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Transportation Committee 
SBCCOG Office 

20285 Western Avenue, Suite 100 
Torrance, Ca. 90501 

 

 
AGENDA 

Monday, November 13, 2017 

10:30 a.m. – 11:45 a.m. 

 
 
10:30 a.m. Welcome / Self-Introductions  
 

10:35 a.m. Consent Calendar – Receive and file 

 
a. October 9, 2017 Transportation Committee meeting notes (Attachment A)  

 
b. November 2017 Transportation Update (Attachment B) 

 
10:37 a. m.      SBCCOG Transportation Working Group Updates 

 
a. Transit Operators Working Group Update 

 
b.  Infrastructure Working Group Update 

 
c.  Caltrans South Bay Projects Update 

 

10:45 a. m.     Measure R South Bay Highway Program Annual Performance Evaluation Report (to be distributed at 

meeting) 

 

10:55 a. m.      Measure M Guidelines Development and Metro Policy Advisory Council Updates 
 

a. Metro’s Revised Major Capital Project Acceleration / Deceleration Policy (Attachment C) 

b. Public Participation Policy (Attachment D) 

c. Performance Metrics Policy (Attachment E) 

 

 

11:05 a. m.      FY 2017-18 Metro Long Range Transportation Plan Update  

a.  Financial Forecast 

 
11:20 a. m.     Green Line Extension Update 

 

11:30 a.m.      Metro ExpressLanes Update 

 

11:35 a. m.  Announcements 

 

11:45 a. m.   Adjournment 

 

                          Next Transportation Committee meeting – December 11, 2017, 10:30 a.m.  

   
             To include an item in the agenda, e-mail to: lantzsh10@gmail.com by December 1, 2017.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           
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                                                                                   Attachment A 
 

South Bay Cities Council of Governments 

 
Transportation Committee 

October 9, 2017 

Minutes 

 
COMMITTEE CHAIR HORVATH CALLED THE MEETING TO ORDER AT 10:34 AM 

 

I. Welcome / Self-Introductions  

In attendance were the following voting SBCCOG Board Members:  

Christian Horvath, Chair (Redondo Beach) 

Olivia Valentine (Hawthorne) 

Kurt Weideman, Vice Chair (Torrance) 

Suzanne Fuentes (El Segundo) 

 

Non-Voting Representatives 

Donald Szerlip, Metro South Bay Sector Council  

Ted Semaan, IWG (Redondo Beach) 

 

          Also in attendance were the following persons: 

David Leger (SBCCOG) 

Jacki Bacharach (SBCCOG) 

Steve Lantz (SBCCOG)  

Luchie Magante (Carson) 

Orlando Rodriguez (El Segundo) 

Frank Senteno (Lawndale) 

Mike Bohlke (Metro) 

Isidro Panuco (Metro) 

Mark Dierking (Metro) 

Manjeet Ranu (Metro) 

Kalieh Honish (Metro) 

Greg Farr (Caltrans) 

Jimmy Shih (Caltrans) 

 

II. Consent Calendar  

A. Minutes of August 14, 2017 meeting   

Don Szerlip clarified that the Metro diesel buses still in service are only located in the South Bay.    

 

B. October 2017 Transportation Update – received and filed. 

MOTION by Committee Vice Chair Weideman, seconded by Committee Member Valentine, to 

APPROVE the Consent Calendar with Mr. Szerlip’s added comments. No objection. So ordered.   

 

III. SBCCOG Transportation Working Group Updates 

A. Transit Operators Working Group Update – No report given. 

B. Infrastructure Working Group Update – No report given. 

C. Caltrans South Bay Highway Projects Update 

Isidro Panuco presented an overview of existing Measure R Caltrans projects and future proposed projects on 

the I-405. Mr. Panuco noted that Inrix, a group that provides traffic information, listed the I-405 in the South Bay 

(Rosecrans to Alameda) as one of the most congested hotspots in the US.   

 

In 2008, there was a line item in Measure R for I-405 South Bay Ramp and Interchange Improvements.  One of 

the Caltrans projects included in the initial program was the I-110/I-405 interchange improvement which adds 

an auxiliary lane to the I-110 South to help reduce backup.  Caltrans funded the PSR phase for the project and 

Measure R funded the environmental phase.  Caltrans is now paying for the design and construction 

(approximately $50M) through SB1 funds and will begin construction in late 2017/early 2018.   

 

The second project funded through the Measure R program is the I-405/Crenshaw-182nd St on-ramp/off-ramp 

improvements.  This project will redesign the on and off ramps as well as add an auxiliary lane.  Caltrans paid 

for the PSR phase of this project and Measure R is funding the environmental phase (already completed) and 

the design (currently underway).  This project is expected to be completed in 2021/2022. Metro is looking for 

possible Federal funds to help fund the construction phase.  This project is estimated at $85-90 million. 

 

Mr. Panuco also informed the group of a 2010 Corridor System Management Plan for the I-405 which assessed 

performance and identified factors for congestion.  Metro is considering doing two Project Study Reports (PSR) 
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(one northbound, one southbound) to further elaborate and identify the types of projects on the I-405 that would 

help ease congestion.  The PSR would take approximately eight months and identify the types of improvements 

and scope of the environmental document required for the improvements.  They’re looking to minimize Right of 
Way acquisition needs and other large environmental impacts to help expedite the delivery of the projects.   

 

Committee Chair Horvath asked Mr. Panuco when Metro would be beginning the PSRs.  Mr. Panuco noted that 

Metro has a standing bench of consultants and would likely utilize one of those firms so they could begin within 

a couple of months.  The Committee Chair then asked if these PSRs would help get the South Bay Curve 

project scheduled in the late 2040’s to be delivered any sooner.  Mr. Panuco explained that it’s possible, but 
that these PSRs are more positioned to help get nearer-term operational improvement projects that are shovel 

ready.  The South Bay Curve project involves widening of the freeway which is not part of the improvements the 

PSRs would look into.  Mr. Panuco added that there will be monthly meetings between Caltrans, Metro, 

SBCCOG, and City Staff. 

 

Mr. Szerlip added that it seems like these discussions have been had for decades with no improvements being 

made.  Mr. Panuco explained that the 2010 Corridor System Management Plan was a feasibility study which 

was really the first step in the process.  The PSRs are the next step, defining the specific geometrics and going 

into further detail to say what improvements will actually make a difference.   

 

IV. 2018-19 Process for Measure R SBHP Project Funding Requests (New Projects, Project De-

Obligations, and Funding Changes) 

Steve Lantz reported that SBCCOG staff will be holding one-on-one meetings with each city to review 

the progress of each of their current projects and to discuss any new project requests they might have. 

 

V. Measure M Guidelines Development and Metro Policy Advisory Council Updates 

A. Metro’s Proposed Measure M Administrative Guidelines Update 

1. Multi-Year Sub-regional Program (MSP) Administrative Procedures 

2. MSP Performance Measures – Approach Options 

3. MSP 5-Year Plan Development Process Outline 

4. Schedule for Measure M / Long Range Transportation Plan Reviews 

5. Measure M Major Capital Project Acceleration / Deceleration  

Steve Lantz reported that the Metro Policy Advisory Council (PAC) is still looking at the Measure M 

Administrative Guidelines which sets the policies and procedures.  Mr. Lantz briefly reviewed the MSP 

Performance Measure item, noting that this is a major difference from the Measure R program.  The 

performance measures would determine what projects are worthy of being built and to evaluate the 

projects once they are built. There is still disagreement in the PAC as to whether each sub-region will be 

able to set its own performance measures for its sub-regional programs.  Metro is receptive to this idea 

which is supported by the COGs.  The Administrative Guidelines are expected to be completed by 

December, which means the SBCCOG can begin discussing what the sub-regional programs will look 

like in the South Bay in the first quarter of 2018.   

 

Ms. Bacharach added that public participation issue is still a topic of discussion at the PAC meetings.  

Some participants feel that there should be extensive public outreach and participation at the COG level. 

COGs feel that since they are not a lead agency, the public outreach should be done at the local city 

level. In December, Metro staff will make final revisions to the administrative guidelines.  Ms. Bacharach 

added that at the last meeting, the subregions were informed of the funding they would receive over the 

next five years, noting that the South Bay will receive $179M in that time for program/project 

development over the next five years.  Ms. Bacharach explained that the COGs asked Metro Staff to 

review the possibility of a Letter of No Prejudice so they can begin spending the money now and start to 

establish the four Measure M sub-regional programs.  Ms. Honish explained that they are looking into it, 

but that Metro Legal is currently completing the formats of the funding agreements that will be ready to 

be signed by the beginning of January.  Ms. Bacharach noted that although this is good news, it will take 

a couple of months for the SBCCOG to have its legal review done and passed through the appropriate 

committees and board.   

 

Ms. Bacharach asked Mr. Ranu and Ms. Honish if there was a workshop scheduled for the Long Range 

Transportation Plan financial forecast.  Ms. Honish informed the group that the workshop is tentatively 

scheduled for October 18th, but she will confirm the date and time and send the information to Mr. Leger 

for distribution.  (Final date set subsequent to the meeting - November 7) 
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Mr. Lantz then briefly reviewed the issue of acceleration and deceleration, noting that the policies are for 

major projects, such as the Green Line extension, not sub-regional programs.   

 

Mr. Ranu and Ms. Honish then gave a brief PowerPoint presentation on the Measure M project 

acceleration/deceleration factors and evaluation process. Mr. Ranu began by explaining that 

accelerators are factors beyond the control of Metro that could result in facilitating early delivery of 

projects and that decelerators are factors beyond the control and through no fault of Metro that could 

result in significant and costly delays.  An evaluation tool was created to help score Measure M projects 

with a low, medium, and high indicator for acceleration/deceleration.  Metro staff would conduct the 

analysis and then the Metro Board would review those results and decide on any potential action.  

 

For further detail, the presentation can be viewed online at: 

http://www.southbaycities.org/sites/default/files/transportation_committee/PRESENTATION_%20Metro

%20Accel-decel%20policy.pdf  
 

Committee Member Valentine asked Metro Staff how often these evaluations would be done 

considering factors could change from one month to the next.  Metro Staff explained that the evaluations 

could be done as often as wanted and that the tool keeps track of the projects score over time.   

 

Mr. Szerlip asked if the Metro Board must vote on any accelerations or decelerations.  Metro Staff 

confirmed that is correct.   

  

Mr. Lantz pointed out the issue with the transit oriented community policy, explaining that the current 

requirements aren’t reasonable for the South Bay considering they would require cities such as 

Lawndale to have a city-wide transit oriented community policy.  Metro Staff noted that no individual 

factor is mandatory, so it is possible that a project could be accelerated even if the transit oriented 

community policy is not in place.   

 

VI. FY 2017-18 Federal and SB1 Funding Guidelines / Application Schedule 

Mr. Lantz briefly reviewed the agenda page explaining the SB1 funding sources.  Ms. Bacharach added 

that she was at a CALCOG meeting recently and that many people are nervous about the potential 

repeal initiative for SB1 and that the California Transportation Commission is working hard to develop a 

project list to make available for its public outreach programs.  Ms. Bacharach informed the Committee 

of a website with information on SB1: http://rebuildingca.ca.gov.  The League of California Cities 

developed a toolkit for project applications available at https://www.cacities.org/Policy-Advocacy/Hot-

Issues/Transportation-Funding   
 

VII. Announcements / Adjournment - The Next Transportation Committee is scheduled for November 

13, 2017 at 10:30am.   

 

Committee Chair Horvath adjourned the meeting at 11:45 am.  

 

http://www.southbaycities.org/sites/default/files/transportation_committee/PRESENTATION_%20Metro%20Accel-decel%20policy.pdf
http://www.southbaycities.org/sites/default/files/transportation_committee/PRESENTATION_%20Metro%20Accel-decel%20policy.pdf
http://rebuildingca.ca.gov/
https://www.cacities.org/Policy-Advocacy/Hot-Issues/Transportation-Funding
https://www.cacities.org/Policy-Advocacy/Hot-Issues/Transportation-Funding
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          ATTACHMENT B 

 

South Bay Cities Council of Governments          
 

November 13, 2017 

 

TO:   SBCCOG Transportation Committee 

 

FROM:  Steve Lantz, SBCCOG Transportation Director 

 

RE:   SBCCOG Transportation Update – November 2017 

 

Adherence to Strategic Plan: 

Goal A: Environment, Transportation and Economic Development.  Facilitate, 

implement and/or educate members and others about environmental, transportation 

and economic development programs that benefit the South Bay. 

 
FEDERAL 

Smart Cities Bill Would Fund Local Initiatives To Enhance Infrastructure 

The Smart Cities and Communities Act of 2017 (HR 3895) introduced on October 4th would set 

aside $220 million per year to replace outdated infrastructure with smart technologies like 

connected roadway infrastructure, environmental sensors, and data analytics. In addition to the 

new funding, the bill would increase federal coordination of smart cities programs. Funds 

could be used by cities to pursue smart projects, enhance cybersecurity and privacy 

protections, and to develop a technologically-savvy workforce.  

 

STATE 

Caltrans Considering 3+ ExpressLanes on I-405, I-105 and I-210 

All carpool and toll lanes that receive federal funds are required to maintain average speeds of 45 

mph at least 90% of the time during peak periods. But speeds along some busy L. A. County 

segments, such as the northbound 110 between Slauson Avenue and downtown Los Angeles, fell 

as low as 30 mph last year during morning rush hour. 

As part of a performance impact study, Caltrans and Metro are reconsidering the minimum number 

of passengers required to drive in the carpool lanes on stretches of the 405, 105 and 210 freeways. 

The failure to maintain speeds on more than 30% of its High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes 

statewide may cause Caltrans to raise the minimum number of vehicle occupants in non-zero-

emission vehicles from 2+ to 3+. Recommendations are due next fall.  

One additional challenge to ExpressLane congestion is AB 544, signed into law in October, that 

extends authority of drivers of alternative fuel and plug-in electric vehicles to use HOV lanes until 

September 30, 2025 regardless of the number of passengers in the vehicle. Although a good 

incentive for conversion of the fleet to zero emission vehicles by 2025, allowing zero emission 

vehicles in HOV lanes and free in ExpressLanes poses challenges for encouraging more efficient 

use of vehicles and transit. 
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Governor Signs / Vetoes Transportation Bills 

Governor Jerry Brown in mid-October signed a number of transportation bills into law and vetoed 

one, as follows: 

AB 1082 allows an electric corporation to file with the California Public Utilities Commission 

(PUC), by July 30, 2018, a pilot program proposal for the installation of EV charging stations at 

school facilities and other educational institutions, giving priority to school facilities and other 

educational institutions located in disadvantaged communities. The PUC is required to review, 

modify, and decide whether to approve a proposal by December 31, 2018. 

AB 1083 authorizes an electric corporation, in consultation with the Department of Parks and 

Recreation, PUC, Energy Commission, and State Air Resources Board, to file with the public 

utility commission (PUC), by July 30, 2018, a pilot program proposal for the installation of EV 

charging stations at state parks and beaches within its service territory. The bill would require the 

PUC to review, modify, and decide whether to approve a proposal by December 31, 2018. The bill 

also would require the department to determine which state parks or beaches are suitable for 

charging stations. 

AB 1452 authorizes various local authorities to create designated electric vehicle charging stalls 

or spaces on public streets in their jurisdictions, from which vehicles that aren’t using them for 

their intended purposes can be cited and removed from the designated stalls or spaces on public 

streets. 

AB 390 makes it legal, starting January 1, 2018, for pedestrians to enter a crosswalk while a 

pedestrian countdown signal is flashing. Under previous state law, it was illegal to step into a 

crosswalk if the countdown timer was counting down—even if the person crossing the street had 

enough time to make it to the other side before the traffic light changed. The new law does not 

apply to older crossing signals that don’t have a countdown timer. If the signal only shows 

“Walk” or “Don’t walk,” it’s illegal to cross if that red hand is lit up. 

Governor Brown vetoed AB 17, a student transit pass program. The bill originally included $100 

million in funding for the program, but the final bill was approved without a state funding source 

or amount. The Governor noted that Metro and many other transit agencies already have reduced 

fare programs for students. He wants a fuller discussion on how a statewide program would work 

and be funded.  

California DMV Revises Autonomous Driving Rules To Get Ready For Self-Driving Future 

Robot cars with no steering wheels, brake pedals or accelerator pedals — and no drivers — 

could be legal in California by June 2018 under updated regulations proposed by the Department 

of Motor Vehicles on October 11th. However, makers of the autonomous cars must certify their 

safety to federal regulators under standards that are still evolving, so actual deployment is likely 

to take longer.  

 

California’s rules apply only to vehicles under 10,000 pounds, meaning that autonomous trucks 

will be addressed separately. Long-distance autonomous trucks in platoons of connected vehicles 

are considered as one of the most promising applications for air quality, fuel conservation and 

efficient use of freeway lanes. 

 



3 
 

The DMV’s rules acknowledge that federal authorities oversee vehicle safety, while the state’s 

role is to enforce traffic regulations and licensing. The new regulations revise DMV directives 

issued last March that required a backup driver at the wheel. The proposed new regulations 

include a template for carmakers to report on disengagements (when an operator has to take 

control of a robot car); specifying what information companies must include when notifying 

local governments about driverless testing; and outlining conditions under which companies 

need to amend their DMV applications for testing or deployment. 

 

Federal rules are in flux, with Congress currently working on a bill (S 1885) to hammer out 

autonomous-driving regulations. Current federal regulations block sales of autonomous cars 

altogether, so Congress is trying to conceptualize a system that would allow autonomous 

vehicles to be made publicly available as they meet performance-based safety thresholds.  

 

The federal law could preempt states’ rights to enact their own self-driving rules. 

However, the U.S. Department of Transportation’s recent “Vision for Safety 2.0” autonomous-

car guidelines stress that the current regulations are voluntary. 

 

 

REGION 

Garcetti / Bonin Announce Playa Del Rey Lane Restorations, New Traffic Safety Measures  

After months of complaints about increased commute times, the filing of two lawsuits and the 

launch of a recall effort against L. A. City Councilman Mike Bonin, Los Angeles Mayor Eric 

Garcetti and Bonin announced on October 18th that they will reverse this summer’s decision to 

eliminate traffic lanes on major roadways in Playa del Rey.   

 

Lane restoration work is scheduled to begin with Culver and Jefferson Boulevards on October 

27, with work on Pershing Drive beginning in November.  A remaining stretch of Vista del Mar, 

from Waterview to Culver Boulevard, will remain narrowed until after the Bureau of 

Engineering completes work in the area on the Dual Force Main project — a long-planned, 

multi-million-dollar project to prevent a sewage leak into the Santa Monica Bay. The city 

restored lanes on Vista del Mar in July. 

 

In a joint statement, Garcetti and Bonin acknowledged the lane eliminations had been 

unsuccessful in Playa del Rey. Instead, the city will install new safety measures including: 

 

• Speed Feedback Signs – LADOT will place speed feedback signs on Culver Boulevard and 

Pershing Drive, notifying drivers when they have exceeded the speed limit. 

 

• Flashing Beacon Crosswalks – LADOT will add flashing beacons to the crosswalk at Culver 

Boulevard and Pershing Drive to better protect pedestrians as they cross the street. 

 

• New Crosswalks – LADOT will install new flashing beacon crosswalks at Culver Boulevard 

and Earldom Avenue and at Pershing Drive and Rees. 

 

• Speed Tables – LADOT will install speed tables at crosswalks to slow speeding traffic and 

protect pedestrians. 

 

• “Rest in Red” Signals – The traffic signal at Culver and Nicholson and Culver and Vista Del 

Mar will be adjusted to require drivers to slow their speed as they approach downtown Playa del 



4 
 

Rey from Culver Boulevard. “Rest in red” settings will also be applied to signals at Pershing and 

Manitoba, Pershing and Westchester Parkway, Culver and Vista Del Mar and Culver and 

Nicholson. 

 

• Leading Pedestrian Intervals – Commonly referred to as “pedestrian head start” signals, 

crossing signals will be adjusted to allow pedestrians to enter crosswalks at intersections before 

vehicles are allowed to make their turns. This will occur at three intersections - Pershing / 

Manchester, Pershing / Manitoba, and Pershing / Westchester Parkway. 

 

25% Of 110 ExpressLane Solo Drivers Don’t Pay; New Enforcement Technology Coming 

For nearly five years, the 110 Freeway’s carpool lanes have been open to solo drivers who are 

supposed to pay up to $20 or more during the most congested periods of morning rush hour 

(drivers with two or more people in the vehicle are not charged for using the toll lanes). 

However, a recent Metro survey found that on any given morning, more than 25% of drivers in 

the toll lanes have evaded the single-occupant toll by simply setting their ExpressLane 

transponder switch on 2 rather than 1.  

Los Angeles County toll lane drivers are charged a per-mile price that changes as often as every 

five minutes, based on the congestion in the paid lanes. As traffic slows down, the per-mile price 

rises until it hits a Metro-mandated ceiling of $1.90 per mile. When the highest tolls have no 

effect on congestion in the lanes, Metro turns to “carpool only” mode that bars solo drivers from 

entering the lanes until travel speeds rise. The use of “HOV Only” status rose 15% over the last 

fiscal year, to 352 hours — an average of more than one hour per workday. 

Metro currently relies on the California Highway Patrol for enforcement but the enforcement 

strategy is not effective for such a high violation rate. Rather than invest in more CHP 

enforcement, Metro is developing an automated system designed to detect the number of 

occupants in a car and issue a ticket if the transponder setting does not match. The system should 

be finished next year. Each violation will be double-checked by a human employee during the 

first six months of the program, with the goal of teaching the automated system to become more 

accurate. 

Torrance Transit Replaces Line 4 With Expanded 4X Line  

Torrance Transit Line 4X Express debuted on October 1 to replace Line 4.  The new line 

provides bi-directional express bus service in the a. m. and p. m. peak periods on weekdays and 

on Saturday. 

Along with providing transit for commuters, the express service is designed to connect various 

points of interest between Torrance and Downtown Los Angeles, including the Del Amo Mall, 

Torrance Civic Center, USC, Exposition Park, the L.A. Convention Center, L.A. Live, and the 

Staples Center. 

Rides will cost passengers $2 each way. Senior citizens will be able to ride the Line 4X for 75 

cents and students will be able to ride for $1. 

 

TRENDS 

Academics Ponder Driverless Vehicle Impact on Cities  

Urban planning as a profession is largely unprepared for autonomous vehicles. Through the 

convergence of automation, electrification and ride-sharing technologies, autonomous vehicles 
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could significantly reshape real estate, urban development and city planning — as the automobile 

did a century ago. 

Planners are just beginning to explore autonomous-vehicle-induced trip generation impacts on 

the smart city. Three Australian academics (Tan Yigitcanlar, Graham Currie, and Md. 

Kamruzzaman) published an article in September predicting that by 2040 autonomous vehicles 

will comprise up to half of all road travel. They see the potential for the technology to reshape 

the city in the following ways: 

• decrease private motor vehicle ownership, congestion and air pollution; 

• increase ride sharing, road safety, access and mobility; 

• redesign or eliminate traffic signals;  

• repurpose on-street and off-street parking for parks, affordable uses, or other higher valued 

uses in urban cores;  

• improve mobility for people who are “transport-disadvantaged”;  

• if autonomous vehicles are electric, convert gas stations to other uses, such as multi-use 

neighborhood centers; and 

• if a significant share of the autonomous vehicle fleet is comprised of “shared vehicles” (i.e.: 

Uber, Lyft, micro-transit), convert residential garages to studio apartments, short-term rentals 

or granny flats. 

The researchers also acknowledge some unknowns. For example, autonomous vehicles could use 

road networks more efficiently and thus free up some road space if trip generation rates and 

population growth are held constant. If so, current travel lanes could be redesigned for a whole 

new spectrum of social functions, street trees, walkways or bike lanes.  

 

However, it is likely these vehicles will enable previously suppressed trips to be taken. The 

resulting increase in traffic volume could reduce the potential to free up road space for other uses. 

With an autonomous-vehicle-dominated city, buildings and development will have to adapt to 

new patterns of traffic flow. They will need to be designed for door-to-door services – mainly 

accommodating the autonomous drop-offs and pick-ups at each and every site. Dedicated 

curbside parking spaces may be needed to allow autonomous deliveries and passenger boarding/ 

alighting adjacent to higher density developments. 

Autonomous vehicles also have the potential to induce more urban sprawl, as more effortless 

travel becomes available to more people. In conjunction with telecommuting enabled by 

technology, this may lead to a rethinking of the convenience of proximity to the city and major 

employment centers and enable low cost housing to be constructed on the urban fringes. By 

making travel cheaper and more convenient, autonomous vehicles might make the economics 

and practicality of sprawl more attractive for those that do not have to be in the office daily.. 

https://www.routledge.com/Technology-and-the-City-Systems-applications-and-implications/Yigitcanlar/p/book/9781138826700
https://www.routledge.com/Technology-and-the-City-Systems-applications-and-implications/Yigitcanlar/p/book/9781138826700
http://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/8/7/696
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The authors note that a future involving widespread use of autonomous vehicles presents both 

land-use opportunities and challenges. Planners need to factor in autonomous travel into their 

planning and permitting processes. Progressive outcomes will require an objective assessment of 

their complex land-use, economic and community influences on our evolving cities. Planning 

controls and land supply will be key instruments to control the balance between greenfield and 

infill developments.  

Why You May Not Own Your Car Sooner Than You Might Expect 

Although the driverless economy is 20 years off, car manufacturers are easing into the future hoping to 

sell lots of vehicles with the latest sophisticated driver-assistance technology - particularly for collision 

avoidance.   

If built-in technology can prevent everything from fender benders to fatalities, that’s most of the problem 

solved, at least as far as insurers are concerned. So, insurance costs come down for those that purchase the 

new technology. But there’s a rub. The manufacturers are developing complex fail safe systems that will 

need to be maintained and upgraded by car owners.  

The car manufacturers may be betting that the expense of their technology options will pale compared to 

insurance rates that will be borne by those without crash avoidance technology. But for the hordes of 

vehicle owners who may not be able to afford the new technology or the insurance increases, the liability 

will be crushing if it can be shown that the owner was negligent in equipping or properly maintaining the 

new technology. 

A recent University of Texas study found, if the full cost of ownership is accounted for, potentially one-

quarter of the entire U.S. driving population might be better off using ride services versus owning a car. 

To see if you would be better off to use a rideshare service or drive, use their calculator: 

http://www.rideordrive.org/calculator.  

To avoid the increased liability cost, rather than owning a car, you may choose to rent, lease, share or 

contract with the provider of vehicles – effectively changing car manufacturers and dealers into service 

providers rather than car sellers.  Under the new service model, the service provider takes on the 

responsibility for the technology, and the liability, while also providing the latest versions in a very fast-

changing market.  Think about that other technology driven device you already use as often as your car. 

No one really falls in love with the particular smart phone they have at the moment, knowing the 

technology and model will change so the device is usually packaged into a service plan.  

L. A. Metro Is Developing A Technology-Driven Micro-transit Service 

Metro issued a request for proposals on October 25th to bring a new service known as 

“MicroTransit” to the region through a pilot program. Metro will hire a team made up of tech 

firms, urban planners, and marketers that will work hand-in-hand with the agency to design and 

run the new pilot project.  

 

Metro’s goal of the project is to determine whether this type of on-demand service will provide a 

convenient new option for their current riders while also encouraging new riders to use the 

transit system.   

 

Metro’s definition of MicroTransit is a shared-ride vehicle, smaller than a traditional bus but 

larger than a sedan, that you can order (like you would a Lyft or Uber) that is not tied to a fixed 

http://www.rideordrive.org/calculator
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route or even a fixed schedule. It will follow turn-by-turn instructions from a navigation system 

that uses live traffic conditions and real-time requests for pick-ups and drop-offs to dynamically 

generate the most efficient possible trips for Metro riders. Trips will be designed to integrate 

with Metro’s larger transit network with a low fare to extend the reach of Metro’s fixed route bus 

and rail networks and reduce transfers.  

 

The solicitation is divided into two parts. In part one, the private sector will support Metro with 

planning and design of the service. In part two, the private sector will help to guide Metro on the 

implementation and evaluation of the new service.  The actual service will be operated by Metro 

employees. 

 

MicroTransit is considered a premium service, so the fare will likely be higher than Metro’s 

regular $1.75 bus or rail fare but likely cheaper than a similar ride in a Lyft, Uber, taxis or other 

private mobility services. Metro doesn’t believe its service will compete with private mobility 

services. The agency’s transit integration design goals will focus the new technology on serving 

pooled rides and connections to other transit, accessibility for passengers with disabilities and 

service for those without smartphones or bank accounts. Metro envisions that MicroTransit could 

be useful in parts of their service area that aren’t quite dense enough to support frequent bus 

service, or in areas where getting to bus or rail stops can be tricky due to distance or multiple 

transfers. 

 

Metro’s MicroTransit innovation comes at a time that public transit agencies across the nation 

are losing riders to Uber and Lyft services. An October 2017 study from UC Irvine shows that 

people are indeed switching. A large share of ride-hailing traffic is substituting for more efficient 

modes of transportation. Findings from the study: 

• After using ride-hailing, the average net change in transit use is a 6% reduction among Americans 

in major cities. 

• Ride-hailing attracts Americans away from bus services (a 6% reduction) and light rail services (a 

3% reduction) but serves as a complementary mode for commuter rail services (a 3% net increase 

in use). 

• 49% to 61% of ride-hailing trips would have not been made at all, or by walking, biking, or 

transit. 

Honolulu's 'Distracted Walking' Law Cites Cellphone Users In Crosswalks 

Police in Honolulu on October 25th began writing tickets for people who get distracted by their 

cellphones (or a tablet, or video game) while walking in a crosswalk. Honolulu holds the unfortunate 

distinction of being a major city with more pedestrians being hit in crosswalks, particularly our seniors, 

than almost any other city in the country.  

Honolulu is the first major city in the country to pass such a law, citing a high rate of pedestrians being hit 

in crosswalks. Under the new law, the only legal reason for a pedestrian to use a cellphone while crossing 

a street or highway would be to call 911 to report an emergency. 

As the law took effect, the city of Honolulu cited a National Safety Council warning that when 

pedestrians use a cellphone, "this distraction can cause them to trip, cross roads unsafely or walk into 

motionless objects such as street signs, doors or walls." After thousands of distracted walking injuries 

https://www.honolulu.gov/cms-csd-menu/site-csd-sitearticles/985-site-csd-news-2017-cat/29293-10-24-17-electronic-device-pedestrian-safety-bill-goes-into-effect-wednesday.html
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were reported, the NSC says, it added a new category to track the trend in its annual statistical report, 

Injury Facts. 

L.A. Is Testing A High-tech Streetlight That Can Charge Your Smartphone & Car 

The Los Angeles City Bureau of Street Lighting — which manages some 215,000 streetlamps — is 

exploring a whole new generation of “smart lighting” that seeks to both declutter the street and offer more 

technology than has ever existed in a single pole. 

The city has installed what it is calling a “smart node” on Wilshire Boulevard near the La Brea Tar Pits. 

The device looks a lot like a typical streetlight pole, but is packed with technology designed to support 

mobile cellphone service, surveillance cameras, and even electric vehicle charging. 

The smart node pilot project (as of today there’s still just one pole) includes an emergency beacon on top 

that can flash different colors. Just beneath is an LED lighting fixture. The device also includes cellphone 

antennas, Wi-Fi capabilities, speakers to broadcast music or announcements, video surveillance cameras, 

electric vehicle charging ports, and mobile phone charging ports as well as a standard 110-volt outlet. 

Future testing could also involve plugging in any number of sensors, being envisioned by city technology 

officials to gather data on temperature, CO2, gunshot detection, and traffic volume information. 

The pilot pole is a logical extension of street lighting upgrades Los Angeles City has already been 

involved in to replace its old sodium-vapor streetlights with smart LED versions that use less energy and 

save money and replace old poles with "smart poles," which include 4G LTE wireless hotspot technology. 

The city has replaced about 100 of these poles and has plans to install about 500 in the next four years.  

 

http://bsl.lacity.org/
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ATTACHMENT C  

 

Proposed Metro Measure M Policy – Project Acceleration/Deceleration Factors 
and Evaluation Process  

EFFECTIVE DATE:  

[date]  

  

TITLE:  
• This Policy shall be referred to as the Measure M Acceleration/Deceleration Policy.  

  

PURPOSE:  
• This Policy establishes clear, uniformly applied criteria to determine if a Measure M Project can be 

accelerated or has been decelerated with regard to funding, schedule and/or regulatory actions that 
are beyond the control of Metro.  A comprehensive policy allows for rigorous and expeditious 
analyses and determinations.  It provides for transparency and financial accountability.    

• Projects can be accelerated as long as others are not negatively impacted, pursuant to the Measure 
M Ordinance.  

• A project that is delayed negatively impacts the ability to advance others.  A delayed project is an 
overall drag on maximizing the implementation capacity in the Measure M Expenditure Plan.  

  

PROCESS:  
1. Identify if one or more factors have occurred that suggest a potential for acceleration and/or 

deceleration.  A screening tool will then be utilized to assist in identifying the factors that potentially 
have occurred, and whether an initial assessment of the propensity for acceleration and/or 
deceleration is warranted.    

2. If warranted, staff will then conduct an analysis to confirm the acceleration and/or deceleration, 
determine the extent to which a project could be accelerated and/or decelerated, and what would 
be the impacts of that action.  

3. The Board of Directors will review the staff analysis and may: a) give direction to subsequently 
provide notice and take action pursuant to controlling law; b): decline to find for acceleration and/or 
deceleration; or c) direct staff to undertake further analysis.  

4. For projects found to be decelerated, staff shall assess and outline potential Recovery Options and 
present to the Board for further consideration.   

GENERALLY:  
• Multiple factors are typically needed to result in an acceleration or deceleration.  

• In all cases, these are actions outside of Metro’s control, and may not be the result of direct actions 
of the Board, unless those are consistent with amendment provisions and procedures included in 
the Measure M Ordinance.  

• Factors directly impact the project’s funding, schedule, scope or legal/regulatory environment.   

• Acceleration factors considered may also indirectly relate to the project if they are demonstrated to 
substantially advance system performance, or adopted policies of the Board.  

• Deceleration factors may only be directly related to the project.  

• Factors are intended to be transportation mode-neutral, unless otherwise indicated (e.g., mode 
specific funding revenues or fees).  
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• Funding considerations must be consistent with all applicable local, state, and/or federal rules and 
regulations; and Board-adopted debt policy.  

  

DEFINITIONS:  
• Accelerators:  factors beyond the control of Metro that could result in facilitating early delivery of 

Measure M projects.  

• Decelerators:  factors beyond the control of Metro that could result in significant and costly delays 
to Measure M projects.  

  

FACTORS:   

Accelerators  

  Accelerator  Points  

Funding (30 

points)  
  Has new funding become available at an amount greater than 25% of the 

total project construction cost?  

15  

o Is this funding discretionary?  2  

o Is this funding somehow conditional to the project or time sensitive?  5  

o Is funding cash flow available sooner as a result of a decelerated 

project?  

3  

o Are confirmed surplus funds available from another project in the 

same subregion, based on a final Life of Project budget?  

2  

o Would there be cost savings of at least 25% based on the time value 

of money resulting from this funding accelerator?  

3  

Process (25 

points)  
  Is this project currently undergoing or can commit to a streamlined 

planning and environmental review process that does not exceed three 

years in duration?  

5  

  Has this project concluded the planning and environmental review process, 

needing no more than a refresh of the environmental document(s), not 

exceeding one year in duration to complete (Operation Shovel Ready)?  

10  

  Can this project be designed to phase improvements to achieve early 

action, incremental benefits?  

8  

  Has at least 75% of the required right-of-way and site acquisitions been 

completed or is anticipated to be completed within one year?  

2  

Partnerships 

(30 points)  
  Has one or more of the local jurisdictions subject to the 3% contribution 

requirement for the project substantially advanced the implementation of 

one or more Metro Board adopted policies that would not have otherwise 

been achieved absent the actions of that jurisdiction related to the 

project?  

6  

  Is the local jurisdiction and/or other local partner contributing at least 25% 

more than the required 3% contribution?  

5  
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  Are Multi-year Subregional Program funds provided by a subregion/ 

Council of Governments of at least 25% the cost of the project within the 

subregion/Council of Governments providing the funds?  

6  

  Is a local improvement or financing district existing or will be established 

within three years of the groundbreaking date for the purpose of funding a 

portion of the greater than 3% contribution referenced above?  

5  

   Is there a proposal by a local jurisdiction or other third party to advance 

funding, which would deliver all or a functional segment of the project 

25% faster, subject to a reimbursement agreement with Metro?  

2  

  Is there a program to collect a fee in-lieu of providing required parking 

and local traffic mitigation fees/improvements, with revenues allocated to 

transit passes and other transportation demand management (TDM) 

strategies?  

3  

  Is there a goods movement impact fee program to fund improvements in 

conformance with California and federal laws?  

3  

Innovations 

(15 points)  
  Is there an equal or superior, less costly improvement to accomplish the 

capacity and performance intended by the transportation project?  

3  

  Are there technological innovations that will reduce the planned capital 

and/or operating cost of the project?  

3  

  Is there an opportunity to combine two or more projects/segments to 

achieve economy of scale and minimize impacts of multiple back-toback 

construction over a long period of time such that the combined project 

construction cost is reduced by at least 25%?  

3  

  Is this project the subject of a public-private partnership proposal or other 

unsolicited proposal that can reduce the estimated construction cost by a 

minimum of 10% or accelerate the delivery date by at least 10 years?  

6  

 

Decelerators 

  Decelerator  Points  

Funding (35 

points)  
  Is there an unrealized funding source for the project that was assumed in 

the financial plan, which reduces available project funding from that source 

by at least 25%?  

20  

  Is the cost of the project so high that it cannot be constructed within the 

three-year window in the Expenditure Plan for the "Opening Date?"  

15  

Process  

(25 points)  

  

  Is there a determination, upon identifying the Locally Preferred Alternative 

or completion of the planning and environmental review process, that 

proceeding with the project as originally conceived is incompatible with 

the community and cannot be compatibly constructed because funding is 

insufficient to design it as desired?  

10  
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  Is the project a subject of litigation that delays the project for more than six 

months and/or delays the project schedule such that the three-year 

window in the Expenditure Plan for "Opening Date" cannot be met?  

10  

  Are there significant environmental clearance complications that are 

lengthy or costly to address such the project is likely to be delayed for 

more than 12 months and/or the project schedule would be delayed such 

that the three-year window in the Expenditure Plan for "Opening Date" 

cannot be met?  

5  

Partnerships 

(30 points)  
  Have disproportionate or unwarranted project design requests by a local 

jurisdiction occurred such that six months or more is added to the 

planning and design review process, and the project schedule would be 

delayed such that the three-year window in the Expenditure Plan for 

"Groundbreaking Start Date" cannot be met?  

20  

  Have excessive permit requirements been imposed by the responsible 

agency or denials by an agency such that the project is delayed for more 

than 30 days and/or the project schedule is delayed such that the three 

year window in the Expenditure Plan for "Opening Date" cannot be met?  

10  

Innovations 

(10 points)  
  Are there requests to defer a project for speculative or long-term 

technological improvements that are not available during the three-year 

window in the Expenditure Plan for the "Opening Date"?  

5  

  Is Metro prevented from utilizing by law or regulation, any available state-

of-the-art, proven technologies that can increase capacity, reduce travel 

times and improve safety, that are required to keep the project on time 

and on budget?  

5  

  

PROPENSITY FOR ACCELERATION OR DECELERATION: 

High:  67-100  Automatically advances to staff analysis and Board consideration  

Medium:  34-66  Advances to staff review, which determines whether Board consideration is 

warranted  

Low:  0-33  Does not advance to staff review nor Board consideration  

Exception:  N/A  Project acceleration/deceleration can unambiguously be demonstrated by an 

exceptional condition regardless of scoring (e.g., unexpected full funding from 

outside source)  

MEASURE M PROJECT EVALUATION READINESS TOOL (M-PERT) 
• M-PERT is an evaluation tool only—not a determinative decision tool.  

• Required initial screening step (unless exceptional condition, per above).  

• All Measure M projects ordered as listed in the Expenditure Plan are included.  

• The above acceleration and deceleration factors are set forth as “yes” or “no” questions to answer.  

• A score given to each factor to measure its relative strength in impacting project timing; a “yes” 
answer returns the possible score for that factor, as listed above.  

• An overall score given as a low, medium and high indicator for acceleration/deceleration.  

• An accounting of evaluations conducted is logged and reported.  

• The M-PERT tool is for use by Metro staff, Board Directors and their deputy staff.  
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ANNUAL REPORTING AND EVALUATION:  
• The CEO shall report annually on the number of screening inquiries conducted for each project using 

M-PERT (Measure M Project Evaluation Readiness Tool).  

• The CEO shall determine annually whether adjustments to this Policy are appropriate and forward a 
recommendation to the Board for consideration and action.  
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Measure M - MSP Public Participation Element   DRAFT  

 

Each COG will be responsible for developing a Public Participation Element that will cover how interest 

groups are addressed, identify the processes/procedures involved in the engagement effort and key 

components of the MSP plan.  These are presented as questions that must be answered in advance of, 

and included within, the MSP 5-Year Plan “Public Participation Element.” 

How these questions are addressed is not prescribed, recognizing the flexibility that may be pursued 

differently among subregions in developing their elements  For example, subregions may elect to utilize, 

or build upon, successful existing public participation processes that the subregion currently has in place 

to connect with its community.  On the other hand, a subregion may elect to develop a brand new 

approach tailored to an MSP category generating keen public interest. 

This Public Participation Element must be included in the MSP 5-Year Plan adopted by the COG Board 

and subsequently adopted by the Metro Board per the MSP Administrative Procedures (see page XX). 

The MSP 5-Year Plan Public Participation Element needs to answer these questions. 

1. Who has an interest in MSP development (by program)?  

 

Outline relevant and impacted interests.  At a minimum, the public participation element  must 

address the interests of:  

 COGs 

 Cities, County and other local jurisdictions 

 Communities (where projects are located or significantly influencing) 

 Stakeholders (may well vary by MSP focus, but could include advocacy organizations, 

non-profits representing community interests, business interests, potential service 

providers and/or funders for the MSP program or project, etc.)  

 

2. What process/procedures will be followed to meaningfully involve these groups? 

A. Define who takes the lead for developing/implementing public information and 

community outreach processes and/or procedures. 

 Design and implementation should address forums for participation, 

frequency, and feedback to COG/subregional Board as input for decisions 

related to (3) below. 

  B.  How are the processes/procedures documented and communicated?  

 If a COG/subregion believes a prior public outreach process adequately 

addresses public participation elements as framed by these questions, 

that justification must be clearly documented. 

 The final, proposed Public Participation Element shall be approved for 
incorporation into the 5-year MSP at a duly noticed COG public hearing. 
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3. How will the range of interests outlined in (1) above be engaged in development of the 

following MSP Plan components? 

  A.  Identification of candidate projects 

  B.  Selection of candidate projects 

C.  Review and approval of overall 5-Year Program 

D. Implementation of projects within the Program 

 

4. What is the timing of the Public Participation Element?   

 

A. Public participation should be initiated at the outset of the MSP planning process for 

all projects considered for MSP programming to be truly relevant. 

B. To ensure that a public participation element will be in place and implemented in 

the development of the first 5-year program, each COG/subregion must address the 

Public Participation questions and submit them formally as a prerequisite for 

receiving the 0.5% planning funding.  This formal submission is recommended via a 

standard template that will be provided by Metro.  

C. The template for the first round of MSP program public participation may outline an 

intended approach that would be fleshed out over an appropriate period of time-- 

but importantly, would be activated as part of the project identification and 

selection process accompanying the first submitted 5-year program.  Note that the 

0.5% MSP planning funds can be used to develop public participation processes 

appropriate to that program. 

D. Each 5-year program adopted by the COG/subregional Board would include a 

description of the established public participation element, and how it has been 

applied in developing the MSP program, and its recommendations. 

 

 
Finally, the Public Participation Element must reference if, and to what extent, the subregion addresses 

performance measurement as part of the MSP 5-Year Plan, per the Measure M Administrative 

Procedures section on performance measurement. 

 



 
 

November 2, 2017 

 

TO: POLICY ADVISORY COUNCIL 

 

FROM: THERESE W. MCMILLAN 

 CHIEF PLANNING OFFICER 

 

SUBJECT: Use of Performance Measures to Support Measure M 

MSP 5 Year Plan Development and Implementation 

 

ISSUE 
 

This memo describes three alternatives as to how performance measures could 
be used by the subregions as part of the Measure M Multi-year Subregional 
Program (MSP) 5 Year Plans. 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
Through the review of the Draft Measure M Guidelines the Policy Advisory 
Council (PAC) raised the issue of adding performance measures to the Measure 
M Administrative Policies to be used to develop and evaluate the implementation 
of Multi-year MSP 5 Year Plans.  The PAC has discussed how performance 
measures could be used as part of the MSP program at their September and 
October meetings in addition to a conference call on the topic between those 
meetings.  The questions framed by the PAC after the September meeting were: 
 

1. Who sets the Performance Measures? 

2. Countywide or Sub-regional? 

3. MSP Program Measures or Individual Project Measures? 

4. How are the Performance Measures applied to project selection? 

Following the PAC discussion at the meetings and conference call, the following 
consensus and non-consensus points were framed: 
 
PAC Member Consensus Items 
 

 Use the five Metro-adopted performance measure themes (Mobility, 
Economy, Accessibility, Safety and Sustainability) as a starting point for 
the PAC to discuss the further development of performance measures to 
support the development of Measure M MSP 5 Year Plans. 
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 Subregions could self-select projects to include in their MSP 5 Year Plans 
(Plan) using performance measure to articulate the performance of the 
Plan to the public and Metro. 

 Performance measures can be both qualitative and quantitative. 

 Performance measures should provide transparency and accountability to 
the public/voters that MSP programs are consistent with the Measure M 
Ordinance. 

PAC Member Non-Consensus Items 
 

 Who sets the performance measures and determines the level of 
analysis? 

 Performance measures should be consistent countywide and subregions 
can apply unique “weights” to each measure. 

 Should performance measures be used to select projects, track 
performance or both? 

 How or when are the Performance Measures communicated to 
stakeholders and public? 

Some degree of consistency between goals or measures is preferable if some 
assessment of improvements within a subregion or across the county is desired.  
At a minimum, the measures must be able to articulate the benefits of the 5 Year 
Plan and demonstrate project performance as part of the community 
engagement process. 
 
Three Options for Performance Measures for Measure M MSP 5 Year Plans 
 
The breadth of non-consensus items suggests that there is a fairly wide field of 
recommendations that the PAC could consider as part of bringing the MSP 
Administrative Procedures to closure.  Note the Metro staff would need to 
recommend one course of action for administrative consistency.  However, 
should there not be consensus on a way forward, the PAC could present its view 
to the Board on this subject in advance of the staff’s final administrative target of 
December 2017. 
 
Reflecting the outstanding positions we have heard, below are three approaches 
to determining the performance measures for the MSP 5 Year Plans the PAC 
may consider, in descending order of complexity: 
 

1. Countywide Quantitative Measures 

 

Under this scenario the Metro Board would adopt a list of quantitative 
performance measures to be applied by subregions during the development of 
all MSP Plans countywide. 
 
The attached Technical Memo summarizes the technical rigor and resources 
required to perform the level of project analysis which was applied when Metro 
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analyzed projects for inclusion in Measure M.  Major highway projects (e.g., 
carpool lanes, managed lanes, and mixed-flow lanes) and transit projects (e.g., 
bus rapid transit, light rail, and heavy rail) were evaluated separately for the 
project-level performance analysis utilizing the Metro Travel Demand Model 
(TDM) and Geographic Information System (GIS) analysis tools.  Projects and 
programs not included in the major highway and transit performance assessment 
were analyzed by performance theme using the qualitative “Harvey Ball” scoring 
system established through the Subregional Mobility Matrix processes in 2015. 
 
This is not to suggest this Measure M evaluative approach is warranted as an 
application to the MSP process.  In fact many aspects are not transferable.  
However it does illustrate the level of effort required for this suggested 
evaluation. 
 

2. Defined Subregional Qualitative Measures 

 

Under this scenario subregions would apply qualitative performance measures 
from a list of performance measures that would be included in the Measure M 
MSP Administrative Procedures.  The subregion would have to articulate the 
benefits of the 5 Year Plans including a description of how the projects will 
achieve the thematic goals established by the Measure M MSP Administrative 
Procedures. 
 
If this scenario was to require a specific approach for applying performance 
assessment under the Administrative Procedures, the Metro Board would need 
to take action making that so. 
 

Draft Subregional Qualitative Performance Measures 

Theme 

Provide responses to how the project achieves 

the following outcomes, if any: 

Mobility 

 Relieve congestion 

 Increase travel by transit, bicycle and pedestrian modes 

 Improve travel times 

 Improve effectiveness & reliability for core riders 

Economic Vitality 

 Increase economic output 

 Support job creation & retention 

 Support goods movement 

 Reduce household transportation costs 

 Extend useful life of facilities 

Accessibility 

 Improve transportation options 

 Improve service to transit dependent, low-income, and 
disadvantaged populations 

 Improve first-last mile connections to transit 

Safety 
 Reduce incidents  

 Improve personal safety 

Sustainability & 

Quality of Life 

 Improve environmental quality 

 Improve public health 

 Improve quality of life 
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3. Voluntary Subregional Established Performance Measures 

This scenario would allow, but not require, subregions to develop and apply their 
own qualitative and/or quantitative metrics. At a minimum the subregion would 
have to articulate the benefits of the 5 Year Plan including a description of how 
the projects will address the thematic goals established by the Measure M 
Administrative Procedures.  Should a subregion elect to pursue a more specific 
performance-based analysis, they could certainly draw upon the suggested 
measures outlined in Option No. 2 above. 
 
The decision to apply or not apply performance-based analysis would have to be 
clearly articulated in the 5 Year Plan, and communicated as part of the public 
participation process leading up to the Plan’s adoption. 
 

NEXT STEPS 
 
PAC Comments 
Any comments on the Measure M MSP 5 Year Performance Measures should 
be forwarded to MetroPAC@metro.net by 5:00 pm, Tuesday, November 21, 
2017. 
 
 
 
 
Attachment A – LRTP Tech Memo – Performance Measures Methodology 
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