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In light of Governor Newsom’s State of Emergency declaration regarding the COVID-19
outbreak and in accordance with Executive Order N-29-20 issued by Governor Newsom on
March 17, 2020 and the Guidance for Gatherings issued by the California Department of Public
Health, the meeting will be conducted via webcast, teleconference, and Zoom for Fare
Coordination and Integration Subcommittee members who will participate in the meeting from
individual remote locations. A Zoom panelist link for meeting participants will be sent
separately to Fare Coordination and Integration Subcommittee members.

The meeting webcast will be available at http://mtc.ca.gov/iwhats-happening/meetings
Members of the public are encouraged to participate remotely via Zoom at the following link or
phone number. Fare Coordination and Integration Subcommittee Members and members of
the public participating by Zoom wishing to speak should use the “raise hand” feature or dial
*9. When called upon, unmute yourself or dial *6. In order to get the full Zoom experience,
please make sure your application is up to date.

Attendee Link: https://bayareametro.zoom.us/j/82375516656
Telephone (Toll Free) US: 877 853 5247 or 888 788 0099
Webinar ID: 823 7551 6656
International numbers available: https://bayareametro.zoom.us/u/kROdQwNNI
Detailed instructions on participating via Zoom are available at:
https://mtc.ca.gov/how-provide-public-comment-board-meeting-zoom

Members of the public may participate by phone or Zoom or may submit comments by email at
info@bayareametro.gov by 5:00 p.m. the day before the scheduled meeting date. Please
include the committee or board meeting name and agenda item number in the subject line.
Due to the current circumstances there may be limited opportunity to address comments
during the meeting. All comments received will be submitted into the record.

The Policy Advisory Council advises the Metropolitan Transportation Commission on
transportation policies in the San Francisco Bay Area, incorporating diverse perspectives
relating to the environment, the economy, and social equity.
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Policy Advisory Council Fare Meeting Agenda May 10, 2021
Coordination and Integration
Subcommittee

1. Welcome

Adina Levin, Chair

2. Roll Call / Confirm Quorum

Quorum: A quorum of this committee shall be a majority of its regular non-ex-officio
voting members (8).

3. 21-0616 Minutes of the March 12, 2021 Meeting
Action: Subcommittee Approval
Attachments: 03 _FCI Minutes Mar 12 2021.pdf
4, 21-0617 i. Fare Coordination / Integration Study and Business Case Project

Status Update
ii. Pathways to Integration, Alternative Fare Policies, and Evaluation
Frameworks

i. Project update on user research and upcoming project tasks.
ii. Discussion of pathways to integration and the development of
alternative fare policies and evaluation frameworks.

Action: Information
Presenter: William Bacon, MTC Co-Project Manager
Michael Eiseman, BART Co-Project Manager

Attachments: 04 May Presentation.pdf

5. New Business

Members of the subcommittee may bring up new business for discussion or addition to a
future agenda.

6. Public Comments / Other Business

Note: The subcommittee will not take action on items not listed on today’s agenda.

Policy Advisory Council Fare Coordination and Integration Subcommittee Members and
members of the public participating by Zoom wishing to speak should use the ‘raise
hand” feature or dial *9. When called upon, unmute yourself or dial *6.

7. Adjournment / Next Meeting

The next meeting of the Policy Advisory Council Fare Coordination and Integration
Subcommittee will be held Monday, June 7, 2021, at 10:00 a.m. remotely and by
webcast as appropriate depending on the status of any shelter in place orders. Any
changes to the schedule will be duly noticed to the public.
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Policy Advisory Council Fare Meeting Agenda May 10, 2021
Coordination and Integration
Subcommittee

Public Comment: The public is encouraged to comment on agenda items at Committee meetings
by completing a request-to-speak card (available from staff) and passing it to the Committee secretary.
Public comment may be limited by any of the procedures set forth in Section 3.09 of MTC's Procedures
Manual (Resolution No. 1058, Revised) if, in the chair's judgment, it is necessary to maintain the orderly
flow of business.

Meeting Conduct: If this meeting is willfully interrupted or disrupted by one or more persons

rendering orderly conduct of the meeting unfeasible, the Chair may order the removal of individuals who
are willfully disrupting the meeting. Such individuals may be arrested. If order cannot be restored by
such removal, the members of the Committee may direct that the meeting room be cleared (except for
representatives of the press or other news media not participating in the disturbance), and the session
may continue.

Record of Meeting: Committee meetings are recorded. Copies of recordings are available at a

nominal charge, or recordings may be listened to at MTC offices by appointment. Audiocasts are
maintained on MTC's Web site (mtc.ca.gov) for public review for at least one year.

Accessibility and Title VI: MTC provides services/accommodations upon request to persons with

disabilities and individuals who are limited-English proficient who wish to address Commission matters.
For accommodations or translations assistance, please call 415.778.6757 or 415.778.6769 for
TDD/TTY. We require three working days' notice to accommodate your request.

A KRS EANE: MTC HUEE R M A SR B a it inh B 3 B A N L R ot A IR e it
MR/ 0. EEER R R B, #5350 415.778.6757 1 415.778.6769 TDD [ TTY. kA
BRI = LEHTS &, DLw R EMER,

Acceso y el Titulo VI: La MTC puede proveer asistencia/facilitar la comunicaciéon a las personas
discapacitadas y los individuos con conocimiento limitado del inglés quienes quieran dirigirse a la
Comisién. Para solicitar asistencia, por favor llame al numero 415.778.6757 o al 415.778.6769 para
TDD/TTY. Requerimos que solicite asistencia con tres dias habiles de anticipacion para poderle
proveer asistencia.

Attachments are sent to Committee members, key staff and others as appropriate. Copies will be
available at the meeting.

All items on the agenda are subject to action and/or change by the Committee. Actions recommended
by staff are subject to change by the Committee.

MTC's Chair and Vice-Chair are ex-officio voting members of all standing Committees.
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Agenda Item 3

Metropolitan Transportation
Bay Area Metro Center
Commission 375 Beale Street

M T San Francisco, CA 94105

Meeting Minutes - Draft

Policy Advisory Council Fare Coordination and Integration

Subcommittee
Adina Levin, Chair Wendi Kallins, Vice Chair

Members
Bob Allen, Abigail Cochran, Mark Cordes,
Anne Olivia Eldred, lan Griffiths, Tisha Dee Hartman,
Richard Hedges, Randi Kinman, Gwen Litvak,
Monica Mallon, Adrian Mendoza, Brian Stanke, and
Laura Tolkoff

Friday, March 12, 2021 2:00 PM Yerba Buena - 1st Floor (REMOTE)

1. Welcome

2. Roll Call / Confirm Quorum

Present: 13- Member Cochran, Member Eldred, Member Hedges, Vice Chair Kallins, Member
Kinman, Chair Levin, Member Mendoza, Member Griffiths, Member Hartman,
Member Mallon, Member Stanke, Member Cordes and Member Tolkoff
Excused: 1- Member Litvak

Absent: 1- Member Allen

Subcommittee Member Jonathon Kass resigned from the subcommittee and was replaced by Laura
Tolkoff.

Policy Advisory Council Members Christina Gotuaco and Michelle Hernandez were also in attendance.

3. 21-0319 Minutes of the January 22, 2021 Meeting
Action: Sybcommittee Approval

Attachments: 03 FCIl Minutes Jan 22 2021.pdf

Upon the motion by Member Hedges and second by Member Griffiths, the
Minutes of the January 22, 2021 Meeting were unanimously approved. The
motion carried by the following vote:

Aye: 13- Member Cochran, Member Hedges, Vice Chair Kallins, Member Kinman, Chair
Levin, Member Mendoza, Member Griffiths, Member Hartman, Kass, Member
Mallon, Member Stanke, Member Cordes and Member Tolkoff

Absent: 3 - Member Eldred, Member Litvak and Member Allen

Member Eldred arrived after the approval of the Minutes of the January 22, 2021 Meeting.
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Agenda Item 3

Policy Advisory Council Fare Meeting Minutes - Draft March 12, 2021
Coordination and Integration

Subcommittee

4, 21-0320

Action:

Presenter:

Attachments:

i. Fare Coordination / Integration Study and Business Case Project
Status Update

Project update on user research and upcoming project tasks.

i. Pathways to Integration, Alternative Fare Policies, and Evaluation
Frameworks

Discussion of pathways to integration and the development of alternative
fare policies and evaluation frameworks.

Information

William Bacon, MTC Co-Project Manager
Michael Eiseman, BART Co-Project Manager

04 Presentation.pdf

5. New Business

04 Gwen Litvak Comments on Presentation.pdf

Written public comments were received from:
Subcommittee Member Litvak.

6. Public Comments / Other Business

7. Adjournment / Next Meeting

The next meeting of the Policy Advisory Council Fare Coordination and Integration
Subcommittee will be held Monday, May 10, 2021, at 2:00 p.m. remotely and by
webcast as appropriate depending on the status of any shelter in place orders. Any
changes to the schedule will be duly noticed to the public.
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Metropolitan Transportation San Francisco, CA 94105
Commission

Legislation Details (With Text)

File #: 21-0617 Version: 1 Name:

Type: Report Status: Informational

File created: 4/6/2021 In control: Policy Advisory Council Fare Coordination and
Integration Subcommittee

On agenda: 5/10/2021 Final action:

Title: i. Fare Coordination / Integration Study and Business Case Project Status Update

ii. Pathways to Integration, Alternative Fare Policies, and Evaluation Frameworks

i. Project update on user research and upcoming project tasks.
ii. Discussion of pathways to integration and the development of alternative fare policies and
evaluation frameworks.

Sponsors:
Indexes:
Code sections:

Attachments: 04 May Presentation.pdf

Date Ver. Action By Action Result

Subject:
i. Fare Coordination / Integration Study and Business Case Project Status Update
ii. Pathways to Integration, Alternative Fare Policies, and Evaluation Frameworks

i. Project update on user research and upcoming project tasks.
ii. Discussion of pathways to integration and the development of alternative fare policies and
evaluation frameworks.

Presenter:
William Bacon, MTC Co-Project Manager
Michael Eiseman, BART Co-Project Manager

Recommended Action:
Information

Attachments:
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Bay Area Fare Coordination
and Integration Study

Fare Structure Variants and
Business Case Evaluation Methodology

EART METROPOLITAN
ML T TRANSPORTATION
COMMISSION

Policy Advisory Council Subcommittee on

Fare Coordination/Integration
May 10, 2021




Meeting Overview

Today’s discussion is focused on the short list of six options to be considered in the FCIS as

well as the Business Case process the project team will use to evaluate the modeling and
analysis results.

TODAY’S AGENDA

1. Draft Fare Integration & Coordination Options — We are seeking the
Subcommittee’s feedback before we finalize these for modeling

2. Business Case Evaluation Methodology

BART
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Upcoming Project Milestones

May 17, 2021 — Fare Integration Task Force

May 24, 2021 — Project team presents to Blue Ribbon Transit Recovery Task Force
May 26, 2021 (3:30 pm) — Policymaker Webinar (Brown Act meeting open to all)

May/June 2021 — Project team conducts detailed analysis of financial, ridership, and
user impacts and develops implementation strategies

July 19, 2021 - Project team presents draft recommendations to the Fare Integration
Task Force

July 2021 — Project team presents draft report and recommendations at transit agency
governing board meetings

September 2021 — Fare Integration Task Force adopts final report

BART METROPOLITAN
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2. Fare Integration &
Coordination Options




Option and Variant Development Process Overview

An option is defined as a potential ‘high-level’ fare structure for the region that uses a
combination of single and multiple trip pricing tools to integrate fares.

Background
Research

Identified as many

variants per
pathways to
integration

Completed in December

Long List of Fare
Policy Alternatives

Selected 4-5 options

per pathway to act
as a long list

23 total options
considered

Completed in January

Short List

Identified 6 policy
options across
pathways

Completed in February

Options
Development

Develop final
options and variants
through series of

workshops

Completed in April

Option + Variant
Testing

Identify a range of
variants for each
shortlisted option
and test and
evaluate them

Today’s Discussion

Business Case
Evaluation

Business Case
Evaluation

June - July 2021

METROPOLITAN
TRANSPORTATION
COMMISSION



Short List of Fare Policy Options

 The shortlist includes two options per pathway that are relevant to the Bay Area regardless of future management models.
* Shortlist options have been renumbered to illustrate degree of change to fare rules and progression of options.

Discounts Only Managed by a single entity

o
a Discount Double Fares

“Big Tent” “Multiple Tents, one

i

campsite”

Subregional Standardization

. . : 6. connecting agencies -
connecting agencies region 5. | o 4. Eire Multiple
. o [loney- comb g . 1. Passes i
b wide = comb ¥ Zones, § HSNCC e T integrated
Fare by Distance Option . Zones local structures
. . IntegratEd flat fare flat fare 2. Discounted double fare
Fa re by d Istance Wlth d structure between some or all agencies
local flat fare
[ 4 ; [ 4 ° °
_ &1

Zonal Options

e Honeycomb Zones “Great Alliance” “Trade Agreements”

Honeycomb Zones with a
local flat fare Distributed management

BART
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Service Categories

Route Categories lllustrative Examples (not comprehensive) Fares Service Category

Route Categories defined by “Planning and Operations Subcommittee” of Transit Operator Caucus of the Blue Ribbon Task Force

. i METROPOLITAN
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COMMISSION



Option 1: Regional Passes and Caps

Description Examples Cap/Accumulator

Caltrain — SamTrans
East Bay Operator Pass Subject to a daily,

weekly or monthly cap

Multiple Agency Passes

Different tiers for local, regional Tier 1: Local service

Tiered Passes se.rvice (by.mode)..Pay.difference In  Tier 2: Regional se.rvice | Analysis will include a
price for trips outside tier. Tier 3: Local + Regional Service review of travel
Pay up front for universal pass, can  Local + regional service behavior to determine
be priced to encourage return to (Same as Tier 3 Pass) the right caps based
transit. on (1) number of trips

taken by traveler type,
(2) combination of
BART modes used, and (3)
existing rules

Caltrain Go Pass Program

Employer/Institutional Institutional or government . .
ployer/ 5 scaled up to region, to include

Pass partners subsidize passes.

Could add an accumulator,
Clipper START other changes to mitigate
equity impacts

o 8 ART METROPOLITAN
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Option 2: Discounted Double Fares

Option Definition o .
Criteria for Selecting

* Targeted discounts between agency pairs that meet one or more criteria Agency Pairs:
e Discounts can vary between agency pair

[ High levels of joint agency

Variant ridership pre-Covid
ariants 1 Overlap of high-quality

transit service (frequency,

e Reducing double fares will reduce * A range of discounts for agency pairs to L
barriers to transit travel without identify the optimal level of discount reliability, or speed)
broader or more transformational relative to the project evaluation criteria - Potential demand defined by
changes (auto mode share where
e Examples: high-quality service is
e 25% discount present)
* 50% discount 1 Opportunity to optimize trips

e 75% discount

- 1065 dsceu (e rarsir for customers currently using

one operator

BART
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Option 3A: Neighboring and Connecting Agency Integration

Option Definition

* Targeted discounts between agencies within a defined ‘sub-region’

* All local agencies retain their existing fares, discounts are only applied when transferring
e Discounted or free transfers would be provided to all agencies within a sub-region

* There could be discounts for trips between sub-region

How does this differ from
Option 2?

[ Allows flexibility for operators

1. Higher ridership can be realized by: * A range of discounts for sub-regions to within subregions to agree on
 Providing targeted discounts between local identify the optimal level of discount relative oricing arrangements more
i i i to the project evaluation criteria : : "
agencies and reglonallagenues to zf\ll’ow proj tailored to their localities
transit to be used for ‘the whole trip * Examples: o
* Reducing double fares between * 25% discount  Focuses on distinct areas of
neighbouring agencies e 50% discount high-volume travel
2. Fare integration will be more financially e 75% discount
sustainable and more readily deliverable by . 100% discount (free transfer)

retaining local agency fare setting authority
3. Varying transfer rules by agency pair will

allow revenue and ridership to be co-
optimized 7

BART
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Proposed Sub-Regions for 3A and 3B

How could sub-regions be

defined?

Example:
. Based on travel demand
between communities in the
Bay Area

J Communities are bundled
into sub-regions where 75-
80% of all trips originating in
a community have a
destination in the sub-region

0
()
°
egen
= BART
== (CalTrain 0 10 20 mi
| | |

BART
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Fare by Distance Principles

Principles were developed in consultation with regional transit
agencies — these principles will inform pricing during the next
stage of work:

. Tactical/limited use of surcharges (for examples Transbay,
Airport)

] Can generate similar revenue to today’s structures

] Base fare will be aligned with local bus fares where possible

] Avoid disproportionate impact to low-income communities

-1 Remain flexible to future fare changes
] Use pricing to encourage efficient use of overall Bay Area
transit system

J Make system more attractive to customers by applying one
structure to all regional operators

12

Fare-by-Distance
Operators

== BART

= CalTrain
= Golden Gate

---------- Ferry

10

N, 20 mi

/ \{\
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Option 3B: Neighboring and Connecting Agency Integration with FBD

Option Definition

e Same sub-regions as option 3A
e All local agencies retain their existing fares, discounts are only applied when transferring

e Integrating all regional agencies into a single fare by distance fare curve; trips using multiple regional services will have a continuous fare
based on total distance travelled on regional services without any transfer penalties

1. Higher ridership can be realized by: * Arange of fare by distance price curves for region, including:
* Integrating all regional services into a single fare structure - A range of different base fare prices and distances (example:
* Providing targeted discounts between local agencies and $3.00 for first 5 miles, $3.50 for first 10 miles)
regional agencies to allow transit to be used for ‘the whole ~ A range of slopes (example: S0.30/mile) or step sizes (example:
trip’ 5-10 miles costs $4.50, 10- 15 miles costs $5.50)
e Reducing double fares between neighboring agencies * A range of discounts for agency pairs to identify the optimal level
2. Fare integration will be more financially sustainable and more of discount relative to the project evaluation criteria
readily deliverable by retaining local agency fare setting * Examples:
authority - 25% discount
3. Varying transfer rules by agency pair will allow revenue and - 50% discount
ridership to be co-optimized = 75% discount

- 100% discount (free transfer)

BART
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Option 4: Fare by Distance with Local Flat Fare

Option Definition

* All local agencies have the same flat fare
* Transfers between local agencies are free
* Transfers between local and regional services are free

* All regional agencies use a single fare by distance structure
* Trips using multiple regional services will have a continuous fare based on total distance travelled on regional services
without any transfer penalties

1. Higher ridership can be realized by: * A range of fare by distance price curves for region,
* Integrating all regional services into a single fare including:
structure * A range of different base fare prices and distances
« Removing all transfer penalties across the region (example: $3.00 for first 5 miles, $3.50 for first 10
2. Asingle flat fare for local operators will make the miles)
system simpler and more equitable without additional * A range of slopes (example: $0.30/mile) or step sizes
financial or delivery impacts (Sesxasrg)ple: 5-10 miles costs $4.50, 10- 15 miles costs

* A range of local flat fares (example: $2.00, $3.00, etc)

BART
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Final Zone Concepts for Testing

[ Include option that raises similar amount of revenue to existing system/ addresses pricing steps for FBD operators
. Avoid arbitrary boundaries (price changes)

[ Include some virtual zones for surcharges (Transbay, Airport)
. Avoid penalties to low-income communities

] Balance between zone size and price

Approach A — Small Zones Approach B — Larger Zones

LEGEND

BART
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Option 5: Honeycomb Zones for all services

Option Definition

*Integrating all agencies into a single zonal structure — all trips using the regional network are priced based on

number of zones travelled

1. Higher ridership can be realized by integrating all  Arange of prices per zone, including:
services into a single fare structure  Uniform zone pricing (each zone costs the
2. A single fare structure will make the system simpler same)
and more equitable e \Variable zone pricing (example: zone 1 costs
3. A zonal structure will be simpler and more intuitive S3.00, zone 2 adds $1.50, zone 3 adds $1.50,
to understand for most trips than the existing zone 4 adds $1.00, etc)
structure * Free second zone (to minimize impact on

short trips that cross a zone boundary)

BART
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Option 6: Honeycomb Zones with Local Flat Fare

Option Definition

*All local agencies have the same flat fare

*Transfers between local agencies are free

*Transfers between local and regional services are free

*Integrating all regional agencies into a single zonal structure — all trips using the regional network are priced

based on number of zones travelled
Variants

1. Higher ridership can be realized by:  Avrange of prices per zone, including:
* Integrating all regional services into a single  Uniform zone pricing (each zone costs the
fare structure same)
 Removing all transfer penalties across the e \Variable zone pricing (example: zone 1 costs
region S3.00, zone 2 adds $1.50, zone 3 adds $1.50,
2. Asingle flat fare for local operators will make the zone 4 adds $1.00, etc)
system simpler and more equitable  Free second zone (to minimize impact on
3. A zonal structure will be simpler and more intuitive short trips that cross a zone boundary)
to understand than fare by distance * Arange of local flat fares (example: $2.00, $3.00,
etc)

BART
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3. Business Case Evaluation
Methodology




Business Case Structure

Case for

Change

Define the
problem and
why action is
required.

19

Evaluation

Rationale \
Why pursue a given option?

A

Economic
(Benefit
Cost)
Dimension

Strategic
Dimension

Financial Delivery .
: : : : Outlines key
Dimension Dimension
trade offs and
consequences.

|
Requirements

What will the option require to
succeed?

————————————————\

\————————————————
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Role of Modelling in Business Case Analysis (1/3)

Population,

FCIS is a strategic study that aims to explore employment,
the potential benefits of fare integration and trip
in the Bay Area and if there is an patterns
optimal structure that:

HEVERAUES

. Offers benefits above and beyond the by mode
existing approach to fares

. |s feasible to deliver and operate

A transportation demand model will be used Transportation
to assess the potential benefits of each fare Demand
policy or structure option on the short list. Model

MTC’s travel model will be used to ensure
consistency with other regional planning and
project development exercises.

Incremental benefits

and changes in ridership
o and revenue

Fares
(existing and
new fares)

8 ART METROPOLITAN
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Strategic Dimension

Do each of the fare integration options support regional Key Elements of Strategic Evaluation
policies, goals, and objectives?
This is a focused and concise evaluation on

This evaluation will focus on: ‘what the region gets’ from integration
* A narrative that describes ‘how’ each option acts against

the problem It connects fares to transit specific and
A qualitative/quantitative evaluation of the following wider regional goals and objectives
themes:
't is used as a decision making tool to
Core Benefits highlight the consequences of different
A better transportation  Ridership | choices
network * |mprovements to Customer Experience
* Fiscal sustainability
*  Equity Regional vs. local — need to explore both!
Wider Benefits
Improved Quality of Life  Accessibility and safety
 Decongestion/VMT Reduction
Sustainable Environment e Reduced Emissions
Regional Prosperity  Connectivity between major activity and

employment centres

51 gl METROPOLITAN
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Strategic Dimension
Theme | et |  Metres _ [souce

Core Benefits

A better
transportation
network

Ridership

Improvements to Customer Experience

Fiscal sustainability and recovery

Equity

Ridership change by market, traveller type, and time of day
By agency if possible

User research informed metrics
Change in crowding on key transit services

Flexibility to realize to increase revenue for a given level of
ridership

User research informed metrics

Change in average fare across different income levels and
geographies

% paying more, % paying less across different income levels and
geographies

Change in travel time for a given level of fare by geography

Transportation demand model

User research/discussions
Transportation demand model

Transportation demand model

User research/equity discussions
Transportation demand model

Wider Benefits

Improved
Quality of Life

Sustainable
Environment

Regional
Prosperity

Decongestion

Accessibility and safety

Reduced Emissions

Connectivity between major activity and
employment centres

VMT Change

Reduced collisions (based on VMT change)
Expanded access based on changes in fare

Change in GHGs and in air contaminants based on VMT change

Change in travel time for a given level of fare by geography
Catchment / travel time reductions for super commuters

Transportation demand model

Transportation demand model -
VMT change x unit rate

Transportation demand model -
VMT change x unit rate

Transportation demand model

8 ART METROPOLITAN
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Economic Dimension

What is the value to society of each integration option? Key Elements of Economic Evaluation

This evaluation will focus on standard transportation economic e |llustrates the overall value of each fare
appraisal: structure

* User benefits Expressed in monetized terms
* Transit travel time savings and auto operating cost

Savings Use it as a decision making tool to
* Automobile travel time savings
e External benefits
* Change in collisions
e Change in walking/cycling
* Change in emission
e Costs
* New capital costs
* New operating costs (for providing new service)

understand the overall value of the strategic
benefits and compare them to the
resources required to integrate

The economic evaluation is not concerned
with ‘who pays’, so revenues are not factored
into the benefit cost analysis.

)3 8 ART METROPOLITAN
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Financial Dimension

What are the financial impacts of each fare integration option? Key Elements of Economic Evaluation
This evaluation will focus on standard financial analysis: * |llustrates the short and long term cashflow

* Required capital costs impacts of the fare structures

* Required operating costs

* Change to revenue Expressed in financial terms

* Change to subsidy

* Financing strategy and high-level revenue sharing Use it as a decision making tool to

C?”Sid.erat.iO”S understand what level of finance and
* Financial risks funding is required over the lifecycle of the

structure

Impacts will be presented regionally with engagement with

transit agencies to explore local impacts. The financial evaluation is concerned with
how the fare structure will be paid for and
who will pay for it.
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Implementation Dimension

What is required to successfully deliver and operate the fare

structure?

This evaluation will focus on a high-level analysis of:

25

Roles and responsibilities

* Level of disruption during COVID // change management
Key changes (capital, operating) required to deliver the fare
structure

Regulatory requirements

Any required procurements or changes to capital =2 can it be
delivered with clipper 2.0?

Delivery risks

Key Elements of Economic Evaluation
* |llustrates the short and long term cashflow
impacts of the fare structures

Expressed in financial terms

Use it as a decision making tool to
understand what level of finance and

funding is required over the lifecycle of the
structure

The financial evaluation is concerned with
how the fare structure will be paid for and
who will pay for it.
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Business Case Conclusion (Sample)

Improved access to transit

38%,000 trips per day

388,000 trips per day
on the Ontario Line

374,000 trips per day
an the Ontario Line

Comparable performance

(Changes to input land
use compared to IBC)

Increased access to
economic activity

+53,000 jobs accessible
by transit

+66,000 jobs accessible to
lower-income Torontonians
within 45 minutes by transit

+47,000 jobs accessible within 45 minutes by transit

+57,000 jobs accessible to lower-income
Torontonians within 45 minutes by transit

Comparable performance

(Changes to input land
use compared to IBC)

Support a synergistic
relationship between
transit and city building

TOC could result in
+20,000 new trips

Transit Oriented
Communities could result in
+55,000 new trips if delivered
alongside the Ontaria Line

Transit Orientad
Communities could result in
52 000 new trips if delivered
alongside the Ontario Line

Improved performance

(Refined TOC forecasts
and improved runtimes)

Improved travel time
and reliability

355 thousand minutes
saved in peak hour

370 thousand minutes saved in peak hour

Improved performance

(improved run times)

Improved comfort and safety

Significant crowding
reduction during the
busiest hour of the day

* Line 1:-14% crowding
* Bloor-Yonge Station:
-17% crowding

* Eglinton Station:
-15% crowding

=  Lnion 5tation:

-13% crowding

Significant crowding
reduction during the

busiest hour of the day

= Line 1:-4,000 trips

{-15% crowding)

* Bloor-Yonge Station:
-14,000 trips {-22% crowding)
* Eglinton Station:

-5,000 trips (-16% crowding)

= Lnion Station:
-14,000 trips (-14% crowding)

Significant crowding
reduction during the
busiest hour of the day

= Line1:

-5,000 trips (-12% crowding)
* Bloor-Yonge Station:
-10,000 trips {-15% crowding)
* Eglinton Station:

-5,000 trips(-16% crowding)

= Union Station:
-14,000 trips (-14% crowding)

Comparable performance

A more resilient and integrated

transport network

+3% 000 transfers
between Ontario Line
and Rapid Transit and
GO rail in peak hour

+&2, 000 new trips on
transit per day

+50,000 transfers
between Ontario Line
and the Frequent Rapid
Transit Network

+&0, 000 new trips on
transit per day

50,000 transfers
between Ontario Line
and the Frequent Rapid
Transit Metwork

Improved performance

(improved run times)

Maving people with less

energy and reduced emissions

-1 million tonnes of GHG
EMmissions per year

- 7.2 million litres of automaobile fuel saved per year

-14,000 tonnes of GHG emissions per year

Since the publication of the
IBC, the GHG estimate in the
published IBC was iden-tified
to be erronecus and has since
been corrected and updated.

&)

Improve Quality of life
and public health

Maote - indicator refined for
POEC ta facus on heakth
impacts not captured in 1BC

-28,000 car trips a day resulting in -1,200 collisions
causing death or injury over the project lifecycle

Current version of benefit
not included in IBC

®

Unlacking jobs and
economic development

Mew benefitin PDEC

+4,700 jobs per year supported in construction and
supply train industries between 2020-2030

Mew benefit not
included in the IBC
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Total Economic
Benefits (million $)

£9.200

£10,230 to $11,310 £2.900 to §10,240

Improved performance
Optimized run times,
interchanges, and
consideration of
additional user benefits

Improved perfermance
Detailed design that

Total Costs (million $'_| $10,400 10 $12,000 $9.91010 510,550 $9.610 10 $10,260 allows greater certainty
an costs and risks
Expected NPV (million $) -$2,800 to -§1,200 $540 $500
Improved performance
Improved benefits with costs
that have decreased relative
to IBC high-end estimates.
Expected BCR 0.74tc 0.88 1.05 1.05

Capital Costs (million %)

§9.500 to $11,400 2

£8 600 18,420

Improved performance and
change in assumptions
Detailed design that allows
greater certainty on costs and
risks. Terminal value of land
was not included in the IBC

Operations Costs (million $)

£1,700

$1,570 £1,410

Improved performance
Improved 'bottom up’
aperating cost modeal

Revenue Impact(million )

£1.800

2,430 £ 2,360

Change in assumptions
Fares no longer hawe a
discounted dauble fare

Net Financial Impact (million $)

-39.600 to $11,500

-87,740 -$7.470

Improved performance
Refined costing has resulted
in a net financial impact
lower than the 1BC

Revenue Operating Cost Ratio

1.6 1.7

Improved performance
Increases in revenue and
decreases in operating
costs relative to 1BC

Procurement Approach

IBC reviewed a range of
P3 delivery models.

Metraling and Infrastructure Ontario will use a multipackage
P3 madel to deliver the Ontario Line while mitigating key risks
and maximizing value for money and operational flexibility.

Metrolinx and Infrastructure
Ontario developed a
procurement madel

based on market sounding
and further technical
analysis and planning.
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Fare Structure Business Case Summary Findings (Example
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Strategic Case — does
the concept realize the
transformative vision?

Economic Case — what
is the value to society of
pursuing the concept?

Financial Case — what is
the concept’s preliminary
financial impact?

Deliverability and
Operations Case — can the
concept be implemented/
operated?

* Low alignment with
transformative vision

* Revenue Neutral

Concept —due o fimited Financial Impact:-$150
flexibility to set fares Strong economic million ' _
to meet market and nerformance — NPV of $1.8 * Low deliverability risk
Modified customer needs to $3.7 billion 2015 dollars ~ * Revenue Investment due to minor changes
odi _ :
statusquo * Consider key lessons félla;iﬂﬁ:i:jn;pati.
in the development of '
implementation plan
» Low alignment with
transformative vision . Moderate rick due
Concept — maore flexible than = Revenue Meutral to uncertainty for
Concept 1 due to use of _ Financial Impact:-$320 local-RT t ¥
FBD, but overall it is a Moderate economic million H e _
Modified more complex structure Lpergrgrgnt?“':e _Eg[;: |:|DT I?U-EI = Revenue Investment = Ifa Eﬂfilt.:luarde 5G||ULIDS
) ) 0 L. Dillion Cllars . . cannot be develope
statusquo +* The concept is unlikely Financial Impact: coste could |n-::reapse '
with FBD to be an effective -52.8 billion .
. . significantly
transformational or
incremental structure
» Moderate alignment with
transformative vision;
however the concept . Revenue Neutral
Concept has limited potential i il 1 t:-$60 )
to evolve over time Strong economic n_llll-:ﬁgﬁla mpact: * CLontingent an
: overnance reform
due to the complexity performance — NPV of $1.1 ?nd ectablihin
Jomes of modifying zones. to 2.7 billion 2015 dollars ~ * Revenue Investment high gk
» The concept is unlikely F“Tmnclal mpact: sones —high s
to be an effective -»2.6 billion
transformational or
incremental structure
» Moderate alignment with » Moderate rick due
transformative vision — * Revenue Meutral to uncertainty for
Concept due to the creation of _ Financial Impact:-5150 local-RT t ¥
@ a more seamless and strongest economic §a.: million A P
user I'-FIE'r'IIj|'5.-' Structure pE‘FFrEIFr'I'IElr'IEE—. NPU DT i'g - IraSGHWErE 5':|||J|.i|:|'r|
’ _ ) to 53.4 billion 2015 dollars ) H?HEHL.JE InvEELrT.IE”i cannot be developed,
brid = Consider key lessons Financial Impact:
Hybri . costs could increase
in the development of -52.7 billion .
significantly
implementation plan
» Strongest alignment
with vision — due to
provision of a seamless
region wide fare * Revenue Neutral * Moderate-high risk due
Concept structure that is flexible , Financial Impact:-5140 to implementation of
@ enough to adapt fares ELr-::lurngest ECDHD,.T[_:E fe1.4 million FBD on local and BT
performance — of 51.
10 meEl most fustomer to 52.4 billion 2015 dollars Revenue Investment due to large shift in
EBD and market needs ' Financial Impact; software, infrastructure,

» Consider in the
development of
transformational
structure

-53.0 billion

and operations
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