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IN THIS PRESENTATION




BACKGROUND: REGIONAL PERSPECTIVE

Population growth 1.1m
between 2005-2015

Population
7.4m in
2018

Larger than
5 states in
the area




BACKGROUND: REGIONAL PERSPECTIVE

Fortune 500
companies In GDP if

located in the it were a North Texas

TOp 3 region 15th country 2.8% labor force

m

For growth 29 In GDP if 23rd Job growth 30M

busmes_s it were a rate compared
expansion, state to the nation’s
relocations, and 1.5%
employment

growth

Source: North Texas Commission



BACKGROUND: REGIONAL POPULATION
GROWTH
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BACKGROUND: FUNDING BASICS

SYSTEM REVENUE == FACILITY REVENUE = LOCAL REVENUE

== REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM



BACKGROUND: FUNDING BASICS
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BACKGROUND: FEDERAL HIGHWAY TRUST
FUND

WHAT IS THE HIGHWAY TRUST  WHAT ISSUES ARE THERE
FUND (HTF)? WITH THE HTF?

Source: Federal Highway Administration



BACKGROUND: STATE HIGHWAY FUND




BACKGROUND: STATE HIGHWAY FUND

Total Disbursements” $10.499 billion

Plan

illi Manage
%&593'5 milfon $239.6 million
2¢
Debt Service
Transfers/Payments
$377.7 million - 93Ol\znairglt;aln
4¢ : .2 million
37¢
Build
illi Prop 1
2121&531'8 Htlioh $1,130.2 million
11¢
Other Agency Use
g’é%i"gi::ﬁﬁgf'a"yers $165.2 million
5¢ 2¢

Transfers to Other Agencies .. $200.8 million
Other Agency Expenditures .... $330.4 million

*Includes all expenditures to appropriated State Highway Fund.



BACKGROUND: DFW SHARE
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BACKGROUND: TRANSIT FORMULA FUNDING

Authorization Act passed
(FAST Act); Apportionments authorized annually

Authorization Act signed; Annual
apportionments signed

Authorized funds distributed to
Department of Transportation

Funding appropriated to urbanized areas through
federal formula process

Funding to urbanized areas distributed using Census
data, transit service metrics, and agency needs

North Central Texas Urbanized Areas




BACKGROUND: NORTH CENTRAL TEXAS
URBANIZED AREAS

U.S. Census Bureau
Urbanized Areas and Urban Clusters (2010)
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BACKGROUND: FEDERAL TRANSIT
PROGRAMS & PROVIDERS

PROGRAM

§5307: Urbanized Area Formula
(includes Job Access/ Reverse Commute
projects)

§5310: Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and
Individuals with Disabilities

§5337: State of Good Repair

§5339: Bus and Bus Facilities

PURPOSE

Serve general public
including low income workers

Serve needs of the elderly
and individuals with
disabilities

Maintain rail services

Purchase vehicles and/or
maintain bus services

ELIGIBLE TRANSIT PROVIDERS

TRANSIT AUTHORITIES

Dallas Area Rapid Transit
Denton County Transportation Authority
Trinity Metro (Fort Worth Transportation

Authority)

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

City of Arlington

City of Grand Prairie

City of McKinney
City of Mesquite

PROJECT TYPES YEARLY
FUNDING

Capital ~$76M

Operating

Planning

Capital ~$3.5M

Operating

Planning

Capital ~$28M

Capital ~8.5M
SMALL TRANSIT AGENCIES

City/County Transportation
Community Transit Services
Northeast Transportation Services
Public Transit Services

North Central Texas Council of

Governments

Span, Inc.

STAR Transit



BACKGROUND: WHAT WE CAN AFFORD

MAJOR EXPENDITURE TYPE MOBILITY 2045 - (BILLIONS, ACTUAL
DOLLARS)

Operations & Maintenance
Operations, Maintenance, Rehabilitation, Safety, $36.8
Facility Reconstruction, Transit Operations

Non-Capacity Improvements

Congestion Management Process, Air Quality & $12.6
Environment, Bicycle & Pedestrian, Sustainable

Development, Transportation Enhancements

Capacity Improvements
Major Roadway System, Rail Capital, Bus, Paratransit, $86.9
Arterials, Freight

Total $136.4

Values may not sum due to independent rounding.

The long-range transportation plan, Mobility 2045, is required to be constrained to financial
resources that are reasonably expected to be available. Between now and 2045, this is the
region’s expected spending.



BACKGROUND: WHAT WE CAN AFFORD

ajor Roadway Recommendations

Dallas CBD

Fort Worth CBD
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S~ Council of Governments

June 2018
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Facility recommendations indicate transportation need. Corridor-specific alignment, design,
and operational characteristics will be determined through ongoing project development.



BACKGROUND: WHAT WE CAN AFFORD

Major Roadway Recommendations

New or Additional o,
Freeway Capacity Wise
New or Additional

Managed Lane Capacity o
New or Additional Toll
Road Capacity
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Facility recommendations indicate transportation need. Corridor-specific alignment, design,

North Central Texas
and operational characteristics will be determined through ongoing project development.

Council of Governments

June 2018



BACKGROUND: FUTURE CONGESTION
WITHOUT TOLLED MANAGED LANES

2045 Levels of Congestion/Delay
2040 Network without TEXpress Lanes and Associated Projects
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Cost of Congestion/Delay: $38.9 billion

North Central Texas
= Council of Governments Congestion Index is based on a percent increase in travel time.




BACKGROUND: FUTURE CONGESTION WITH
MOBILITY 2045 PROJECTS

2045 Levels of Congestion/Delay
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BACKGROUND: SUMMARY

The region has grown rapidly and is expected to
continue growing between now and 2045

Limited transportation funds are available through a variety
of sources at all levels of government

The region needs approximately $390 billion
(actual dollars) to eliminate the worst levels of congestion between now
and 2045

The region is expected to have $50 billion for roadway improvements, (a total of $136.4 billion,
actual dollars, for all projects) between now and 2045 to build and maintain the transportation
system



WHY WE HAVE A PROBLEM: FUNDING CRISIS

ISSUES FACING EVERYONE ISSUES FACING TEXAS

Recent legislative and voter action from Prop. 1 and Prop. 7 have made new funds available for
roadway improvements in Texas.



WHY WE HAVE A PROBLEM: THREATS >
OPPORTUNITIES

SYSTEM REVENUE FACILITY REVENUE LOCAL REVENUE




WHY WE HAVE A PROBLEM: DECLINE OF
INNOVATIVE TRANSPORTATION FUNDING

DFW Funding: Unified Transportation Program Allocations, 2005-2028
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WHY WE HAVE A PROBLEM: DECLINE OF
TRADITIONAL TRANSPORTATION FUNDING

Percent of Revenue from State Motor Percent of Revenue from Sources
Fuel Tax Other Than State Motor Fuel Taxes
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Source: Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts



WHY WE HAVE A PROBLEM: MOVING AWAY

FROM A TRANSPORTATION USER FEE

Percent of Revenue from
Transportation-Specific Sources
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WHY WE HAVE A PROBLEM: CONSTRUCTION
COST INFLATION
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WHY WE HAVE A PROBLEM: FUEL TAX RATES

Historical Gas Tax Rates
0.22
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Source: FHWA — Highway Statistics Series — Tax Rates on Motor Fuel



WHY WE HAVE A PROBLEM: FUEL TAX RATES

State Fuel Tax Rankings: How Texas Compares

»
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Rates include excise taxes as well as other fees and surcharges. Current as of July 2018.
Sources: US Energy Information Administration; US Census Bureau; Institute on Taxation and
Economic Policy (ITEP); American Petroleum Institute; Federal Highway Administration




WHY WE HAVE A PROBLEM: STAGNANT
REVENUES

State Fuel Tax Rankings: How Texas Compares

Texas is tied for
second in

number O‘[ years

Average Time Since
Last Increase:
5.9 years

without a gas tax
increase:

27 years

Years Since Last Increase or Reform
T e
- In the last decade - Two decodes or mare ago

Fates Include excise taxes 5 wel 35 ofher fees and surcharges. Curent as of July 201E.
Sources: US Energy Information Adminisiration; US Census Bureau, Instfute on Taxation and
Economic Policy {ITER); American Petroleum Instihute; Federal Highway Administration




WHY WE HAVE A PROBLEM: GAS PRICE
INCREASES UNRELATED TO TAX REVENUE

Gasoline Price Index
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WHY WE HAVE A PROBLEM: DONOR STATUS

Texas Highway Trust Fund Payments and Allocations
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Source: FHWA State Highway Statistics Table FE-221 — Includes HTF Revenues and General Revenue Transfers



WHY WE HAVE A PROBLEM: DONOR STATUS

Percent of Texas Fair Share Received

86.0%

84.0%

82.0%

80.0%

78.0%

76.0%
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Includes HTF Revenues Only



WHY WE HAVE A PROBLEM: STAGNANT
REVENUES

Instances and Magnitude of Texas Fuel Tax Rate Change
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WHY WE HAVE A PROBLEM: OTHER ISSUES

SYSTEM AGE & ALTERNATIVE IMPROVED FUEL
MAINTENANCE FUEL USE EFFICIENCY

These issues highlight the competing public values between how we fund the transportation system
and our concerns for dependence on foreign oil, non-renewable fuel sources, the environment, etc.



WHY WE HAVE A PROBLEM: FUEL

EFFICIENCY
15,000 $158
Low-Average 15,000 769 .20 $154
Average 15,000 750 .20 $150

High 15,000 714 20 $143




WHY WE HAVE A PROBLEM: ALTERNATIVE

FUEL VEHICLES
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WHY WE HAVE A PROBLEM: ALTERNATIVE

FUEL VEHICLES

% U.S. Fleetin 2017 = 0.0031%

% U.S. New Car Sales in 2017 = 1.07%

Electric Vehicle Forecast as a Proportion
of Total
U.S. Fleet Composition
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Electric Vehicle Forecast as a Proportion
of U.S. New Car Sales
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=@-Energy Innovation Policy & Technology LLC
-@-Edison Electric Institute (EEI)

-@-Electric Power Research Institute (Medium Adoption)*
—@-Electric Power Research Institute (High Adoption)*

Energy Innovation Policy & Technology Source: https://us.energypolicy.solutions/

Edison Electric Institute Source: http://www.edisonfoundation.net/iei/publications/Documents/IEl_EEI%20PEV%20Sales%20and%20Infrastructure%20thru%202025 FINAL%20(2). pdf

EPRI (Electric Power Research Institute) Source: https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/oeprod/DocumentsandMedia/EPRI-NRDC _PHEV GHG_report.pdf

IMF Source: Cherif, Reda, Fuad Hasanov, and Aditya Pande. (2017). Riding the Energy Transition: Oil Beyond 2040. International Monetary Fund (IMF) Working Papers.
https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WP/Issues/2017/05/22/Riding-the-Energy-Transition-Oil-Beyond-2040-44932Cooper, Adam and Kellen Schefter



https://us.energypolicy.solutions/
http://www.edisonfoundation.net/iei/publications/Documents/IEI_EEI PEV Sales and Infrastructure thru 2025_FINAL (2).pdf
https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/oeprod/DocumentsandMedia/EPRI-NRDC_PHEV_GHG_report.pdf

HOW WE GOT HERE: DFW ISSUES

Growth in single occupant
vehicles (SOV)

Increased travel time and costs
Air quality non-attainment area
Suburban sprawl

Transportation needed to
resolve incompatible land use

Increasing distance from
schools and employment
centers




HOW WE GOT HERE: SUBURBAN GROWTH

Suburbs
(Live) Growth

Suburbs
(Work)

Suburban sprawl has
resulted in auto-oriented,
low-density development

Rail cost effectiveness
decreases

Suburbs
(Work)
. Suburbs
Reliance on

automobiles (Live)



HOW WE GOT HERE: SLOW SYSTEM

EXPANSION

DFW will spend DFW area
$136.4 billion welcomed 1.1

through 2045 on million new
its transportation residents from
system 2005 to 2015

2018 population is 7.4 million

The 12-county
area needs $390
billion to alleviate
traffic congestion

Employment will
increase to over 7
million

Transportation
needs continue to
rise but funding is
not keeping pace

Population in
2045 will be 11.2
million



HOW WE GOT HERE: PROJECT DELIVERY

Project Local Environmental Project Project
Action  €onception Conslensus Clea[ance Letfng Op[:ns
Time
1+ Years 3-6 Years 2-5 Years 2-5 Years

. Transit Agenc .
Project ark e :'On o o e{t FTA FTA FTA FFGA Project
Action Conception Decision Decision Recommendation Opens
Long Range l Alternative l Preliminary : . . :
Planning — Analysis/EIS — Engineering Final Design . Construction ., Operation

Time 1+ Years 2-4 Years 2-3 Years 3-7 Years

Key: EIS = Environmental Impact Statement; FHWA = Federal Highway Administration; FFGA = Full Funding Grant Agreement; FTA = Federal Transit Administration;
ROW = Right-of-Way



SOLUTIONS: INNOVATIVE PROJECT
DELIVERY FOR TOLL PROJECTS

PUBLIC-PRIVATE REGIONAL TOLL

PRICED FACILITIES )\ RTNERSHIPS REVENUE INITATIVE




SOLUTIONS: MAXIMIZE THE SYSTEM

MAXIMIZE STRATEGIC
EXSISITING INFRASTRUCTURE
SYSTEM INVESTMENT
MAINTENANCE RAIL & BUS
MANAGEMENT & HOV/MANAGED
OPERATIONS LANES
GROWTH
! FREEWAY, TOLLWAY, &
DEVELOPMENT, & LAND| ARTERIAL CAPACITY

USE



SOLUTIONS: INNOVATIVE PROJECT

DELIVERY

In order to maximize the existing transportation system and
maximize available funds the following strategies are used:

Identifies and implements
cost-effective congestion
mitigation strategies

Reduces the demand for
drive-alone travel on
roadways by offering
alternatives to single-

occupant vehicle driving

Improves traffic flow,
safety, system reliability,

Improves mobility, and capacity

accessibility, and air
quality within the region

Promotes economic
development while using
limited resources

Integrates advanced
communication
technologies into
transportation
infrastructure and in
vehicles Promotes livable

communities at a

Improves travel pedestrian scale

conditions on the
transportation system




SOLUTIONS: ENCOURAGE ALTERNATE
TRAVEL BEHAVIORS

Encouraging the use of public transportation

Organizing community events to foster participation and support

Educating the general public through effective marketing campaigns

Providing employees with flexible working schedules which would reduce
commuting time and fuel costs

Developing car-sharing programs that would contribute to sustainable transport and
reduce car ownership

Providing information services that would give the general public accessible and around
the clock access to transportation-related information




SOLUTIONS: INVEST STRATEGICALLY IN
SYSTEM INVESTMENTS

Major Roadway Recommendations
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North Central Texas Facility recommendations indicate transportation need. Corridor-specific alignment, design,
&= Council of Governments and operational characteristics will be determined through ongoing project development.



SOLUTIONS: INVEST STRATEGICALLY IN
INTERMODAL CONNECTIONS

Major Transit Corridor Recommendations
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June 2018



SOLUTIONS: INVEST IN TRANSPORTATION
CHOICES

Regional Veloweb

Existing 455 Miles

Wise . Denton

Funded 143 Miles

Planned 1,285 Miles

Total 1,883 Miles

Dallas CBD

Johnson

m
Facility recommendations indicate transportation need. Corridor-specific alignment, design, and operational u
characteristics for the Regional Veloweb system will be determined through ongoing project development.




SOLUTIONS: REVENUE POLICY

Reinstate innovative
funding and finance tools
such as debt financing
and public-private
partnerships

Ensure funding is fairly
distributed to funding
categories to meet
statewide transportation
needs



SOLUTIONS: INNOVATIVE FUNDING

Toll Roads $1.6 Billion $16.5 Billion

Tolled Managed Lanes $1.3 Billion $5.9 Billion 4:1

Total $2.9 Billion $22.5 Billion



SOLUTIONS: TEXPRESS LANES

Workday Speeds at LBJ'
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SOLUTIONS: TEXPRESS LANES

NTE SEGMENT 1

Indexed traffic volume from 2010 through October 2017

160 -

Construction ends

140 Al
120 p f\“ f’w\:mg%l

N

60 -40%

40 -
20

0

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017



SOLUTIONS: REVENUE POLICY

Additional counties : Tax or fee on
Local option :
allowed to adopt ) electric and other
: transportation :
$10 optional alternative fuel
: : revenue :
registration fee vehicles
Regional or
: : corridor
Investigate vehicle transportation Index the motor

miles traveled fee fuels tax

reinvestment
zones



GAS TAX INDEXING TO FUEL EFFICIENCY
WHAT WE MEAN:

2018 15,000 $2.840 gas 20 750
$0.384 tax
$3.22 total
2035 15,000 $2.840 gas 35 429 $1,217 gas
(no indexing) $0.384 tax $ 165 tax
$3.22 total $1,382 total
2035 15,000 $2.840 gas 35 429 %
(indexing to fuel $0.672 tax $
efficiency) $3.51 total '



SUMMARY




