardino County Line. Estimated cost for this project is: $873
million,
Building/Extending 4 HOT lanes (2 in each direction) from Orange County Line
to 1-15 and including construction of Connector Lanes from EB SR-91 to SB I-IS
and from NB 1-15 to WB SR-91. Estimated cost for this project is: $751 million.

Riverside County Measure A

Riverside County Measure A includes wording: 1-15 add one lane in each direction from
route 60 to San Diego County Line $359 M. RCTC is proposing funding for the general-
purpose lane using Measure funds.

Funding for the 1-15 Corridor and HOT Lanes Project is based on revenue bonds issued
on projected toll revenue. No additional funding is identified beyond the Measure.

• CaltransPSR

The PSR did not include a HOT lane alternative but it did acknowledge RCTC’s 2009
Delivery Plan and proposed RTP amendment both of which detail an 1-15 corridor with
HOT Lanes from the San Bernardino County line to SR-74. The PSR proposed to widen
from six to eight mixed flow lanes and two HOV lanes from 1-15/1-215 (City of Murrieta)
Junction to the Riverside/San Bernardino County Line.

The HOT lane alternative was not officially defined at the time of completion of the PSR,
as the PSR alternatives were established prior to RCTC adopting HOT lane corridors in
their 2009 Delivery Plan. The HOT lane alternative will be fully developed during the
Project Approval and Environmental Document (PA/ED) phase.

• Geometrics

Within the project limits, 1-15 is predominantly a six-lane divided urban freeway with
three 12-foot lanes in each direction, with the exception of the segment between Railroad
Canyon Road and Temescal Canyon Road for approximately 13 miles, where a fourth
lane exists in each direction, that presently function as the outside shoulders. The inside
and outside shoulders are 8 feet and 10 feet wide, respectively. The existing median is 70
feet wide and is unpaved beyond the shoulders. The structural section of the existing
pavement consists of asphalt concrete pavement. The horizontal alignment is general
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tangential and the vertical alignment is in general gentle rolling profiles. There are 41
bridge structures, including twenty-five local street interchanges, three railroad overheads
and thirteen drainage facilities within the project limits.

Engineering Challenges

From a horizontal and vertical alignment perspective, the existing interstate alignment
does not present any geometric restriction, as the facility was originally designed and
constructed to freeway standards. Limitations may exist with regards to the right of way,
as the existing median is approximately 70 feet wide, and does not provide the required
width to construct the additional mixed flow, HOV lane, buffer, and standard inside
shoulder called for in the TCR for the Ultimate Concept Facility: Lu addition, the split
profile configuration of the roadbed at some locations may require the construction of
extensive retaining wails. Use of the existing right of way, which varies between 230 and
450 feet beyond the outside shoulders would be restrictive as well, given the topography
of the terrain abutting the facility, as well as the closeness of local development.

Riverside County 2009 Delivery Plan

Language reads add 2 HOT lanes in each direction from SB County to SR.-74

• Public Benefits

Currently there are insufficient public funds to make these improvements. RCTC’s
proposal would use anticipated revenues from a toll facility—user fees—to finance these
improvements.

Without these improvements, conditions on SR-9 1 and 1-15 will deteriorate beyond their
current critically congested level. The increased congestion will negatively affect air
quality, commercial development, quality of life, and mobility in western Riverside
County, Orange County, and southern Los Angeles County.

• Route Classification

1-15 is a National Highway System (NHS) High Priority Corridor — Economic Lifeline
Corridor, as well as part of the Strategic Highway Corridor Network of National Defense.
1-15 is considered a major interstate goods-movement corridor, which links to the Los
Angeles area, High Desert and beyond. 1-15 is classified as a “High Emphasis” and
“Gateway” route in the Interregional Road System (ERRS).

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Conclusion: RCTC’s Public Partnership Application is consistent with Caltrans
District 8 and other regional priorities. RCTC has noted the need for additional
legislation to implement this project. While District 8 staff has identified a number of
challenges in developing this project, none of these issues constitute a fatal flaw.
Therefore, Caltrans finds that the 1-15 Corridor and HOT Lane 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,
Caltrans is committed to working with RCTC to ensure that that l1 5 Corridor and HOT
Lane Project is technically consistent with state highway system requirements, and will
coordinate with RCTC to ensure that the 1.45 HOT Lanes are maintained and operated
consistent with the requirements set forth in the Streets and Highways Code.

“Caltrans improveJ mobility across Ca1fornia”
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C)vrview

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 Riverside
County Transportation Commission (RCTC) in seeking legislative authority to develop High-
Occupancy Toll Lanes (“HOT Lanes”) in the entire length of the 1-15 corridor in its jurisdiction.
RCTC’s application was filed in accordance with Assembly Bill (AB) 1467 and California
‘l’ransportation Commission (CTC) HOT Lane guidelines promulgated pursuant to AB1467. The
CTC guidelines specify numerous eligibility criteria, amongst which is “Financial Feasibility.”

RCTC’s application was based on a number of initial analyses and was necessarily submitted
prior to RCTC expending additional resources to undertake more detailed studies and forecasts
and in advance of environmental approvals. Thus, the data and assumptions contained therein
and reviewed in this report must be viewed as being preliminary and subject to refmement
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. It can be anticipated that additional analyses and re9nements,
including an investment-grade toll revenue study, will be conducted prior to RCTC’s seeking
financing from capital markets.

RCTC’s application contemplates initially developing a portion of the corridor under a project
scope that comprises hOT Lanes as well as new general purpose lanes and HOV Lanes. This
report finds that the construction of HOT lanes along the -15 corridor (which is the
subject of the legislative authority being sought by RCTC) appears to be financially
feasible, given the preliminary information provided, including the availability of subsidy
from RCTC and the assumption of all cost and schedule risks being assumed by RCTC.
The construction of the new general purpose lanes and HOV lanes shown in the initial project
concept may require RCTC to reprogram additional 2009 Measure A or other funds. It should be
noted, however, that such lanes are outside the scope of the authority being sought by RCTC
from the Legislature.

Given the relatively early stage of project development, a number of issues have been identified
that camiot reasonably be definitively resolved at this juncture, and these are described at
appropriate points in this report. The identification and subsequent resolution of such issues is
typical for any project of the magnitude being contemplated. None of these issues can be said, at
this stage, to render the project financially infeasible, but instead should be viewed as matters
that require further refinement and resolution prior to final project financing arrangements being
put in place.

RCTC’s application includes a draft MOU with Caltrans for the Project Report/Environmental
Document phase that explicitly allocates essentially all project development costs and overrun

( risk to RCTC for the current phase Ihe MOU is silent on operating and renewal costs which
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RCTC and Catrans have indicated to the Consultant Team will be addressed in a future MOU
with Caltrans. However, RCTC and Caitrans have both indicated that the responsibilities for
these costs in respect to the HOT Lanes portion of the project will be allocated to RCI’C as well.
The CTC and Caltrans may wish to reach a clear understanding on this point during the
application review and approval process.

This report is comprised of four sections:

I. Assessment of Project Objectives;
2. Review of Financial Plan and Model;
3. Review of Financing Arrangements;
4. Attachments

I. .Asessmer .i .Pr.o ect Obj ecti .:es

The Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) is seeking legislative approval to
develop HOT lanes along the entire length of 1-15 within the county. The goal of the application
is obtain approval to toll 1-15 within RCTC’s jurisdiction.

RCTC’s application describes an initial project (the “Project” or “Segment A”) consisting of:

Adding two HOT Lanes and one General Purpose Lane per direction of traffic between
the San Bernardino County Line and the intersection of 1-15 with SR-74;
Building one HOV lane per direction of traffic between the intersection with SR-74 and
the junction with 1-215 near the town of Murrieta.

As noted above, RCTC is seeking legislative authority to develop HOl’ lanes in the entire 1-15
corridor in Riverside County from the San Bernardino County line to the San Diego County line.
RCTC has offered the “Segment A” project, as defined, so as to provide the basis for assessing
the financial feasibility of HOT lanes in the corridor.

11.1 1rojectScoe

RCTC has included scope beyond HOT lanes in its application. The scope included in the
application is consistent with that of the project currently in development through the standard
Caltrans Project Development process. This project is in the Project Report/Environmental
Document Phase. As discussed below, this broader scope negatively impacts the feasibility of
the HOT lanes. However, because RCTC has indicated in its application that development of the
additional, non-tolled lanes could be delayed or potentially funded from other sources, in effect
dc-linking them from the HOT lanes from a financing standpoint, the Consultant Team has
considered them optional for the purposes of assessing the feasibility of the HOT lanes.
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The decision to include the entire length of the 1-15 corridor in the application rather than simply
the initial project is reasonable and will help to ensure that the project objectives arc realized:
should congestion become significant between the junctions of I-IS with 1-74 and 1-215, and the
San Diego County line, then RCTC will have the flexibility add capacity on the southern
segments. Otherwise, congestion at the terminus of the initial project HOT lanes could result in
back-ups on the HOT lanes which by definition should have free-flow at all times.

1.2 Benefit I Cost Analysis

System Metrics reviewed the benefit-cost analysis submitted ly the Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) in support of its 1-15 High Occupancy Toll (HOT) lane
application. RCTC provided project input sheets and the results pages from California Life-
Cycle BenefltJCost Analysis Model (Cal-B/C). RCTC submitted data for the project section from
the 1-1 5/SR-74 junction to the Riverside/San Bernardino County Line, including an expansion of
the general purpose travel lanes in addition to HOT lanes. The data indicate that a total of six
lanes (four HOT and two general purpose) are being added to the freeway.

Based on information provided elsewhere in RCTC’s application, System Metrics identified a
number of changes (described below) that might be appropriate to make to the B/C analysis to
more accurately reflect the project. While some of these changes would lower and others would
increase the B/C Ratio for the Project, System Metrics believes that the net effect o the above
omissions will be higher benefit-cost ratios and a more defensible and detailed analysis. Taking
into account all of these changes, the highway section could have a benefit-cost ratio between 2,0
and 3.0. By contrast, RCTC reports a benefit-cost ratio of I .1. Our analysis indicates this ratio
does not take into account the following factors:

a. No-Build Project Hourly I ugh Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Traffic. Cal-B/C is currently
unable to estimate benefits accurately if different numbers of HOVs are entered in the no-
build and build cases.

b. I ugh Estimates of HOV ‘I’rafflc According to the 2003 edition of the HOV Operations
Manual, Caltrans considers level of service (LOS) C to occur at approximately 1,650
vehicles per hour per lane (vphpl). Some Caltrans districts assume that the capacity of an
HOV lane is even lower at about 1500 vphpi. In the application and accompanying
correspondence, RCTC and its consultants indicate that they estimated low toil revenues to
make a conservative financial case, but it also results in higher estimates of ROy traffic. The
project information sheets suggest that 3600 vph for the two HOT lanes in each direction.
This exceeds the assumed capacity and results in speeds on the HOV lanes of about 35 miles
per hour (mph), which is slower than on the general purpose lanes. A reduction in the IIOV
traffic estimate to 1,650 or 1,500 would increase speeds and project benefits.

c. Low HOV Lane Capacity — The benefit-cost analysis indicates a capacity of about 1500
vphpl. This is a conservative estimate of capacity, which could be higher since demand will
he actively managed. A higher capacity would be consistent with the HOV Operations
Manual.
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d. High Average Vehicle Occupancy (AVO) — The project information sheet and benefit-cost
analysis indicate an AVO on the hOT lanes of about 2.05. This is probably a high estimate,
since thc HOT lanes would carry a combination of HOVs and toll-paying non-HOVs.

e. Operating and Maintenance Costs — The benefit-cost calculation does not include operating
and maintenance costs for the facility.

2. Review of H einciai PHo end Model

This section presents an overview and brief discussion of the financial elements of the
submission. The financial team was not provided with a soft copy of the financial model; hence,
only limited comments can be made about its robustness.1 The level of detail in the model and
the support for its assumptions reflect that the project analysis to-date is preliminary and has
been conducted over the course of a series of non-contemporaneous studies. For examDle, the
“Financial Model Assumptions Book” in Attachment V of the Application was prepared in
October of 2007 for a different project scope than the Project described in the Part IV of the
Application and the Financial Model Results shown in Attachment V. This is reasonable given
the state of the Project. However, this report and the application would be more conclusive if the
Assumptions Book, dated October 2007, were updated to match the assumptions in the March
2008 financial model results.

RCTC’s application includes two sets of results: “Segment A — Base Case Run” (hereafter
referred to as the “Original Run”), and “Segment A — JPA Assumptions w/DSCR=i .75”
(hereafter referred to as the “Revised Run”). For purposes of this feasibility review, the
Consultant Team believes that the Revised Run is the appropriate base case for considering
feasibility (it should not be considered a “stress” or conservative case). As further discussed
below, this is because: (a) the Original Run contains cost indexation assumptions that are
considerably more aggressive than those used by Caltrans in its cost projections and than are
typical in the experience of the Consultant Team and rating agency professionals consulted by
the Consultant Team; and (b) because the Original Run shows that construction will be funded in
part by a toll revenue bond issue sized given potentially unrealistic assumptions that the bonds
will receive an A rating with a 1 .Ox debt service coverage ratio (“DSCR”). While not indicated
in the RCTC application, it is implicit that RCTC would have to back these bonds by pledging
additional RCTC funds (such as Measure A monies) to the Project. The Revised Run includes
this subsidy and uses a more realistic, but not conservative i.75x DSCR. (According to the

In the “Financial Model Assumptions Book” in Part IV of the Application, RCTC’s consultant states, “The
Assumptions Book should be read in conjunction with the electronic version of the Model... KPMG makes no
representation or warranty as to the consistency of the assumptions contained in this Assumptions Book... Users
should satis themselves independently that the Assumptions Book and the Model are consistent with the scope and
terms governing the Project.” For the purposes of this report, the Consultant Team has assumed that the Model and
the Assumptions Book are consistent unless otherwise indicated.
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results shown in the RCTC application, the Revised Run requires over $400 million (in 2007
dollars) in additional subsidy than the amount shown in the Original Run.2)

Based on the current project scope, funding proposal and available information regarding their
entire Measure A program, RCTC appears able to build the HOT Lane portion of the project
with adequate fund subsidy available for this purpose. RCTC has available to it a number of
options for addressing potential funding shortfall issues. These include:

a) iDeferring or, if necessary, removing the general purpose and HOV lanes from the Project
scope;

b) Allocating some share of future federal and State formula and/or discretionary funds to
the Project;

c) Reprogramming Measure funds from other projects;
d) increasing toll revenues by ensuring the use of optimized toil policy parameters;
e) Accessing Federal credit programs such as TIFIA, an important source for subordinate

borrowing on advantageous terms; and
f) 1)eveloping other, more efficient borrowing structures involving subordinated debt.
g) Using recourse financing.
h) Using the net proceeds from other toil projects for which revenues exceed costs.

RCTC has indicated that it intends to consider some or all of the above as well as other options
as the financial analysis of the Project evolves from its current preliminary state.

2J Financial Model Assumptions

A. Funding Sources

Toll revenue.c are forecasted by Stantec (formerly Volimer Associates), under contract
from PB Consult. The forecast is preliminary and is not investment grade. Stantec
predicts traffic patterns throughout Riverside County based on extrapolations from pre
existing population and economic forecasts.

According to RCTC, total toll revenues for the Project are expected to generate a Net
Present Value (“NPV”) of $1,397 million in 2007 dollars, assuming a 5% discount rate.
However, this total includes revenues through 2080. Given the uncertainty of revenue
models so far in the future and the relative lack of long-term, municipal debt instruments
which extend beyond 40 years, this figure does not represent revenues available to
support the project construction. An NPV of revenues for 45 years from the time of debt
issuance is $955 million in $2007.

2 Because the DSCR creates a cash-flow cushion, KPMG estimates that under the Revised Run there will be
approximately $75 million (in $2007) in additional free cash flow returned to RCTC once the Project is in
operations AND if revenues projections are realized, as compared to the Original Run. However, RCTC indicates
that the subsidy would be provided during the construction period, so the additional revenue does not directly offset
the subsidy from a cash flow perspective.
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The main traffic assumptions of the forecasting model are:

a) Two toll rates: $0.30 per mile during peak hours; $0.15 per mile during off peak
hours (in 2006 $).

b) Tolls assumed to be escalated yearly at 3% (which is in excess of the 2.5% rate for
CPI assumed elsewhere in the financial plan).

c) Same toll structure for all vehicles.
d) Buses use the lanes without charge.
e) No charge for HOV 3--.
f) No trucks in HOT lanes.
g) Maximum free-flow volume for the two Express Lanes is 3,200 vehicles per hour.
h) Ramp up 60% of forecast in first year, 80% in second and 100% in third year.
i) Long run traffic growth of 1% per year (takes effect after 2030).
j) 280 traffic revenue days/year.
k) SR-9l Express Lanes extension is open to 1-15 in 2915.
1) The Mid County Pkwy is not built.

Caltrans reviewed these assumptions and found them to be reasonable. SR-9 seems to
be a primary traffic generator for the Project. The proposed peak toll rates are lower than
those levied on SR-9 1, it seems likely that the toll rate elasticity on 1-15 will be affected
by the rates charged on SR-91,

Some issues relating to the traffic model remain open and will have to be addressed in the
future. For instance, according to Caltrans, the acceptable range for maintaining free
flow conditions (65 mph. LOS C) is between 1,100 to 1,600 vehicles per lane per hour.
ihe observed maximum usage of the SR-91 toll lane is approx 2,800 vehicles (1,400
vehicles per lane per hour) — lower than the 3,200 assumed by RCTC. However. PB
Consult indicated (in response to a question from the Consultant Team) that RCTC would
use a higher toll rate when needed to constrain traffic to an optimal level. PB Consult
assumes that the increase in tolls would at least offset the revenue lost due to decreased
vehicle counts.

Traffic and revenue levels could also be impacted by design choices and capacity
constraints at the SR-9 1 interchange, a key traffic generator for the project. According to
the Application, oniy one-lane ramps are envisioned to connect the 1-15 1 lOT lanes with
the SR-91 HOT lanes. RCTC’s consultant PB Consult indicated that two lane ramps
were considered but believed likely to cause traffic backup on SR-9 I due to excess traffic
from 1-15. If the ramp capacity is constrained to create a bottleneck then the effective
capacity of the I-IS HOT lanes may be less than 2,800 near the SR-9 1 interchange.
RCTC has indicated that this issue will be studied further as the project is developed and
a solution will be achieved.

Measure A tax revenues are an important source of revenue for The Project, as RCTC is
accepting complete responsibility for overruns and subsidies. Measure A is identified
RCTC’s sole local funding source for the project for purposes of these analyses. (RCTC
has suggested to the Consultant Team that its transportation projects can be funded from
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a variety of funding sources.) RCTC estimates that the total nominal Measure A revenues
over the 2009-2039 interval will be $li,143m, divided between three geographical areas:
Western County (74.6%), Coachella Valley (28.84%) and Palo Verde (0.7%). Within
each region, the funds will be further subdivided for as economic development, regional
arteries, bond financing and highway development. It should be noted that in 2007
receipts from the Measure A tax decreased by some 2%, reflecting a slowdown in the
regional economy. RCTC indicates in its application that estimates provided reflect this
slow-down.

RCTC has indicated that the Project will be funded from the Western County Highways
fund, expected to be collect some $2,5 1 8m in nominal terms over the lifetime of the tax.
Fully assessing this forecast was beyond the scope of our analysis. According to CTC,
this amount represents the minimum allocation to this fund based on the voter-approved
expenditure plan, and RCTC may have the discretion to allocate an increased amount of
total receipts to this fund if needed. According to RCTC, the current 10-year Western
County Highway Delivery Plan commits 2009 Measure A moneys to four major projects:
Route 91 ($814m), 1-215 ($294m), 1-15 (S827m) and 1-10 ($47m). In total. RCTC
expected in this plan that these Projects would require some $1 ,982m in nominal Measure
A funding or other funding, according to RCTC’s correspondence with the Consultant
learn.

Because the bulk of the Measure A funds will be collected in the later years of the period
and project spending is to occur in the early years, there may be a funding gap that RCTC
will have to address as discussed in Section 2 above. Specifically, as currently allocated
the Measure A Western County Highways funds by themselves appear to he insufficient
to fund the likely shortfalls for the initial project described as “Segment A” in the RCTC
application. However, pending further study, it seems reasonable to assume that total
funds available could fund at least the HOT Lanes portion of the Segment A project (i.e.
excluding the new general purpose and HOV lanes).

Table I below summarizes RCTC’s projection for the Western County highways fund as
currently allocated and provides a very rough estimate of the borrowing capacity of those
funds for upfront subsidy as calculated by the Consultant Team in $2007 (in RCTC’s
application, the financial model results are summarized in $2007 net present value terms).
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Table 1: Summary of 2009 Measure A Funds Available to RCTC

Year RCTC Proiection* Growth
Estimated Upfront

— Rate
Subsidy Canactv**

F’y09/1O $29,752,421 $22,038,830
FYIO/Il 30,347,469 2.0% 22,479,607
FY11! 12 31,561,368 4.0% 23,378,791
FY12! 13 33,455,050 6.0% 24,781,519
FY13/14 35,984,876 7.6% 26,655,464
P114/15 38,823,852 7.9% 28,758,409
FYI5/16 41791,697 7.6% 30,956,813
P116/17 44,939,034 7.5% 33,288,173
FYI7/18 48,305,401 7.5% 35,781,779
P118/19 51,865,485 7.4% 38,418,878
Ff19/20 55,607,878 7,2% 41,191,020
Pr20/21 59,431,140 6.9% 44,023,067
F’y21/22 63,477,450 68% 47,020,333
Pr22!23 67,758,747 6.7% 50,191,665
F’Y23/24 72,294,735 6.7% 53,551,656
F’24/25 77,206,175 6.8% 57,189,759
PY25/26 82,215,897 6.5% 60,900,665
F’y26/27 87,342,899 6.2% 64,698,444
F’y27/28 92,835,156 6.3% 68,766,782
F”y28/29 98,672,344 6.3% 73,090,626
F’r29/30 104,805,687 6.2% 77,633,842
FY30/31 111,301,936 6.2% 82,445,879
F’Y31/32 118,092,331 6.1% 87,475,801
F’y32!33 125,116,495 5.9% 92,678,885
F’33/34 132,511,392 5.9% 98,156,587
FY34/35 140,201214 5.8% 103,852,751
F’y35/36 148,115,090 5.6% 109,714,882
PT’36/37 156,374,713 5.6% 115,833,121
F’y37!38 164,977,612 5.5% 122,205,638
F’y38/39 173,765,487 5.3% 128,715,176

Net Rent
\,Iue in $936,015,863 $693,345,084
$2007* * *

* RTCeatimates Offld Applition, March 132008, Attachment A
* * 1 .35x [bt rvice Cbverage ltio requirement

Us5%diount rate from RTCsflnand model
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Federal Junding. In its revised application, RCTC mdicated that a variety of additional
fimding sources may be available for The Project. For instance, according to RCTC, over
$600 million of state and federal revenue in the form of formula funds may be available
over the 30-year life of Measure A (2009-2039). This would likely equate to a total
Present Value of $200 - $300 million depending on when such funds are available.
However, assessing the reasonableness of any assumption that these funds could be
available for this Project and/or that they would not create a shortfall on another Measure
A project of equal priority was beyond the scope of our analysis. The Consultant Team
does expect that Federal credit programs such as TIFIA could be an important source for
subordinate borrowing on advantageous terms, should such programs remain in place.

Excess Toll Revenue. Finally, RCTC expects some additional revenues from the SR-9l
HOT lanes project to be allocated to the Western County Highways fund. A revenue
forecast for the SR-9 I project was not provided with the application, so no assessment of
this option can be made.

B. Costs

Initial Capital Expenditure. The current initial capital cost assumptions are outlined in
Attachment I hereto. According to Caltrans, these assumed costs are generally consistent
with Caltrans practice/expectations for the corridor. RCTC has indicated the Capex
estimates include a 25% contingency for most line items, although this is not included as
a separate line item in the Part V of the application. The recently completed Project
Study Report (PSR) included as Attachment III of Part IV of the Application details a
different project scope than one currently contemplated in the Project — essentially four
lanes within the median only. However, on a rough order of magnitude basis, the PSR
costs seem to correlate with the cost-per-mile of the HOT Lanes portion of the Project
shown in Part V.

Operating and Rehabilitation & Renewal Expenditures. Attachment 2 hereto outlines
the projected Operating costs for the Project. The costs do not include those associated
with the general purpose or HOV lanes because current policy does not require local
agency sponsors to fund these costs. Caltrans’ Maintenance records for Fiscal Year (FY)
2007 shows that the annual cost for routine maintenance of the existing 6 lane segment of
roadway between the SR-74 and San Bernardino County Line (30 miles) was $1,100,000,
or $36,700 per mile. This includes pavement, drainage, landscape, electrical, storm
water, litter, and graffiti maintenance. The actual incurred cost for maintaining the (4
lane) SR-9 I HOT Lanes was $47,000 per mile. Caltrans indicates that estimates
provided for the Project by RCTC seem reasonable. RCTC has indicated that it included
a 20% contingency for most O&M costs.

Ideally, Caltrans strives to provide preventive maintenance (chip seals, open grade, crack
seals) every 5-7 years. Larger rehabilitation projects are programmed in the 10-year
SHOPP. This is consistent with the rehabilitation and refurbishment (R&R) schedule
proposed by RCTC for the Project (see Attachment 3 hereto). Like the Operating cost
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estimates, the R&R costs estimates are for the HOT lanes only as the other facilities
apparently will be incorporated into Caltrans inventory.

Scheduling The proposed project schedule is provided in Attachment 3 hereto, RCTC
currently assumes it will have design-build authority for the Project. In commenting on
the schedule, Caltrans cited an FITWA survey that found that the overall duration of
projects were reduced by 14 percent and total cost by 3 percent due to design-build.
Should RCTC not obtain design build authority, it expects the project to continue on
schedule until 2011, at which time procurement of the design-build contractor would
otherwise commence. Instead, final design would start in 2012, construction would begin
in 2018, and the HOT lanes would open to traffic in 2022. RCTC did not provide a
sensitivity analysis demonstrating how this would affect the project cost. Calerans
indicated that it finds the project schedule shown to be reasonable and potentially
achievable without design-build.

in Part IV of the Application, RCTC expresses its flexibility in constructing the general
purpose lanes at a later date than what is proposed in the Project, but before the Measure
A extension expires in 2039, in order to enhance the feasibility of the Project. This could
esult in some cost savings, as hard costs for the GP lanes are forecast at some $5 16.3
million in $2007. However, RCTC did not provide a financial model result showing this
delayed option. incurring hard costs at a later date would reduce financing costs and
result in a more feasible project. Still, the amount saved may be reduced due to lost
economies of scale for hard costs. Similarly, delaying these lanes may not result in a
commensurate savings of soft costs. Currently soft costs allocated to the general purpose
lanes are S169m out of a project total $326m.

in Section 2.2, below, the Consultant ‘Team undertook a rough estimate of savings that
might be achieved if the non-tolled IIOV and general purpose lanes are excluded from
the project.

Indexation. A summary of the cost escalation rates that RC1’C uses its Part V financial
model runs is shown as Table 2 below (Caltrans’ recently adopted standard assumptions
are also provided as a reference).
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Table 2: Summary of Cost Escalation Assumptions

cperatloflS&
2.50% 2.75% 3%

Maiagement

habiIitation & 2.50% 3.50% 5%
Fèsurfadng

Rght-of-Way
“ 8% 20%acquition

ital expenditure
3.50% 5% 5%

[wIoRW

Original Run indexation figures seem aggressive compared to national practice,
particularly since costs are being escalated from $2006. The
Consultant Team believes that the Revised Run is a more reasonable base case. (Caltrans
ROW expenditures inflation estimates reflect recent history but may prove overly
conservative beyond 2007. In any case, ROW is a limited cost for the Project.)

C. Financing Structure

The financial model results shown in the RCTC application indicate that pre
development costs will be paid for with Measure A proceeds prior to environmental
approval. Short-term loans, referred to as “I’raditional Construction Financing” in the
RCTC application, is used to repay Measure A pre-development expenditures and to
initiate construction of portions of the Project. ‘lhe bulk of the Project is financed using
what the model shows as a RCTC Measure A-funded subsidy during the construction
period and non-recourse capital appreciation bonds (CABs) leveraging future toll
revenues.

Traditional construction Financing While the current short-term securities market is in
flux, it is a reasonable assumption that this market will be available to the Project by
2012 as contemplated in the Financial Model Results. For the Revised Run, RCTC
assumes that approximately $50m of short-term financing will be used until CABs are
issued and additional Measure A subsidy is provided. RCTC currently has the capacity
to issue $1 85m of such financing and it is a reasonable assumption that similar capacity
will exist in the future (subject to availability of unpledged Measure A funds).

Capital Appreciation Bonds. The Financial Model Assumptions Book in Part IV of the
Application indicates that CABs are assumed to be issued on the following terms:

a) Bonds would receive an “A” category rating;
b) 5% annual yield;
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L
c) One year grace period;
d) Financing fee of 1.5% paid at financial close;
e) Amortization: sculpted repayments based on available cash flows that would meet

coverage ratios based on mortgage style repayment; principal deferred until
construction.

f) Debt Service Reserve Account equal to one year of debt service.

in subsequent correspondence with the Consultant Team, KPMG indicated that a I .75x
DSCR was considered reasonable for the bonds. The Consultant Team finds that this is
an aggressive assumption for A rated bonds issued pre-construction — but that it is an
acceptable plug for this stage of the project analysis because more efficient borrowing
structures involving subordinated debt, including TIFIA, might be assumed in the future,
As discussed above, the Original Run assumed a I .Ox DSCR which is not realistic
without an ongoing subsidy from RCTC to provide additional coverage.

The Consultant i’eam also discussed the expected bond rating for non-recourse HOT
lane-based toll revenue bonds with rating agency professionals familiar with SR-91 ‘s
bond issuances. SR-91 bonds achieved an “A” rating, but this came after construction
was complete and seven years of successful, documented revenue operations. For non-
recourse bonds on 1-15 pre-construction a more reasonable assumption would be BBB or
BBB-. The Revised Run assumes a 6% annual yield, which is not conservative based on
the long-term yield curve and prospective rating. The rating agency would also expect
greater liquidity reserves for construction overruns and ramp-up of revenue operations.
Accordingly, the Consultant Team finds the Revised Run to be a more reasonable, not
overly conservative base case from a debt perspective.

RCTC (J’ontributions provide all subsidy for the Project. According to the Financial
Model Results in the Application for the Revised Run, this contribution is expected to
amount to a Net Present Value (“NPV”) of more than $1 .1 bn in $2007 and nearly $2
billion in nominal dollars. All subsidy is shown as provided prior to 2020, implying
funding through the issuance of Measure A revenue bonds or other sources. As shown in
Table 1, the upfront subsidy potential of the projected 2009 Measure A Western Country
Highways funds may be approximately $700 million in $2007 and in any case, no more
than $950 million, representing a shortfall of $400 million under reasonable assumptions.
Further, 1-15 is not the only project for which the Western County Highway funds are
currently pledged. Options for addressing potential funding shortfalls are summarized in
Section 2 above.

However, as described below, the Consultant Team expects that the available Measure A
subsidy would be sufficient to fund the HOT Lanes alone.
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2.2 Financial Model Testing

As noted above, a soft copy of the financial model was not provided, so its robustness could not
be fully evaluated. However. output data for a number of model rims was provided. The
difference between the various model runs was summarized in the following table which was
provided by RCTC with the application (note that the “Original Run” is the Base Case
Assumptions row shaded in gray, and the “Revised Run” is row #9”).

Table 3. Model results, US$000’ in 2007 NPV (Excerptedfrom RCTC)

3.50% 5.00%

2.50% 3.50%

1.40X

1.75X

6.00%

DSCR=1 .40
nCapex=5%

As discussed above, the Consultant Team considers that the Revised Run (#9 should be
considered the base case. Discussions with rating agency executives and Caltrans support this
conclusion.

To begin to consider the feasibility of a HOT lanes only project (as this application only pertains
to HOT lanes), the Consultant Team utilized information provided by RC’l’C in Part V to test
rough estimates of the reduction in subsidy requirements that could be achieved, as shown in
Table 4. Allocation of capital costs between HOT Lanes and non-tolled lanes was estimated
based on the relative weighting shown in Attachment 1 Fereto but using the costs from the
Revised Run. Because the linancial model for the project was not provided, these estimates
should only he considered useful for gauging order of magnitude differences, if at all.

Summary of Sensitivity Runs on the 1-15 Project Segment A Base Case

Operating Expenses Escalation Rate 2.50%

initial Capex (exci. ROW) Escalation Rate

2.75%

Rehabilitation & Refurbishment
Escalation Rate

‘DSCR

DSCR

nterest Rate on CABs

DSCR & Initial Capex Escalation Rate

332,866718,681

883,803

718,201

845,917

1 199,188

1,381,175

1,199,188

1,139,1881.00 X

1.00 X

5.00%

DSCR=1 .00
lnCapex=3.5%

347,523

291,775

512,423

Ai JPA assumptions: DSCR=1.40

9 Ail JPA assumptions: DSCR1.75

1,199,188

1,199,188

917,686

806,439

594,153

330,637

see note below

1,381,175 1,028,730 512,794

1,381,175 1,122,274 424,229

1,381,175 1,174,863 501,112
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Table 4: Considering the Feasibility of a HOT Lanes-only scope

Fvidlin
Fvenue and Bq,ense imates(as HOT Lanes Only HOT Lanes Only

(Per R.1t HOT Lanes Only HOT Lanes Only
NPJ In $2007) Aons*

kation)
Toll Fèvenuesthru 2053, l€ $841 115% $967 95% $799

Cerating Expenditures (399)1 100% (399) 110% (439)

Fhthilltation&lsirfadng (181)1 55% (100) 65% (118)

Cpital Expenditures (1381)1 55% (760) 65% (898)

Rugh Estimate of NR’Siortfall (1,120)1 (291)1 (655)

* rcntages ied to rovenue and epen aniount ud in Fid Rrn as provided by RtC

%bte that arding to R1t hard cosof I1YfLanescompri approdmately 53%of the total harda

Table 4 shows a rough, orderof-magnitude test of a HOT Lanes-only scope.3 The HOT Lanes
only test assuming some increase in revenue as additional general purpose lane capacity will not
be added, and assuming reduced costs. Operating costs are assumed unchanged as RCTC
estimates already excluded General Purpose and HOV lanes to be maintained by Caltrans. The
Stress Case assumes a “perfect storm” of events that could conceivably combine to adversely
affect the financial feasibility. ‘l’hese events include significant losses in economy of scale for
Capital, O&M and R&R costs, as well as toll revenues being less than forecast in the PB Consult
estimate and thus also low in the HOT Lane only scenario. To be clear: the fact that these events
could happen is not a prediction that they will happen, but they do serve to illustrate the due
diligence that RC’l’C will need to continue to exercise during the project development process to
ensure the financial integrity of the project.

There appears to be sufficient 2009 Measure A Western County Highway funds available for
either HOT Lanes-only scenario (see Table 1 and), and thus the HOT Lanes can be considered
feasible under the given assumptions. The Stress Case considers a simultaneous shortfall in
revenues and overrun in costs and should be reviewed for reasonableness in future studies.
However, in the event of such a scenario, funding now allocated to major Western County
Highway projects during the first 10 or more years of 2009 Measure A may need to be utilized to
support the 1-15 HO’i’ Lanes. Should it wish to pursue the full Segment A Project, RCTC may
need to review and potentially re-prioritize its 2009 Measure A commitments, pending the results
of more detailed cost and revenue analysis of the Project.

In all Table 4 cases, DSCR and debt convenants are not directly considered, but will be part of RCTC’s constraints
and subject to more complete analysis as project development proceeds.
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3 Findings and Conclusions

Based on the materials provided to CTC by the applicant, the construction of HOT lanes
themselves on the 1-15 corridor appears feasible from a fmanciai perspective. The feasibility
analysis undertaken thus far is preliminary, which is not unexpected given the early stage of the
project. A number of concerns remain, particularly regarding the Project scope, and must be
addressed before RCTC can raise financing from capital markets. RCTC has agreed in the draft
MOU with Caltrans to bear the development costs required to answer these questions, including
nearly all of the pre-environmental approval costs — as well as all future construction costs.
Thus, it remains RCTC’s and its constituent’s prerogative to allocate available Measure A funds
as they so choose.
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BILL NUMBER: AS 1467 CHAPTERED
BILL TEXT

CHAPTER 32
FILED WITH SECRETARY OF STATE MAY 19, 2006
APPROVED BY GOVERNOR MAY 19, 2006
PASSED THE ASSEMBLY MAY 5, 2006
PASSED THE SENATE MAY 4, 2006

INTRODUCED BY Assembly Member Nunez and Senator Perata

FEBRUARY 22, 20-05

An act to amend Section 143 of, and to add Section 149.7 to, the
Streets and Highways Code, relating to transportation.

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL’S DIGEST

AS 1467, Nunez Transportation projects: facilities:
public-private partnerships.

Existing law, until January 1, 2003, authorized the Department of
Transportation to solicit proposals and enter into agreements with
private entities or consortia for the construction and lease of no
more than 2 toll road orojecos, and specified the terms and
requirements applicable to those orojects. Existing law authorizes
the department to construct high-occupancy vehicle and other

preferential lares
%kl This bill, until January 1, 2012, would instead authorize the

department and regional transportation agencies, as defined, to enter
into comprehensive development lease agreements with public and
private entities, or consortia of those entities, for certain
transportation projects that may charge certain users of those
projects tolls and user fees, subject to various terms and
requirements.

The number of projects authorized by these provisions would be
limited to 4, with 2 in northern California and 2 in southern
California, as selected by the California Transportation Commission.
The projects would be primarily for improvement of goods movement.

The bill would also authorize regional transportation agencies, in
cooperation with the department, to apply to the commission to
develop and operate high-occupancy toll lanes, including the
administration and operation of a value pricing program and exclusive
or preferential lane facilities for public transit, as specified.
The bill would, until January 1, 2012, prescribe the procedures for
approval of the applications and limit the numb-er of approved
projects to 4, 2 in northern California and 2 in southern California,
and would enact other related provisions.

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. Section 143 of the Streets and Highways Code is amended
read:
143. (a) (1) “Regional transportation agency” means any of the

following:
(A) A transportation planning agency as defined in Section 29532

or 29532.1 of the Government Code.
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(B) A county transportation commission as defined in Section
f’l30050 130050 1 or 130050 2 of the Public Utilities Code
W (C> Any other local or regional transportation entity that is

designated by statute as a regional transportation agency.
(D) A joint exercise of powers authority as defined in Chapter 5

(commencing with Section 6300) of Division 7 of Title 1 of the
Government Code, with the consent of a transportation planning agency
or a county transportation commission for the jurisdiction in which
the transportation project will be developed.

(2) “Transportation project” means one or more of the following:
planning, design, development, finance, construction, reconstruction,
rehabilitation, improvement, acquisition, lease, operation, or
maintenance of highway, public street, rail, or related facilities
supplemental to existing facilities currently owned and operated by
the department or regional transportation agencies that is consistent
with the requirements of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b)

(b) (1) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, only the
department, in cooperation with regional transportation agencies, and
regional transportation agencies, may solicit proposals, accept
unsolicited proposals, negotiate, and enter into comprehensive
development lease agreements with public or private entities, or
consortia thexeof, for transportation projects.

(2) The number of projects authorized pursuant to this section
shall be limited to two projects in northern California and two
projects in southern California. The California Transportation
Commission shall select the candidate projects from projects
nominated by the department or a regional transportation agency, No
less than two of the selected projects shall be nominated by a
(2hregional trarsportation agency The projects snall be primarily
‘fiWdesigned to improve goods movement, including, but not limited to,

exclusive truck lanes and rail access and operational improvements.
The projects shall address a known forecast demand, as determined by
the department or regional transportation agency.

(3) All negotiated lease agreements shall be submitted to the
Legislature for approval or rejection. Any approval shall be achieved
by the enactment of a statute. Prior to submitting a lease agreement
to the Legislature, the department or regional transportation agency
shall conduct at least one public hearing at a location at or near
the proposed facility for purposes of receiving public comment on the
lease agreement. Public comments made during this hearing shall be
submitted to the Legislature with the lease agreement.

(c) For the purpose of facilitating those projects, the agreements
between the parties may include provisions for the lease of
rights-of-way in, and airspace over or under, highways, public
streets, rail, or related facilities for the granting of necessary
easements, and for the issuance of permits or other authorizations to
enable the construction of transportation projects. Facilities
subject to an agreement under this section shall, at all times, be
owned by the department or the regional transportation agency, as
appropriate. For department projects, the coirmission shall certify
the departments determination of the useful life of the project in
establishing the lease agreement terms. In consideration therefor,
the agreement shall provide for complete reversion of the leased
facility, together with the right to collect tolls and user fees, to
the department or regional transportation agency, at the expiration

(of the lease at no charge to the department or regional
mb’transportation agency. At time of reversion, the facility shall be

delivered to the department or regional transportation agency, as
applicable, in a condition that meets the performance and maintenance
standards established by the department and that is free of any
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encumbrance, lien, or other claims,

IIIh (d) (1) The department or a regional transportation agency may
wW exercise any power possessed by it with respect to transportation

projects to facilitate the transportation projects pursuant to this
section. The department, regional transportation agency, and other
state or local agencies may provide services to the contracting
entity for which the public entity is reimbursed, including, but not
limited to, planning, environmental planning, environmental
certification, environmental review, preliminary design, design,
right-of-way acquisition, construction, maintenance, and policing of
these transportation projects. The department or regional
transportation agency, as applicable, shall regularly inspect the
facility and require the lessee to maintain and operate the facility
according to adopted standards. The lessee shall be responsible for
all costs due to development, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation,
and reconstruction, and operating costs.

(2) In selecting private entities with which to enter into these
agreements, notwithstanding any other provision of law, the
department and regional transportation agencies may, but hre not
limited to, utilizing one or more of the following procurement
approaches:

(A) Solicitations of proposals for defined projects and calls for
project proposals within defined parameters.

(B) Prequalification and short-listing of proposers prior to final
evaluation of proposals.

(C) Final evaluation of proposals based on qualifications, best
value, or both. If final evaluation is to be based on best value, he
California Transportation Commission shall develop and adopt

:criteria for making that evaluation prior to evaluation of a
‘1W proposal.

(D) Negotiations with proposers prior to award.
(F) Acceptance of unsolicited proposals, with issuance of requests

for competing proposals.
(3) No agreement entered into pursuant to this section shall

infringe on the authority of the department or a regional
transportation agency to develop, maintain, repair, rehabilitate,
operate, or lease any transportation project. Lease agreements may
provide for reasonable compensation to the leaseholder for the
adverse effects on toll revenue or user fee revenue due to the
development, operation, or lease of supplemental transportation
projects with the exception of any of the following:

(A) Projects identified in regional transportation plans prepared
pursuant to Section 65080 of the Government Code and submitted to the
commission as of the date the commission selected the project to be
developed through a lease agreement, as provided in this section,
unless provided by the lease agreement approved by the department or
regional transportation agency and the commission.

(B) Safety projects.
(C) Improvement projects that will result in incidental capacity

increases.
(B) Additional high-occupancy vehicle lanes or the conversion of

existing lanes to high-occupancy vehicle lanes.
(F) Projects located outside the boundaries of a public-private

partnership project, to be defined by the lease agreement.
However, compensation to a leaseholder shall only be made after a

( demonstranle reduction in use of the facility resulting in reduced
hiltoll or user fee revenues, and may not exceed the reduction in those

revenues.
(e) (1) Agreements entered into pursuant to this section shall

authorize the contracting entity to impose tolls and user fees for
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use of a facility constructed by it, and shall require that over the
term or te lease the toli re enoes and user fees ne aeplied to

Jpaent of the capital outlay costs for the project, the costs
associated with operations, toil: and user fee collection,
administration of the facility, reimbursement to th:e department or
other governmental entity for the costs of services to develop and
maintain the project, police services, and a reasonable return on
investment. The agreement shall require that, notwithstanding
Sections 164, 188, and 188.1, any excess toil or user fee revenue
either be applied to any indebtedness incurred by the contracting
entity with respect to the project, improvements to the project, or
be paid into the State Highway Account, or for all three purposes,
except that any excess toll revenue under a lease agreement with a
regional transportation agency may be paid to the regional
transportation agency for use in improving public transportation in
and near the project boundaries.

(2) Lease agreements shall establish specific toll or user fee
rates. Any proposed increase in those rates during the term of the
agreement shall first be approved by the department or regional
transportation agency after at least one public hearing conducted at
a location near the proposed or existing facility.

(3) The collection of toils and user fees for the use of these
facilities may be extended by the commission or regional
transportation agency at the expiration of the lease agreement.
However, those tolls or user f:ees may not be used for any purpose
other than for the improvement, continued operacion, or maintenance
of the facility.

(4) Tolls and user fees may not be charged to noncommercial
ye-ides iith t-’ree or fewer axes

(f) the plans and specifications for each transportation project
developed ,maintained, repaired, rehabilitated, reconstructed, or
operated pursuant to this section shall comply with the departments
standards for state transportation projects. The lease agreement
shall include performance standards, including, but not limited to,
levels of service. The agreement shall require facilities on the
state highway system to meet all requirements for noise mitigation,
landscaping, pollution control, and safety that otherwise would apply
if the department were designing, building, and operating the
facility. If a facility is on the state highway system, the facility
leased pursuant to this section shall, during the term of the lease,
be deemed to be a part of the state highway system for purposes of
identification, maintenance, enforcement of traffic laws, and for the
purposes of Division 3.6 (commencing with Section 810) of Title 1 of
the Government Code.

(g) Failure to comply with the lease agreement in any significant
manner shall constitute a defaull under the agreement and the
department or the regional transportation agency, as appropriate,
shall have the option to initiate processes to revert the facility to
the public agency.

(h) The assignment authorized by subdivision (c) of Section 130240
of the Public Utilities Code is consistent with this section.

(i) A lease to a private entity pursuant to this section is deemed
to be public property for a public purpose and exempt from
leasehold, real property, and ad valorem taxation, except for the
use, if any, of that property for ancillary commercial purposes.

() Nothing n tAns secton is intended to nfringe or tne
authority to develop high-occupancy toll lanes pursuant to Section
149.4, 149,5, or 149.6.

(k) Nothing in this section shall be construed to allow the
conversion of any existing nontoll or non-user-fee lanes into tolled
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or user fee lanes with the exception of a high-occupancy vehicle lane
that map cc ooerated as a ng-occuparcy toli lane for vehicles not
oLnerNse —eeting the requ,rerets for use of t”ao ane

(1) The lease agreement shall require the lessee to provide any
information or data requested by the California Transportation
Commission or the Legislative Analyst. The commission, in cooperation
with the Legislative Analyst, shall annually prepare a report on the
progress of each project and ultimately on the operation of the
resulting facility. The report shall include, but not be limited to,
a review of the performance standards, a financial analysis, and any
concerns or recommendations for changes in the future.

Cm) No lease agreements may be entered into under this section on
or after January 1, 2012.

(n) To the extent that the design-build procurement method is
utilized for the award of construction or design contracts for
projects authorized under this section, those contracts shall be
subject to the requirements, parameters, and processes set forth in
Chapter 6.5 (commencing with Section 6800) of Part 1 of Division 2 of
the Public Contract Code, if that chapter is added by either
Assembly Sill 143 of the 2005-06 Regular Session or Senate Bill 59 of
the 2005-06 Regular Session.

SEC. 2. Section 149,7 is added to the Streets and Highways Code,
to read:

149.7. (a) A regional transportation agency, as defined in
Section 143, in cooperation with the department. may apply to the
commission to develop and operate high-occupancy toll lanes,
including the adininistrallon and operation of a value pricing program
and exclusive or preferential lane facilities for public transit,
corsistenc pith tne escaolished standards requrerents ar
m_tato-s tnat apply to trose facilities n Seccos 149 149
149.3, 149.4, 149.5 and 149.6.

(b) The commission shall review each application for the
development and operation of the facilities described in subdivision
(a> according to eligibility criteria established by the commission.
For each eligible application, the commission shall conduct at least
one public hearing in northern California and one in southern
California.

(c) Following public hearings, the commission shall submit an
eligible application and any public comments made during the hearings
to the Legislature for approval or rejection. Approval shall be
achieved by the enactment of a statute. The number of facilities
approved under this section shall not exceed four, two in northern
California and two in southern California.

(d) A regional transportation agency that develops or operates a
facility, or facilities, described in subdivision (a) shall provide
any information or data requested by the commission or the
Legislative Analyst. The commission, in cooperation with the
Legislative Analyst, shall annually prepare a report on the progress
of the development and operation of a facility authorized under this
section. The commission may submit this report as a section in its
annual report to the Legislature required pursuant to Section 14535
of the Government Code.

(e) No applications may be aLproved under this section on or after
January 1, 2012.



STREETS AND HIGHWAYS CODE
SECTIONS 149 149.7

149. The department may construct exclusive or preferential lanes
for buses only or for buses and other high-occupancy vehicles, and
may authorize or permit such exclusive or preferential use of
designated lanes on existing highways that are part of the State
Highway System. Prior to constructing such lanes, the department
shall conduct competent engineering estimates of the effect of such
lanes on safety, congestion, and highway capacity.

To the extent they are available, the department may apply for and
use federal aid funds appropriated for the design, construction, and
use of such exclusive or preferential lanes, but may also use other
State Highway Account funds, including other federal aid funds, for
those purposes where proper and desirable.

This section shall be known and may be cited as the Carrell Act.

149,1. (a) Notwithstanding Sections 149 and 30800 of this code, and
Section 21655.5 of the Vehicle Code, the San Diego Association of
Governments (SANDAG) may conduct, administer, and operate a value
pricing and transit development program on the Interstate Highway
Route 15 (1-15) high-occupancy vehicle expressway. The program,
under the circumstances described in subdivision (b) , may direct and
authorize the entry and use of the 1-15 high-occupancy vehicle lanes
by single-occupant vehicles during peak periods, as defined by
SANDAG, for a fee. The amount of the fee shall be established from
time to time by SANDAG, and collected in a manner determined by
SANDAG.

(b) Implementation of the program shall ensure that Level of
Service C, as measured by the most recent issue of the Highway
Capacity Manual, as adopted by the Transportation Research Board, is
maintained at all times in the high-occupancy vehicle lanes, except
that subject to a written agreement between the department and SANDAG
that is based on operating conditions of the high-occupancy vehicle
lanes, Level of Service D shall be permitted on the high-occupancy
vehicle lanes. If Level of Service D is permitted, the department
and SADAG shall evaluate the impacts of these levels of service of
the high-occupancy vehicle lanes, and indicate any effects on the
mixed-flow lanes. Continuance of Level of Service D operating
conditions shall be subject to the written agreement between the
department and SANLAG. Unrestricted access to the lanes by
high-occupancy vehicles shall be available at all times. At least
annually, the department. shall audit the level of service during peak
traffic hours and report the results of that audit at meetings of
the program management team.

(c) Single-occupant vehicles that are certified or authorized by
SANDAG for entry into, and use of, the 1-15 high-occupancy vehicle
lanes are exempt from Section 21655.5 of the Vehicle Code, and the
driver shall not be in violation of the Vehicle Code because of that.
entry and use.

(d) SANDAG shall carry out the program in cooperation with the



department, and shall consult the department in the operation of the
project and on matters related to highway design and construction.
With the assistance of the department, SANDAG shall establish
appropriate traffic flow guidelines for the purpose of ensuring
optimal use of the express lanes by high-occupancy vehicles.

(e) (1) Agreements between SANDAG, the department, and the
Department of the California Highway Patrol shall identify the
respective obligations and liabilities of those entities and assign
them responsibilities relating to the program. The agreements
entered into pursuant to this section shall be consistent with
agreements between the department and the United States Department of
Transportation relating to this program and shall include clear and
concise procedures for enforcement by the Department of the
California Highway Patrol of laws prohibiting the unauthorized use of
the high-occupancy vehicle lanes. The agreements shall provide for
reimbursement of state agencies, from revenues generated by the
program, federal funds specifically allocated to SANDAG for the
program by the federal government, or other funding sources that are
not otherwise available to state agencies for transportation-related
projects, for costs incurred in connection with the implementation or
operation of the program. Reimbursement for SANDAGs program-related
planning and administrative costs in the operation of the program
shall not exceed 3 percent of the revenues.

(2) All remaining revenue shall be used in the 1-15 corridor
exclusively for (A) the improvement of transit service, including,
but not limited to, support for transit operations, and (B)
high-occupancy vehicle facilities and shall not be used for any other
purpose.

(f) SANDAG, the San Diego Metropolitan Transit Development Board,
and the department shall cooperatively develop a single transit
capital improvement plan for the 1-15 corridor.

149.3. The department may undertake the construction of exclusive
or preferential lane facilities pursuant to a cooperative agreement
with any public or private agency that provides mass transit
services. Such cooperative agreement shall establish such geometric
design standards, scheduling, reservations, restrictions, and
conditions as the department deems necessary or desirable.
Provisions may also be made for electrification or use of other power
sources under such terms and conditions as the department deems
necessary to accomplish the objectives of this section.
Additionally, any such agreement shall provide for the payment of
compensation where required by other provisions of law or where
otherwise deemed appropriate.

149.4. (a) (1) Notwithstanding Sections 149 and 30800 of this code,
and Section 21655.5 of the Vehicle Code, the San Diego Association
of Governments (SANDAG) may conduct, administer, and operate a value
pricing and transit development demonstration program on a maximum of
two transportation corridors in San Diego County.

(2) The program, under the circumstances described in subdivision
(b), may direct and authorize the entry and use of high-occupancy
vehicle lanes in corridors identified in paragraph (1) by



single-occupant vehicles during peak periods, as defined by SANDAL,
for a fee. The amount of the fee shall be established from time to
time by SANDAL, and collected in a manner determined by SANDAL. A
high-occupancy vehicle lane may only be operated as a high-occupancy
toll (HOT) lane during the hours that the lane is otherwise
restricted to use by high-occupancy vehicles.

(b) Implementation of the program shall ensure that Level of
Service C, as measured by the most recent issue of the Highway
Capacity Manual, as adopted by the Transportation Research Board, is
maintained at all times in the high-occupancy vehicle lanes, except
that subject to a written agreement between the department and SANDAL
that is based on operating conditions of the high-occupancy vehicle
lanes, Level of Service D shall be permitted on the high-occupancy
vehicle lanes. If Level of Service D is permitted, the department and
SANDAL shall evaluate the impacts of these levels of service of the
high-occupancy vehicle lanes, and indicate any effects on the
mixed-flow lanes. Continuance of Level of Service D operating
conditions shall be subject to the written agreement between the
department and SANDAG. Unrestricted access to the lanes by
high-occupancy vehicles shall be available at all times. At least
annually, the department shall audit the level of service during peak
traffic hours and report the results of that audit at meetings of
the program management team.

(c) Single-occupant vehicles that are certified or authorized by
SANDAL for entry into, and use of, the high-occupancy vehicle lanes
identified in paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) are exempt from
Section 21655.5 of the Vehicle Code, and the driver shall not be in
violation of the Vehicle Code because of that entry and use.

(d) SANDAL shall carry out the program in cooperation with the
department pursuant to a cooperative agreement that addresses all
matters related to design, construction, maintenance, and operation
of state highway system facilities in connection with the value
pricing and transit development demonstration program. With the
assistance of the department, SANDAL shall establish appropriate
traffic flow guidelines for the purpose of ensuring optimal use of
the express lanes by high-occupancy vehicles without adversely
affecting other traffic on the state highway system.

(e) (1) Agreements between SANDAL, the department, and the
Department of the California Highway Patrol shall identify the
respective obligations and liabilities of those entities and assign
them responsibilities relating to the program. The agreements entered
into pursuant to this section shall be consistent with agreements
between the department and the United States Department of
Transportation relating to this program and shall include clear and
concise procedures for enforcement by the Department of the
California Highway Patrol of laws prohibiting the unauthorized use of
the high-occupancy vehicle lanes. The agreements shall provide for
reimbursement of state agencies, from revenues generated by the
program, federal funds specifically allocated to SANDAL for the
program by the federal government, or other funding sources that are
not otherwise available to state agencies for transportation-related
projects, for costs incurred in connection with the implementation or
operation of the program.

(2) The revenue generated from the program shall be available to
SANDAL for the direct expenses related to the operation (including
collection and enforcement), maintenance, and administration of the
demonstration program. Administrative expenses shall not exceed 3



percent of the revenues.
(3) All remaining revenue generated by the demonstration program

shall be used in the corridor from which the revenue was generated
exclusively for preconstruction, construction, and other related
costs of high-occupancy vehicle facilities and the improvement of
transit service, including, but not limited to, support for transit
operations pursuant to an expenditure plan adopted by SANDAG.

(f) (1) SANDAG may issue bonds at any time to finance any costs
necessary to implement the value pricing program established pursuant
to subdivision (a) and any expenditures as may be provided for in
the expenditure plan adopted pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision

(e) , payable from the revenues generated from the program.
(2) The maximum bonded indebtedness that may be outstanding at any

one time shall not exceed an amount that may be serviced from the
estimated revenues generated from the program.

(3) The bonds shall bear interest at a rate or rates not exceeding
the maximum allowable by law, payable at intervals determined by
SANDAG

(4) Any bond issued pursuant to this subdivision shall contain on
its face a statement to the following effect: Neither the full
faith and credit nor the taxing power of the State of California is
pledged to the payment of principal of, as the interest of this bond.’

(5) Bonds shall be issued pursuant to a resolution of SANDAG

adopted by a two-thirds vote of its governing board. The resolution
shall state all of the following:

(A) The purposes for which the proposed debt is to be incurred.

(B) The estimated cost of accomplishing those purposes.
(C) The amount of the principal of the indebtedness.
(D) The maximum term of the bonds and the interest rate.
(B) The denomination or denominations of the bonds, which shall

not be less than five thousand dollars ($5,000).
(F) The form of the bonds.
(g) Not later than three years after SANDAG first collects

revenues from any of the projects described in paragraph (1) of
subdivision (a), SANDAG shall submit a report to the Legislature on

its findings, conclusions, and recommendations concerning the
demonstration program authorized by this section. The report shall
include an analysis of the effect of the HOT lanes on the adjacent
mixed-flow lanes and any comments submitted by the department and the
Department of the California Highway Patrol regarding operation of
the lane.

149.5. (a) (1) Notwithstanding Sections 149 and 30800 of this code,
and Section 21655.5 of the Vehicle Code, the Sunol Smart Carpool
Lane Joint Powers Authority (SSCLJPA), consisting of the Alameda
County Congestion Management Agency, Alameda County Transportation
Improvement Authority, and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation
Authority, may conduct, administer, and operate a value pricing
high-occupancy vehicle program on the Sunol Grade segment of State
Highway Route 680 (Interstate 680) in Alameda and Santa Clara
Counties and the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency may
conduct, administer, and operate a program on a corridor within
Alameda County for a maximum of two transportation corridors in

Alameda County pursuant to this section in coordination with the



Metropolitan Transportation Commission and consistent with Section
21655.6 of the Vehicle Code.

(2) The program, under the circumstances described in subdivision
(b), may direct and authorize the entry and use of the high-occupancy
vehicle lanes in the corridors identified in paragraph (1) by
single-occupant vehicles for a fee. The fee structure for each
corridor shall be established from time to time by the administering
agency. A high-occupancy vehicle lane may only be operated as a
high-occupancy toll (HOT) lane during the hours that the lane is
otherwise restricted to use by high-occupancy vehicles.

(3) The administering agency for each corridor shall enter into a
cooperative agreement with the Bay Area Toll Authority to operate and
manage the electronic toll collection system.

(b) Implementation of the program shall ensure that Level of
Service C, as measured by the most recent issue of the Highway
Capacity Ianual, as adopted by the Transportation Research Board, is
maintained at all times in the high-occupancy vehicle lanes, except
that subject to a written agreement between the department and the
administering agency that is based on operating conditions of the
high-occupancy vehicle lanes, Level of Service D shall be permitted
on the high-occupancy vehicle lanes. If Level of Service D is
permitted, the department and the administering agency shall evaluate
the impacts of these levels of service on the high-occupancy vehicle
lanes, and indicate any effects on the mixed-flow lanes, Continuance
of Level of Service D operating conditions shall be subject to the
written agreement between the department and the administering
agency. Unrestricted access to the lanes by high-occupancy vehicles
shall be available at all times. At least annually, the department
shall audit the level of service during peak traffic hours and report
the results of that audit at meetings of the administering agency.

(c) Single-occupant vehicles that are certified or authorized by
the administering agency for entry into, and use of, the
high-occupancy vehicle lanes identified in paragraph (1) of
subdivision (a) are exempt from Section 21655.5 of the Vehicle Code,
and the driver shall not be in violation of the Vehicle Code because
of that entry and use.

(d) The administering agency shall carry out the program in
cooperation with the department pursuant to a cooperative agreement
that addresses all matters related to design, construction,
maintenance, and operation of state highway system facilities in
connection with the value pricing high-occupancy vehicle program.
With the assistance of the department, the administering agency shall
establish appropriate traffic flow guidelines for the purpose of
ensuring optimal use of the high-occupancy toll lanes by
high-occupancy vehicles without adversely affecting other traffic on
the state highway system.

(e) (1) Agreements between the administering agency, the
department, and the Department of the California Highway Patrol shall
identify the respective obligations and liabilities of those
entities and assign them responsibilities relating to the program.
The agreements entered into pursuant to this section shall be
consistent with agreements between the department and the United
States Department of Transportation relating to programs of this
nature. The agreements shall include clear and concise procedures for
enforcement by the Department of the California Highway Patrol of
laws prohibiting the unauthorized use of the high-occupancy vehicle
lanes, which may include the use of video enforcement. The agreements



shall provide for reimbursement of state agencies, from revenues
generated by the program, or other funding sources that are not
otherwise available to state agencies for translortation-related
projects, for costs incurred in connection with the implementation or
operation of the program.

(2) The revenue generated from the program shall be available to
the administering agency for the direct expenses related to the
operation (including collection and enforcement) , maintenance,
construction, and administration of the program. Administrative
expenses shall not exceed 3 percent of the revenues.

(3) All net revenue generaced by the program that remains after
payment of direct expenses pursuant to paragraph (2) shall be
allocated pursuant to an expenditure plan adopted biennially by the
administering agency for transportation purposes within the program
area. The expenditure plan may include funding for the following:

(A) The construction of high—occupancy vehicle facilities,
including the design, preconstruction, construction-, and other
related costs of the northbound Interstate 680 Sunol Smart Carpool
Lane project.

(B) Transit capital and operations that directly serve the
authorized corridors.

(1) (1) The administering agency may issue bonds, refunding bonds,
or bond anticipation notes, at any time to finance construction and
construction-related expenditures of programs adopted pursuant to
subdivision (a) and construction and construction-relaced
expenditures that are included in the expenditure plan adopted
pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (e), payable solely from the

revenues generated from the respective programs.
(2) The maximum bonded indebtedness that may be outstanding at any

one time shall be an amount equal to the sum of the principal of,
and interest on, the bonds, but not to exceed the estimated revenues
generated from the respective programs.

(3) Bonds shall be issued pursuant to a resolution adopted by a
two-thirds vote of the governing board of the administering agency.
The resolution shall state all of the following:

(A) The purposes for which the proposed debt is to be incurred.

(B> The estimated cost of accomplishing those purposes.
(C) The amount of the principal of the indebtedness.
(D) The maximum term the bonds proposed to be issued shall run

before maturity.
(E) The maximum rate of interest to be paid, which shall not

exceed the maximum allowable by law.
(F) The denomination or denominations of the bonds, which shall

not be less than five thousand dollars ($5,000).
(G) The form of the bonds, including, without limitation,

registered bonds and coupon bonds, to the extent permitted by federal
law, the registration, conversion, and exchange orivileges, if any
pertaining thereto, and the time when all of, or any part of, the
principal becomes due and payable.

(H) Any other matters authorized by law.
(4> The bonds shall bear interest at a rate or rates not exceeding

the maximum allowable by law, payable at intervals determined by the
administering agency.

(5) The full amount of bonds may be divided into two or more
series and different dates of payment fixed for the bonds of each
series. A bond shall not be required to mature on its anniversary
date.



(6) Any bond issued pursuant to this subdivision shall contain on

its face a statement to the following effect:

‘Neither the full faith and credit nor the taxing power of the

State of California is pledged to the payment of principal of, or the

interest on, this bond.”

(g) Not later than three years after the administering agency

first collects revenues from the program authorized by this section,

the administering agency shall submit a report to the Legislature on

its findings, conclusions, and recommendations concerning the

demonstration program authorized by this section. The report shall

include an analysis of the effect of the HOT lanes on the adjacent

mixed-flow lanes and any comments submitted by the department and the

Department of the California Highway Patrol regarding operation of

the lane.

149.6. (a) Notwithstanding Sections 149 and 30800, and Section

21655,5 of the Vehicle Code, the Santa Clara Valley Transportation

Authority (VTA) created by Part 12 (commencing with Section 100000)

of the Public Utilities Code may conduct, administer, and operate a

value pricing program on any two of the transportation corridors

included in the high-occupancy vehicle lane system in Santa Clara

County in coordination with the Metropolitan Transportation

Commission and consistent with Section 21655.6 of the Vehicle Code.

(1) VTA, under the circumstances described in subdivision (b), may

direct and authorize the en:try and use of those high-occupancy

vehicle lanes by single-occupant vehicles for a fee. The fee

structure shall be established from time to time by the authority. A

high-occupancy vehicle lane may only be operated as a high-occupancy

toll (HOT) lane during the hours that the lane is otherwise

restricted to use by high-occupancy vehicles.

(2) VTA shall enter into a cooperative agreement with the Say Area

Toll Authority to operate and manage the electronic toll collection

system.

(b) Implementation of the program shall ensure that Level of

Service C, as measured by the most recent issue of the Highway

Capacity Manual, as adopted by the Transportation Research Board, is

maintained at all times in the high-occupancy vehicle lanes, except

that subject to a written agreement between the department and VTA

that is based on operating conditions of the high-occupancy vehicle

lanes, Level of Service 0 shall be permitted on the high-occupancy

vehicle lanes. If Level of Service D is permitted, the department and

VTA shall evaluate the impacts of these levels of service on the

high-occupancy vehicle lanes, and indicate any effects on the

mixed-flow lanes. Continuance of Level of Service D operating

conditions shall be subject to the written agreement between the

department and VTA. Unrestricted access to the lanes by

high-occupancy vehicles shall be available at all times. At least

annually, the department shall audit the level of service during peak

traffic hours and report the results of that audit at meetings of

the program management team.
(c) Single-occupant vehicles that are certified or authorized by

the authority for entry into, and use of, the high-occupancy vehicle

lanes in Santa Clara County are exempt from Section 21655.5 of the

Vehicle Code, and the driver shall not be in violation of the Vehicle



Code because of that entry and use.
(d) VTA shall carry out the program in cooperation with the

department pursuant to a cooperative agreement that addresses all
matters related to design, construction, maintenance, and operation
of state highway system facilities in connection with the value
pricing program. With the assistance of the department, VTA shall
establish appropriate traffic flow guidelines for the purpose of
ensuring optimal use of the high-occupancy toll lanes by
high-occupancy vehicles without adversely affecting other traffic on

the state highway system.
Ce) (1) Agreements between VTA, the department, and the Department

of the California Highway Patrol shall identify the respective
obligations and liabilities of those entities and assign them
responsibilities relating to the program. The agreements entered into

pursuant to this section shall be consistent with agreements between
the department and the United States Department of Transportation
relating to this program. The agreements shall include clear and
concise procedures for enforcement by the Department of the
California Highway Patrol of laws prohibiting the unauthorized use of

the high-occupancy vehicle lanes, which may include the use of video
enforcement. The agreements shall provide for reimbursement of state
agencies, from revenues generated by the program, federal funds
specifically allocated to the authority for the program by the
federal government, or other funding sources that are not otherwise
available to state agencies for transportation-related projects, for

costs incurred in connection with the implementation or operation of
the program.

(2) The revenues generated by the program shall be available to
VTA for the direct expenses related to the operation (including
collection and enforcement) , maintenance, construction, and
administration of the program. The VTA’s administrative costs in the
operation of the program shall not exceed 3 percent of the revenues.

(3) All remaining revenue generated by the program shall be used
in the corridor from which the revenues were generated exclusively
for the preconstruction, construction, and other related costs of
high-occupancy vehicle facilities and the improvement of transit
service, including, but not limited to, support for transit
operations pursuant to an expenditure plan adopted by the VTA.

(f) (1) The VTA may issue bonds, refunding bonds, or bond
anticipation notes, at any time to finance construction and
construction-related expenditures necessary to implement the value
pricing program established pursuant to subdivision (a) and
construction and construction-related expenditures that are provided

for in the expenditure plan adopted pursuant to paragraph (3) of
subdivision (e), payable from the revenues generated from the
program.

(2) The maximum bonded indebtedness that may be outstanding at any
one time shall not exceed an amount that may be serviced from the

estimated revenues generated from the program.
(3) The bonds shall bear interest at a rate or rates not exceeding

the maximum allowable by law, payable at intervals determined by the

authority.
(4) Any bond issued pursuant to this subdivision shall contain on

its face a statement to the following effect:
‘Neither the full faith and credit nor the taxing power of the State

of California is pledged to the payment of principal of, or the



interest on, this bond.’

(5) Bonds shall be issued pursuant to a resolution of VTA adopted

by a two-thirds vote of its governing board. The resolution shall

state all of the following:
(A) The purposes for which the proposed debt is to be incurred.

(B) The estimated cost of accomplishing those purposes.

(C) The amount of the principal of the indebtedness.

(D) The maximum term of the bonds and the interest rate.

(B) The denomination or denominations of the bonds, which shall

not be less than five thousand dollars ($5,000).

(F) The form of the bonds, including, without limitation,

registered bonds and coupon bonds, to rh-c extent permitted by federal

law, the registration, conversion, and exchange privileges, if

applicable, and the time when all of, or any part of, the principal

becomes due and payable.
(G) Any other matters authorized by law,

(6) The full amount of bonds may be divided into two or more

series and different dates of payment fixed for the bonds of each

series. A bond shall not be required to mature on its anniversary

date.
(g) Not later than three years after VTA first collects revenues

from any of the projects described in par-agraph (I) of subdivision

(a) , 7TA shall submit a renort to the Legislature on rts findings,

conclusions, and recommendations concerning the demonstration program

authorized by this section. The report siall include an analysis of

the effect of- the HOT lanes on adjacent mixed-flow lanes and any

comments submitted by the department and the Department of the

California Highway Patrol regarding operation of the lanes.

149.7. (a> A regional transportation agency, as defined in Section

143, in cooperation with the department, may apply to the commission

to develop and operate high-occupancy toll lanes, including the

administration and operation of a value pricing program and exclusive

or preferential lane facilities for public transit, consistent with

the established standards, requirements, and limitations that apply

to those facilities in Sections 149, 149.1, 149.3, 149.4, 149.5, and

149.6.
(b) The commission shall review each application for the

development and operation of the facilities described i-n subdivision

(a) according to eligibility criteria established by the commission.

For each eligible application, the commission shall conduct a: least

one public hearing in northern California and one in southern

California.
(c) Following public hearings, the commission shall submit an

eligible application and any public comments made during the hearings

to the Legislature for approval or rejection. Approval shall be

achieved by the enactment of a statute. The number of facilities

approved under- this section- shall not exceed four, two in northern

California and two in southern California.
(d> A regional transportation agency that develops or operates a

facility, or facilities, described in subdivision (a) shall provide

any information or data requested by the commission or the

Legislative Analyst. The commission, in cooperation with the



Legislative Analyst, shall annually prepare a report on the progress

of the development and operation of a facility authorized under this

section. The commission may submit this report as a section in its
annual report to the Legislature required pursuant to Section 14535

of the Government Code.
(e) No applications may be approved under this section on or after

January 1, 2012.



California Transportation Commission
Guidelines for the Determination of Eligible
Public Partnership Transportation Projects

High Occupancy Toll Lanes

Background:
In accordance with AB 1467, until January 1, 2012, Regional Transportation Agencies. in
cooperation with the Department of Transportation (Department), may apply to the
California Transportation Commission (Commission) to develop and operate high-
occupancy toll lanes, including the administration and operation of a value pricing
program and exclusive or preferential lane facilities for public transit, as specified. The
number of projects that may be approved is limited to four, two in Northern California
and two in Southern California.

In order to ensure that Public Partnership (PP) transportation projects selected promote
California’s transportation goals and advance the public interest, the Commission will use
technical and financial criteria to determine eligibility of PP applications relative to the
development and operation of the facilities proposed. The proposed eligibility criteria
and procedures for the Commission to evaluate PP transportation project eligibility are
set forth below.

Legislative Background:
Assembly Bill 1467, Nunez, added Section 149.7 to the Streets and Highways Code to
read:

(a) A Regional Transportation Agency, as defined in Section 143, in cooperation with the
Department, may apply to the Commission to develop and operate high-occupancy
toll lanes, including the administration and operation of a value pricing program and
exclusive or preferential lane facilities for public transit, consistent with the
established standards, requirements, and limitations that apply to those facilities in
Sections 149, 149.1, 149.3, 149.4, 149.5 and 149.6.

(b) The Commission shall review each application for the development and operation of
the facilities described in subdivision (a) according to eligibility criteria established
by the Commission. For each eligible application, the Commission shall conduct at
least one public hearing in Northern California and one in Southern California.

(c) Following public hearings, the Commission shall submit an eligible application and
any public comments made during the hearings to the Legislature for approval or
rejection. Approval shall be achieved by the enactment of a statute. The number of
facilities approved under this section shall not exceed four, two in Northern
California and two in Southern California.

(d) A Regional Transportation Agency that develops or operates a facility, or facilities,
described in subdivision (a) shall provide any information or data requested by the
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Commission or the Legislative Analyst. The Commission, in cooperation with the
Legislative Analyst, shall annually prepare a report on the progress of the
development and operation of a facility authorized under this section. The
Commission may submit this report as a section in its annual report to the Legislature
rcquired pursuant to Section 14535 of the Government Code.

(e) No applications may be approved under this section on or after January 1, 2012.

Guidelines for Determining PP Transportation Project Eligibility
Proposed PP transportation project applications arising from AB 1467 will be evaluated
for eligibility according to the following criteria:

Phase One: Review of Application
Commission staff will perform a preliminary qualification review of each application to
determine whether the proposer has:

A project that conceptually meets the requirements of AB 1467.
Evidence that the application was submitted in cooperation with the Department.
A project plan which appears technically feasible.
A financial plan which appears to allow access to the necessary capital to finance the
facility.

Phase Two: Evaluation of Project Eligibility
A, In order to determine project eligibility, Commission staff will evaluate project

applications against eligibility criteria. The Commission may obtain professional
opinions from necessary experts in the evaluation of the detailed application. For
example, consultation and opinions could be obtained from expert engineers,
accountants and attorneys as applicable.

B. Eligibility Objectives
Eligibility objectives include obtaining evidence to support that:

• The proposed project complies with Sections 149, 149.1, 149.3, 149.4, 149.5,
149.6 and 149.7 of the Streets and Highways Code.

• The application was submitted in cooperation with the Department and the
Department has determined that the project is consistent with State Highway
System requirements.

• The project is technically and financially feasible.

• The project is consistent with the Applicant’s Regional Transportation Plan.
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• The Regional Transportation Agency has established performance measures for
project tracking and reporting purposes.

C. Eligibility Criteria
Eligibility criteria for public partnership transportation projects submitted in
accordance with AB 1467 are set forth in Attachment 1

D. Executive Director’s Recommendation to the Commission
Upon final evaluation of the project application against eligibility criteria, the
Commission’s Executive Director will make a recommendation to the Commission to
accept or reject the application.

Phase Three: Public Hearings & Legislature Review and ApprovalJRejçcjon
A. Public Hearings

For those applications accepted as eligible by the Commission, one public hearing
will be held in Northern California and one in Southern California. The purpose of
the public hearings is to allow agencies, stakehoiders and the public an opportunity to
present concerns pertaining to the project.

B. Legislative Approval
For those applications meeting the eligibility requirements established by the
Commission, the eligible application(s) and any public comments made during the
hearings will be forwarded to the Legislature for approval or rejection. Approval will
be achieved by the enactment of a statute.

Phase Four: Approved PP Application
Upon Legislature’s enactment of a statute for the project, the Department will enter into
an agreement with the Regional Transportation Agency. This agreement will include all
the requirements outlined in AB 1467 and all applicable laws and regulations.

Phase Five: Report to the Legislature
Annually the Commission, in cooperation with the Legislative Analyst, will provide a
report on the progress of the development and operation of each facility approved under
these guidelines and the Streets and I-Iighways Code Section 149.7.
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Attachment I

California Transportation Commission
Public Partnership Application Eligibility Criteria

High Occupancy Toll Lanes

The eligibility criteria set forth below will be considered by the California Transportation
Commission (Commission) staff in making a determination whether a public partnership
(PP) transportation project submitted in accordance with Assembly Bill 1467 should be
recommended to the Commission for approval, public hearings, and final submission to
the Legislature.

Documentation to support the development and operation of high-occupancy toll lanes
including the administration and operation of a value pricing program and exclusive or
preferential lane facilities for public transit should be provided with each project
application submitted. Applications that do not satisfactorily address the primary
elements of the eligibility criteria will be considered incomplete and will not be
recommended for approval.

Eli2ibility Criteria

1. Streets & Highways Code
Was evidence provided to support that the proposed project is consistent with the
established standards, requirements, and limitations that apply to those facilities in
Sections 149, 149.1, 149.3, 149.4, 149.5, 149.6 and 149.7 of the Streets and
Highways Code?

Department of Transportation Cooperation & State Hihwav Compatibility

1. Department of Transportation Cooperation
Was evidence provided that the Department of Transportation (Department) supports
this project and that the project application was submitted in cooperation with the
Department?

2. State Highway System Compatibility
Has the Department determined the project to be consistent with State Highway
System requirements?

Technical Feasibility

1. Project Definition
Is the project described in sufficient detail to determine the type and size of the
project, the location, all proposed interconnections with other transportation facilities,
the communities that may be affected, and alternatives (e.g. alignments) that may
need to be evaluated?

California Transportation Commission HOT Lane Guidelines October 24, 2007
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2. Proposed Project Schedule
Is the time frame for project completion clearly outlined? Is the proposed schedule
reasonable given the scope and complexity of the project? Does the proposal contain
adequate assurances that the project will be completed and will be completed on
time?

3. Operation
Does the applicant present a reasonable statement setting forth plans for operation of
the facility?

4. Technology
Does the technology proposed maximize interoperability with relevant local and
statewide transportation technology?

.

Conforms to Laws, Regulations and Standards
Is the proposed project consistent with applicable state and federal statutes and
regulations and standards? Does the proposed design meet appropriate state and
federal standards?

6. Federal Permits
is the project outside the purview of federal oversight, or will it require some level of’
federal involvement due to its location on the National Highway System or Federal
Interstate System or because federal permits are required?

7. Meets/Exceeds Environmental Standards
Has the project received environment clearance? If not, is the project likely to
receive environmental clearance to meet the timeline set forth in the project proposal?

8. State and Local Permits
Does the proposal list the required permits and schedule to obtain them? Are there
negative impacts known for the project? If so, is there a mitigation plan identified?

9. Right of Way
If not too early to determine, does the proposal set forth the method by which the
operator proposes to secure all property interests required for the transportation
facility?

10. Maintenance
Is there a process in place to develop a maintenance plan with the Department?
Specifically, is there a process to clearly define assumptions or responsibilities during
the operational phase including law enforcement, toll collection and maintenance?

California Transportation Commission 1-lOT Lane Guidelines October 24, 2007
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Financial Feasibility

It is expected that the proposer will provide information relative to the project financial
plan and feasibility. This will include information to support whether the proposer has
provided a financial plan and financial guarantees which will allow for access to the
necessary capital to finance the facility as well as the following:

1. Financing and Financial Plan
Does the financial plan demonstrate a reasonable basis for ftmding project
development and operations? Are the assumptions on which the plan is based well
defined and reasonable in nature? Are the plan’s risk factors identified and dealt with
sufficiently? Are the planned sources of funding and financing realistic? Did the
proposer demonstrate evidence of its ability to obtain the other necessary financing?
Does the proposer have the ability to fund shortfalls if revenues do not meet
projections?

2. Estimated Cost
Is the estimated cost of the facility reasonable in relation to the cost of similar
projects? A significant portion of the final determination will rely on a cost/benefit
analysis.

3. Life Cycle Cost Analysis
Does the proposal include an appropriately conducted analysis of projected rate of
return and life cycle cost estimate of the proposed project andior facility?

4. Business Objective
Does the proposer clearly outline the reason for pursuing this project? Do the
assumptions appear reasonable?

5. Financial Condition
Is the financial information submitted by the proposer sufficient to determine the
financial capability to fulfill its obligations described in the project application?

6. Project Ownership
Does the application 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?

7. Competitive Bidding
To what extent have adequate and transparent procurement policies been adopted by
the applicant to maximize competitive bidding opportunities for potential contractors
and suppliers?

California Transportation Commission HOT Lane Guidelines October 24, 2007
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Regional Transportation Plan & Community Support

1. Consistency with Local, Regional and State Transportation Plans
Is the project consistent with City and County comprehensive plans and regional
transportation plans? Is this project consistent with plans and documents for the
Regional Transportation Agency’s long range plan? If not, are steps proposed that
will achieve consistency with such plans?

2, Compatibility with the Existing Transportation System
Does this project propose improvements that are compatible with the present and
planned transportation system? Does the project provide continuity with existing and
planned state and local facilities?

3. Fulfills Policies and Goals
Does the proposed project help achieve performance, safety, mobility or
transportation demand management goals? Does the project improve connections
among the transportation modes?

4. Air Quality and Environmental Statutes and Regulations
Is the proposed project consistent with applicable state and federal environmental
statutes and regulations? Is the project consistent with the air quality component of
the RTP? Does the proposal adequately address or improve air quality conformity?

5. Enhance CommunityWide Transportation System
Are there identified project benefits to the affected community transportation system?
Does this project enhance adjacent transportation facilities?

6. Economic Development
Will the proposed project enhance the state’s economic development efforts? Is the
project critical to attracting or maintaining competitive industries and businesses to
the region, consistent with state objectives?

6. Local Support
Has the regional agency governing body taken action to approve this proposal? How
have or will local impacts be addressed?

7 Community Benefits
Will this project bring a significant transportation and economic benefit to the
community, the region, and/or the state? Are there ancillary benefits to the
communities because of the project?

8. Community Support/Environmental Justice
What is the extent of support or opposition for the project? Does the project proposal
demonstrate an understanding of the national and regional transportation issues and
needs, as well as the impacts this project may have on those needs? Is there a
demonstrated ability to work with the community? Have all affected local
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jurisdictions provided clear written statements of the extent of their support for the
project?

Performance Ieasures

Does the Regional Transportation Agency have performance measures in place to track
and report annually on the following?

L Safety
The ratio of the number of fatalities to the number of vehicle miles traveled, the ratio
of the number of fatal collisions to the number of vehicle miles traveled, and the ratio
of the number of injury collisions to the number of vehicle miles traveled.

2, Mobility
The total amount of delay per traveler that exists on a designated area over a selected
amount of time, the average travel time for peak period trips taken on regionally
significant corridors and between regionally significant origin and destination pairs,
the average travel time for non-peak period trips taken on regionally significant
corridors and between regionally significant origin and destination pairs.

3. Accessibility
The accessibility of transit service.

4. Reliability
The difference between expected travel time and actual travel time and the ability of
transit service operators to meet customers’ reliability expectations.

5. Productivity
The utilization of the transportation system by all vehicles, by people, and by trucks
as well as the effectiveness of mass transportation system operations by measuring
the number of passengers carried for every mile of revenue service provided.

7. System Preservation
The number of lane miles in poor structural condition or with bad ride (pavement
condition) and roadway smoothness.

8. Return on investment/Lifecycle Cost
The ratio of resources available to assets utilized. Lifecycle cost analysis is a benefit
cost analysis that incorporates the time value of money.

9. Emission Reduction
The amount of emission reduction achieved as required to be reported in accordance
with Assembly Bill 32, Nunez, and set forth in the Health and Safety Code, Division
25.5 commencing with Section 38500.
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Secondary Evaluation and Eligibility Criteria

The following evaluation and eligibility criteria are to be addressed only if the project
team is known. Where a project team is not known given the stage of the project, this
secondary evaluation and eligibility criteria is not required to be addressed.

qualifications and Experience
Does the Regional Transportation Agency propose a team which is qualified, led, and
structured in a manner which will clearly enable the team to complete the proposed
project?

1. Experience with Similar Infrastructure Projects
Have members of this team previously worked together constructing, improving or
managing transportation infrastructure? Has the lead agencyrnanaged, or any of the
member agencies worked on infrastructure projects?

2. Demonstration of Ability to Perform Work
What commitments has the team made to carry out the project? Does the team
possess the necessary financial, staffing, equipment, and technical resources to
successfully complete the project? Do the team andlor member agencies have
competing financial or workforce commitments that may inhibit success and folIow
through on this project?

3. Leadership Structure
Does the organization of the team indicate a well thought out approach to managing
the project? Is there an agreement/document or joint powers agreement in place
between members andlor multiple agencies?

4. Project Manager’s Experience
Depending on applicability given the stage of the project, is a Project Manager
identified, and does this person work for the Regional Transportation Agency, Lead
Agency or principal firm? If not, is there a clear definition of the role and
responsibility of the Project Manager relative to the member firms? Does the Project
Manager have experience leading this type and magnitude of project?

5. Management Approach
Have the primary functions and responsibilities of the management team been
identified? Have the members of the team developed an approach to facilitate
communication among the project participants?

Public Involvement Strategy
What strategies are proposed to involve local and state elected officials in developing this
project? What level of community involvement has been identified for the project? Is
there a clear strategy for informing, educating and obtaining community input through
the development and life of the project?

California Transportation Commission HOT Lane Guidelines October 24, 2007
Attachment I, Page 6 of 6



California Transportation Commission
Public Partnership Application

for
High Occupancy Toll Lanes

Part Certification

Part II Project Fact Sheet

Part Ill Project Cost & Funding Plan

Part IV HOT Lane Eligibility Documentation



Part I
California Transportation Commission

Public Partnership Application
For High Occupancy Toll Lanes

Certification

County: Route: PPNO:

Project Tftle:

V’Ie acknowledge the scope, cost, schedule, benefits, and information as identified on the
attached application and project fact and funding sheets are true to the best of our knowledge
and belief. We certify that funding sources cited are committed and expected to be available;
the estimated costs represent full project funding, and the description of benefits is the best
estimate possible.

Name; Date

Title;

Agency;

California Transportation Commission HOT Lane Application October 24, 2007
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California Transportation Commission

Public Partnership Application
for High Occupancy Toll Lanes

Project Fact Sheet

I Fax Number I

Part ii

Project Information:
Caltrans I Route / I

County PPNO BA RegionJMPOl TIP lD Pout Mite Back * Post Mile Ahead *

District Corridor

NOTE: PPNO & BA assigned by Caltrans, Region/MPO/TIP ID assigned by RTPNMPO. Route/Corndor & °‘‘ Highway System.

Senate: jCongressional:Lsgrslahve Orstricts
Assembly:

Implementing Agency E&P (PA&ED): PS&E:
(by component) RIW: CON:

Project Title

Location - Project Limits - Description and Scope of Work (Provide a project location map on a separate sheet and attach to this torm)

Description of Major Project Benefits

Daily Vehicle Hours of Delay Saved Hrs.

Caily Peak Duration Person-Minutes Saved Mm,

Other:

Corridor System Management Plan Month/Year

Lead Agency:

Plan Adoption Date:

Plan Implementation Date:

Expected Source(s) of Additional Funding if the Current Funding Plan Proves Insufficient

Project Delivery Baseline (Milestones) Month/Year

Begin Environmental Phase (PA&ED)

Draft Environmental Document Milestone Document Type:

Draft Project Report Milestone

End Environmental Phase (PA&ED Milestone>

Begin Design Phase

End Design Phase (Plans, Specifications, and Estimates Milestone>

Regin Right-of-Way

End Right-of-Way (Right-of-way Certification Milestone)

Regin Construction Phase

End Construction Phase_(Construction_Contract_Acceptance_Milestone>

Begin Closeout Phase

End Closeout Phase (Closeout Report Milestone>

California Transportation Commission HOT Lane Application
Part II, Page 1 of)

October 24, 2007

Contact Person

Phone Number

Email Address

Lead Aaencv: Fact Sheet Date:



California Transportation Commission

Public Partnership - HOT Lane Application
Project Fact Sheet -Project Cost and Funding Plan

(dollars in thousands and escalated)

__________

PPNO *

NOTE: PPNO and EA onsigned by Coitrano. RngioniMPOITiP ID oodgnnd by RTPNMPO

Part HI

Proposed Total Project Cost Project
Component Prior 07108 08109 09110 10/11 11/12 12/13 Total

I&P(PA&ED)
[PS&E
[pUP(CT)°
[ëöSUP T)°
w
CON --

TOTAL

[Ainding Source:
j Component P)or 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 1 12/13 Total
IE&P (PA&ED)
jPS&E
LR/w SUP (CT)
[öiiSUP(CT)
[Riw
CON
LT0TAL

NOTE: RIW SUP ond CON SUP to be rand only for projot rnoln,neotnd by Caltrano

.
inding Source:

Component Prior 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12113 Total
E&P (PA&EO)
PS&E________
RIW SUP (CT)
CON SUP (CT) *

RJW
CON
TOTAL

Fundinci Source:
TotalComponent

&P (PA&ED)
‘S&E
t/W SUP (CT) *

DON SUP (CT) *

Iw
DON
FOTAL

Prior 07/08 08/09 09110 10/11 11/12 12/13

Funding Source:
Component Prior 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 Total

E&P (PA&ED)
pS& -

—-

RJW SUP (CT)°
CON SUP (CT)
w
CON

--

TOTAL

County I CT District

Date:
ID*

California Transportation Commission HOT Lane Application
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Part IV

California Transportation Commission
Public Partnership Transportation Projects

High Occupancy Toll Lane Application

Hot Lane Eligibility Documentation

The California Transportation Commission will consider the eligibility of those project
applications that are completed comprehensively. Those applications received that do not
provide sufficient evidence to support the eligibility criteria will be rejected and returned
to the proposer.

For each of the requirements below, please provide detailed information and supporting
documentation. Please ensure that all information provided is identified to correspond
with the applicable document reference set forth below.

L Project Eligibility

PART A - COMPLIANCE WITH STREETS & HIGHWAYS CODE

Document
Description of Required Documentation for Submission Reference
Provide evidence to support that the proposed project is consistent
with the established standards, requirements, and limitations that Al
apply to those facilities in Sections 149, 149.1, 149.3, 149.4, 149,5,
149.6 and 149.7 of the Streets and Highways Code.

Provide the reason for pursuing this project.

PART B - DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION COOPERATION & STATE
HIGHWAY COiPATIBILITY

Document
Reference

Description of Required Doeiamnttion for Siihmision
Provide evidence that the Department of Transportation (Department)
supports this project and that the project application was submitted in
cooperation with the Department.

Provide evidence that the Department determined the project to be
consistent with State Highway System requirements.

Bi

B2

HOT Lane Application
Part IV
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PART C - TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

Document

Description of Reiuired Documentation for Submission Reference

Provide a Project Study Report/Project Report (PSR/PR) or a PSR
equivalent that describes, but is not limited to, the following:

C
The type and size of the project, the location, all proposed
interconnections with other transportation facilities, the communities
that may be affected, and alternatives (e.g. alignments) that may need
to be evaluated.
The timeframe for project completion.

C2
How the proposed schedule is reasonable given the scope and
complexity of the project. C3

The methods expected to be followed to assure that the project will be
completed and will be completed on time. C4

The plan for operation of the facility.

The technology that will be used to maximize interoperability with
relevant local and statewide transportation technology. C6

How the proposed project is consistent with applicable state and
federal statutes and regulations and standards. Document the
applicable state and federal standards and provide evidence that the
proposed design meets the standards.

Whether the project is outside the purview of federal oversight, or
whether it will require some level of federal involvement due to its
location on the National Highway System or Federal Interstate C8
System or because federal permits are required.

Evidence that the project has received environment clearance. If
environmental clearance was not yet received, explain whether the
project is likely to receive environmental clearance to meet the
timeline set forth in the project proposal. C9

The required state and local permits and the schedule to obtain them. ClO

All negative impacts known for the project. For each negative
impact, document whether there is a mitigation plan identified.

California Transportation Commission HOT Lane Application October 24, 2007
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If not too early to determine, the method by which the operator
proposes to secure all property interests required for the
transportation facility.

Whether there is a process in place to develop a maintenance plan
with the Department. Specifically, whether there is a process to
clearly define assumptions or responsibilities during the operational C13
phase including law enforcement, toll collection and maintenance.

PART D - FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY

Document
Description of Required Documentation for Submission Reference
Provide information relative to the project financial plan and
feasibility.

Document a financial plan and financial guarantees which will allow -

for access to the necessary capital to finance the facility. D2

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 D3
necessary financing.

Explain how shortfalls will be funded if revenues do not meet
projections. 114

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

1f, applicable, describe the nature and amount of the proposer’s
financial contribution to the project. J2J
Describe how the estimated cost of the facility is reasonable in
relation to the cost of similar projects through a cost/benefit analysis. D7

Provide an analysis of the projected rate of return and life cycle cost
estimate of the proposed project andlor facility.

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

California Transportation Commission HOT Lane Application October 24, 2007
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Identify the proposed ownership arrangements for each phase of the
project and indicate assumptions on legal liabilities and D1O
responsibilities during each phase of the project.

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

PART E - REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN & COMMUNITY SUPPORT

Document
Description of Required Documentation for Submission Reference
Provide documentation to show that the project is consistent with
City and County comprehensive plans and regional transportation
plans and with plans and documents for the Regional Transportation El
Agency’s long range plan. If the project is not consistent, please
identify the steps proposed that will achieve consistency with such
plans.

Describe how the project proposed includes improvements that are
compatible with the present and planned transportation system. E2
Include the methods by which the project provides continuity with
existing and planned state and local facilities.

Explain how the proposed project helps to achieve performance,
safety, mobility, and air quality or transportation demand E3
management goals.

Explain whether the proposed project is consistent with applicable
state and federal environmental statutes and regulations, the air E4
quality component of the RTP, and whether the proposal adequately
addresses or improves air quality conformity.

Identify any emission reductions provided by the proposed project.

Explain how the project improves connections among the
transportation modes.

Identify the project benefits to the affected community transportation
system and provide an explanation whether this project enhances E7
adjacent_transportation_facilities.
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Explain whether the proposed project will etihance the state’s
economic development efforts.

Explain if the project is critical to attracting or maintaining
competitive industries and businesses to the region, consistent with E9
state objectives.

Explain whether the regional agency governing body has taken action
to approve this proposal and whether local impacts have been
addressed. Provide the Board or other resolution to document the
action taken.

Explain whether this project will bring a significant transportation
and economic benefit to the community, the region, andlor the state. Eli

Describe any ancillary benefits to the communities because of the
project.

Explain the extent of support or opposition for the project. Explain
the national and regional transportation issues and needs, as well as
the impacts this project may have on those needs. jj3

Describe any plans intended to work with the community. List the
affected local jurisdictions and provide clear written statements of the
extent of support for the project from all affected local jurisdictions,
if available. Describe any environmental justice issues or concerns.

PART F - PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Document
Description of Required Documentation for Submission Reference
Describe the Regional Transportation Agency’s performance
measures used to track and report annually on the following:
Safety
Mobility
Accessibility
Reliability
Productivity
System Preservation
Return on investment/Lifecycle Cost
Emission Reduction
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IL Secondary EvaLuation and Project Eligibility Criteria

The following criteria are to be completed oniy if the project team is known. Where a
project team is not known given the stage of the project, this secondary evaluation and
eligibility criteria is not required.

Document
Description of Required Documentation for Submission Reference

Describe the team’s qualifications and experience.

Describe the extent of experience with similar infrastructure projects.

Provide a description of the team’s ability to perform work. G3

Describe the leadership structure.

Provide a descriptionlbackgroup relative to the Project Manager’s
experience.

Describe the anticipated management approach for this project. G6

Describe the planned public involvement strategy. G7
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