
Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
939 Ellis Street 

San Francisco, California  94109 
 

APPROVED MINUTES 
 

Air Quality Planning Committee 
9:30 a.m., Wednesday, October 10, 2007 

 
1. Call to Order:  Chairperson Ken Blonski called the meeting to order at 9:35 a.m.   
 

Roll Call: Ken Blonski, Chairperson, Harold Brazil, Irvin Dawid, Emily Drennen,  
William Hanna (9:55 a.m.), John Holtzclaw, Ph.D., Robert Huang, Ph.D. 

 
Absent: Kraig Kurucz, Ed Proctor. 
 

2. Public Comment Period.  Norman Rolfe, S.F. Tomorrow, 2233 Larkin St., #4, San 
Francisco, CA, 94109. 

 
3. Approval of Minutes of June 13, 2007:  Dr. Holtzclaw moved approval of the minutes; 

seconded by Chair Blonski.  Chair Blonski called for approval and the draft minutes were 
approved unanimously. 

 
4. Bay Area Congestion Pricing Presentation by:  Mr. David Burch provided introductions 

and involvement of Air District to date with the topic of congestion pricing. 
 

Mr. Burch briefed the Committee on a couple of initiatives in the Bay Area regarding 
congesting pricing.  In addition, Mr. Burch provided history and context for why the Air 
District is interested in pricing measures and the potential implications for air quality.   
 
Mr. Hanna arrived at 9:55 a.m. 
 
Mr. Burch stated, congestion pricing is one of several possible pricing measures that are 
sometimes referred to as market based measures.  From the standpoint of air quality, market 
based measures are basically a type of transportation control measure that can help to reduce 
to emissions, by relying on market based pricing mechanisms to reduce driving and reduce 
emissions.  Market based measures can include increased gas taxes or user fees that could 
involve roadway pricing; which congestion pricing is one of the options, which could include 
bridge tolls, high occupancy toll lanes, and it also involves parking fees or vehicle 
registration fees that are based upon the amount of vehicle emissions.  So there is a wide 
range of things that fit under the rule brick of market based measures.  There has been an 
impressive gain in improving air quality from the technology side, such as tailpipe emissions, 
cleaner fuels, etc. on a per vehicle, per mile basis.   The Air District has made great progress 
for improving air quality.  However, that progress has been eroded to a certain extent by the 
continual growth in the size of vehicle fleet, and the amount that those are driven, which is 
called vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  VMT is projected to continually increase and that is 
going to continue to offset some of our progress.  Many economists and planners argue that a 
big part of the reason for the rapid growth in VMT is that we do not price our roadway 
systems in a way that would encourage more efficient use.   
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Mr. Burch further stated that the progress towards implementing market based measures in 
the real world has been uneven, especially here in the U.S.  There have been concerns about 
technological feasibility in terms of how the tolls are collected; equity, the potential impacts 
on low income drivers and most importantly, political acceptability.  Today, the technical 
issues have been largely resolved, equity can be addressed and public opinion may be 
gradually warming to pricing measures.  There are a lot of real world examples of pricing 
schemes today.  As you may be aware, there are zones or cordoned pricing schemes that have 
been implemented in Singapore, London and Stockholm, as they have been successful and 
have had impressive results.  There have been High Occupancy Toll Lanes (HOT) where 
individual, private, single occupant drivers can buy into the carpool lane.  This has been in 
Southern California since the 1990s in Houston and now they are coming online in places 
like Minneapolis as well. 
 
Mr. Burch noted that there are two key ways that market based measures can help improve 
air quality. By increasing the price of vehicle ownership or vehicle operation costs, we can 
reduce demand and reduce driving, secondly, we can take the revenues that are generated 
from those mechanisms and use them to promote and fund alternative modes of 
transportation.  In the case of congestion pricing, there is one more benefit; which is that if 
you have a congested facility, and low speeds, emissions tend to be higher in stop and go 
driving to the extent that we can relieve the congestion, and potentially reduce the emissions 
in those corridors.  That said, it is not necessarily a foregone conclusion that congestion 
pricing would be good for air quality, a lot of it is going to depend on the particulars of how 
you go about implementing that. 
 
A couple of cautionary notes is 1) new lanes added and we increase capacity, that certainly 
has a potential to generate and induce demand, new trips and even if you do not necessarily 
increase capacity by building a new lane; 2) if moved, some of the cars that are in the mixed 
flow lanes that may be congested into a HOV lane and you make the traffic flow better in 
those mixed flow lanes.   
 
It is possible that there could be some induced demand if the trip becomes quicker, than 
someone taking the bus that may decide to switch over to driving.  It is also important to 
point out that there is a speed curve related to emissions and emissions tend to be highest at 
slow speeds and tend to best at the range of 35-50 miles per hour.  As speeds increase above 
50 mph, the emissions are both criteria pollutants and CO2 begin to increase again; as you 
want to avoid the slow speed, but do not want to encourage the real high speed.   
 
Last precautionary note, is if HOV lanes and carpool lanes were to become more congested 
because of single occupant vehicles going into those lanes, that could erode the travel time 
advantage of carpools, vanpools and buses; and that is not something we want to happen.  
This is largely a management issue that could be addressed, but it is something that should be 
borne in mind.  Bottom line is that we are closer than ever to seeing tangible congestion 
pricing projects here in the bay area.  State legislation has authorized four corridors as HOT 
lane demonstrations here in the bay area, which are all scheduled to come online by the year 
2015.   This includes I-680 project the Sunol Grade, between Alameda and Santa Clara 
counties.  Also, I-580 eastbound in the Tri-Valley area which includes Pleasanton and 
Livermore and down in Santa Clara county both highway 101 and highway 85 are also slated 
for HOT lane demonstration projects. 
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In addition to those corridor specific projects, MTC is currently working on a regional HOT 
lane network study, and are potentially looking at a very robust, comprehensive system, that 
would eventually convert all HOV lanes in the region into HOT lanes and expand network 
and serve as a mechanism for an enhanced regional express bus network.  Another thing 
happening at the regional level right now is that MTC is updating the Regional 
Transportation Plan.  Various performance targets in terms of trying to reduce congestion, 
emissions and VMT.  They are evaluating different packages of capital projects as well as 
pricing measures and land use measures to see what would help to get them towards those 
targets, and the preliminary analysis show that the pricing measures would be the most 
effective of those options, in terms of trying to meet targets related to reducing emissions and 
congestion. 
 
Mr. Burch noted that the Committee would hear from Jean Hart, regarding the project for the 
HOT lanes on I-680 and then from Elizabeth Bent, from the San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority, which she will talk about Doyle Drive.   
 
Mr. Burch concluded his presentation, stating that Air District staff is participating on a 
technical review committee for these types of efforts with both MTC and San Francisco 
County Transportation Authority.  The Air District will work to ensure that as we go 
forward, these types of projects and initiatives are implemented in a way that will provide the 
greatest benefit to air quality. 
 
Discussion ensued among the Committee, with regard to HOV and HOT lane in the Bay 
Area. 
 
Jean Hart, Executive Director, I-680/Sunol Smart Carpool Lane Joint Powers Authority, 
presented to the Committee, the I-680 HOT Lane Update.   
 
Ms. Hart indicated that the Joint Powers Authority encompasses members of the Alameda 
County Congestion Management Agency, the Alameda County Transportation and 
Improvement Authority in Santa Clara County, and the Valley Transportation Authority.  It 
has five members who are elected to the respective agency boards and then serve on the Joint 
Powers Authority.   
 
Ms. Hart stated that she appreciated the opportunity to speak about the I-680 HOT Lane 
Project and that as a part of the presentation, will talk about the polling that was conducted 
by the Joint Powers Authority in response, and have conducted focus groups as well, as well 
as public opinion polls.  Some of these polls were general and some by people who use the 
corridor.   
 
Ms. Hart indicated that the I-680 project will go under construction next year and will be the 
first HOT lane project in the bay area.  San Francisco is very aggressive in their approach, 
but it appears now in looking at the schedule, that the I-680 project will be first.  It is a 14-
mile stretch that includes both Alameda County and Santa Clara County and that is the 
reason that VTA is participating on the Joint Powers Authority.  The 14 miles begins near the 
city of Pleasanton near route 84 on I-680, and terminates near highway 237 in the city of 
Milpitas, which is in Santa Clara County.  Eleven miles are within Alameda County and 
three miles are in Santa Clara County.   
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The HOT lane will work first and foremost and will be free to carpoolers and other normal 
HOV users.  Vehicles that have the ability to use hybrid vehicles in the HOV lane will also 
be able to use the HOT lane without a fee, just as carpoolers will be to use the lane without a 
fee.  Solo drivers can choose to pay to use the carpool lane, as there will not be any toll 
booths, but will be able to use your Fas Trak transponder that is currently used on the bay 
area bridges.   
 
Conceptionally, the tolls will increase when the traffic on the non-toll lane is more congested, 
so the price of the facility is tied in to the level of congestion not only on HOT lanes, but on 
the mixed flow lanes.  No one else in the United States has tried this approach, and will truly 
provide the price of what the benefit is that the solo driver will be paying by using the HOV 
lane.  There are currently two HOT lanes in Southern California and there is one on I-15 in 
San Diego, one on SR-91 that is in Orange County and there is a HOT lane that is operated in 
Minneapolis that is called the Min Pass.  Those are current HOT lanes and the Joint 
Transportation Authority has information from them as well as polling.  In general, the 
people who will be using it are parents who have children at day care centers, workers that 
have deadlines, contractors and anyone that needs to be somewhere at a specific time needs a 
reliable commute and carpoolers and transit vehicle users. 
 
The poll indicates that the general populous in Alameda County, Contra Costa County and 
San Joaquin County and polls were also conducted for people who are quarter users of the I-
580 and I-680 corridor, so there has been feedback from the general population of the area as 
well as corridor users.  Generally, commuters who use the current facilities support the 
concept about 2 to 1 and the statistics are 64% to 33%. 
 
Most of the commuters say that they would use the HOT lane, but all have said that they will 
not use it every single day.  There were some before and after polling about the concept of 
HOT lanes; how often would you use it, and the response was that people stated that they 
would use it all the time.  Then when it was mentioned that there was going to be a charge 
for this based on the levels of congestion and then the response was that we would use it 
when we need to get some place in a hurry, at a fixed time.  So then it dropped to about 30% 
to 40% who would use it regularly and that would be three days a week.   
 
How we propose to operate the HOT lane is that it will operate 24-hours a day, 7-days a 
week.  The HOV lanes would also operate that way, and is considered to be different than 
any of the current carpool lanes in the bay area, who have limited operation.  The proposal is 
that both the HOV as well as HOT lanes operate 24/7.  The toll for solo drivers ranges from a 
minimum of $1 and that would be for the total trip to its most congested around $7-$9 at 
peak of the peak. 
 
There would no toll booths, as there are limited entry and exit points.  The solo drivers would 
decide each trip based on both one their needs; as well as the current toll whether or not to 
use the facility.  Also, there would be enhanced enforcement from the California Highway 
Patrol.  The Joint Powers Authority has been working with San Diego to develop the 
technological approach to enforcement, but we are not far enough along yet, to employ that.   
 
Ms. Hart had the Committee come down to view the illustration of the project.  The facility 
plan is north/south and shows Pleasanton, Fremont and Milpitas.  At present, there is a HOV 
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lane on I-680 corridor, so that lane would be converted from a HOV to a HOT lane.  The 
facility would start where the current HOV lane starts.  Carpoolers would be able to enter this 
lane as well as SOV users.  A sign would indicate that the HOT lane is ahead, and as well as 
display the cost of the HOT lane.  There will be two exit points.  The first one would be 
located at the Auto Mall which would indicate the price for example to Mission which is a 
major connector to I-880, so then you will see a price says to Mission Boulevard, showing 
the driver the cost.  Drivers will be able to make a decision whether or not it is worth it to pay 
whatever that cost it.  The driver would be able to decide if they are in the mixed flow lane, 
they would choose not to enter into the HOT lane.  If they decide that they are willing to pay 
that price, they would enter into the HOT lane and then they would be required to stay in the 
HOT lane as well as HOV users until the exit after Auto Mall, Washington.   
 
The cost is conducted electronically via the Fas Trak reader with an antenna, just like when 
going through the existing toll booths on the Bay Bridges and the antenna reads the 
transponder and the price that is one the dynamic pricing.  At any point in time there could be 
three different prices depending on how you drive.  The formula that will be used to 
determine the price is based on the congestion in the mixed flow lanes is perfectly rational 
and makes a lot of sense.  Currently the facilities only monitor the congestion that is in the 
HOT lanes, so that you can guarantee a certain speed that is only based on the congestion 
there, not on the congestion in the mixed flow lanes; so this way you are only paying for 
what the benefit in the amount of time that you are saving, which is considered to be a true 
user’s fee as well.   
 
 
 
Mr. Brazil inquired about the pricing in San Diego.  Ms. Hart’s response’s was that it is 
priced first with the HOT lane only.  I-15 express is currently doing congestion pricing on the 
lane itself.  Ms. Hart indicated that the price does go up and down, but based on the 
congestion in I-15. 
 
Signage will alert the drivers that there will be a carpool and Fas Trak lane ahead.  The text is 
currently being worked on, as the sign should be informative and not confusing.  With 
additional signs showing the cost to exit at the various points. 
 
The timeline of the project is estimated as follows: 
 

• Utility relocation – 2007; 
• Final design – 2008; 
• Construction begins – 2008; and 
• HOT Lane opens - 2010 

 
The costs and revenues are estimated as follows: 
 

• Construction Costs - $20.9M; 
• Electronic Tool System Costs – $11.4M; 
• Other Costs - $8.1M; 
• Total Project Costs - $40.4M; and 
• Projected Revenue - $5M/per year 
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Ms. Hart clarified that at this time, there is only a southbound HOV lane; and there is no 
northbound HOV lane.   Funding from the southbound will help pay for the northbound and 
the northbound will be built as an HOV/HOT lane.  This will provide funding to complete 
that system.   
 
The benefits are that this is a new choice, to travel faster than they would otherwise.  It will 
save time, one would be able to use it when need to, as you are not required to use it 
everyday.  There are no changes in the HOV lane, except for the limited ingress and egress, 
so that is a change for the carpoolers.  Some cities have shown that the limited access does 
improve safety and the revenue that is generated by the corridor would not be otherwise 
available without this type of a facility.   
 
Ms. Hart concluded her presentation and asked if the Committee had any questions.  
Chairperson Blonski opened it to the Committee for questions. 
 
Dr. Holtzclaw thanked Ms. Hart for the presentation, and noted that HOV lanes and HOT 
lanes can be quite beneficial.  Dr. Holtzclaw questioned the third item that the revenue would 
be used for building I-680 Northbound HOV lanes; wanted to know if there would be any 
capacity increases as a part of that with the widening of lanes, etc.  Ms. Hart’s response was 
that there will be added capacity in that there is currently no HOV lane in the northbound 
direction.  There is only at present, a southbound direction.  So there would be the capacity of 
a carpool lane, plus a HOV/HOT lane combination; which will add capacity.   
 
Dr. Huang asked if the $5M was gross revenue.  Ms. Hart response was yes, this would be 
the estimated gross revenue.  In addition, Dr. Huang asked about the annual operation and 
maintenance cost of the project.  Ms. Hart indicated that it will be about $1.1 to $2.1 million 
per year; leaving the gross revenue to be about $3.8 to $4 million for either transit or for a 
HOV facility. 
 
Mr. Hanna has about the congestion level in the HOV lane at present and how would that 
increase with the addition of solo drivers; which will augment what is already happening.  
Ms. Hart stated that currently it is not a high use carpool lane, that there are about 600 
vehicles per hour in the lane, which is 600-700, which is not a high use.  The way the 
formula is being developed to determine the cost of the trip, is to base it on about 1,300 so 
that what you are selling really is that capacity.  Going from 600 to 1,300, if there are more 
carpoolers, then there will be more vehicles in the lane, less capacity that would be available 
the higher the price.   
 
Mr. Brazil asked about the estimated air quality benefits at this time.  Ms. Hart stated that an 
air quality analysis has not been conducted.   
 
Mr. Dawid asked about the estimated revenue of about $1.1 to $2 million dollars that is 
anticipated to maintain the facility; of this amount how much of this will be used to maintain 
the added expense of having an HOT lane?  Ms. Hart responded that it will include operating 
the facility, which will be the back office, contracting to use their account management.  
Other fees will be to pay for enforcement of the facility by the California Highway Patrol, 
and the utilities associated with the system.  It includes some of the toll data centers.  Ms. 
Hart stated that they are anticipating 1-2 staff members who will serve as customer service 
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representatives, who will deal with just HOT lane issues only.  The actual account service 
providers will be done by data.   
 
Ms. Drennen had a question about the northbound construction and wanted to know if you 
have an estimate of $3.9 million per year and you are looking at northbound construction 
costs would it be roughly similar to the southbound construction costs or slightly higher?  
Ms. Hart responded to Ms. Drennen and explained that for the HOV lanes it is much higher, 
and that it would be paid for over a long period of time.  State legislation that is pending 
signature of the Governor is to allow for indeterminate length of time you can operate as a 
HOT lane.  Currently, there is a four year demo period that was approved; this would take off 
the sunset.  If that was done, there would be an allowance for bonding to be able to move on 
the northbound facility to bond for the improvements and then use the revenues to pay for 
that, along with transit service. 
 
Ms. Drennen asked if the express buses were the most useful use of the transit money if there 
is significant transit demand for that service itself, or could it go to augment enhance current 
transit service and asked who are the individuals dealing with the transit side of it.  Ms. Hart 
stated that is one of the issues that will be tackled when the Joint Powers Authority does their 
first expenditure plan, which is estimated to be done by 2009, to determine where the 
revenues go and a part of that will be so what is the next call.  Ms. Hart stated that it would 
probably be transit for some time and what does that look like?  Will it be a combination of 
express and localized service, but feels that everyone would want enhanced service in the 
corridor, but at this point it is unknown. 
 
Final question from Ms. Drennen regarding the air quality benefits and stated that she was 
surprised that the project has not gone through and wondered if it was in the EIR stage.  Ms. 
Hart informed Ms. Drennen that there is environmental clearance, and there was an 
environmental document that done for the HOV lane and that just the add on for the HOT 
lane and that was done two years ago and was a Cat Ax, because it was considered to be 
categorical exclusion and exemption because it is primarily the ITS portion of managing it. 
 
Chairperson Blonski again thanked the speaker and provided Ms. Hart with a token of the 
Committee’s appreciation. 
 
Dr. Holtzclaw asked one final question with regard to how much money would be generated 
that would be applied to transit service per year.  Ms. Hart estimated that this is just a guess, 
as this is a policy decision by the Joint Powers Authority, that it would probably be at least 
50% after the maintenance. 
 
Dr. Holtzclaw also asked if there has been any consideration given to considering rather than 
constructing the HOT/HOV lanes Northbound; taking a lane and Ms. Hart responded that 
that has not been discussed at this time. 
   
 
 
Ms. Elizabeth Bent, Senior Transportation Planner, San Francisco County Transportation 
Authority presented to the Committee the Mobility, Access and Pricing Study for 
downtown San Francisco; and the San Francisco Doyle Drive Value Pricing program. 
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Ms. Bent provided the Committee with an overview of the Transportation Authority, noting 
that it is a congestion management agency for San Francisco and in that role, monitors the 
congestion on the streets and roads, but also manage the half cents sales tax dedicated to 
transportation improvements in San Francisco; which is Prop. K. 
 
Ms. Bent indicated that her discussions with the Committee would be spent on the mobility, 
access and pricing study, as well as the urban partnership program through the Department of 
Transportation, as well as the congestion problem.  As some individuals are completely 
convinced that congestion is horrible in San Francisco and that some people think it is not as 
bad as New York and that we have a lot of time to address the issue.   
 
Ms. Bent’s presentation consisted of two maps showing congestion in San Francisco with 
transit routes operating below 8 mph and some operating at 3-4 mph.  Auto routes operate 
below 10 mph, and freeway routes operate below 30 mph.   
 
Travel in downtown San Francisco, there are about 1,000,000 daily trips and about 400,000 
trips during the peak period in this same area.  During the daily mode share, half of those 
trips are by car.  Mode share during the peak period is better, but would like to figure out a 
way to make people’s transit options a lot better, as well as improve the overall traffic flow 
on the streets. 
 
When looking at the travel to downtown San Francisco, in particular the transit mode share, 
by region; what was found is that it is doing pretty well from the East Bay, but when looking 
at the South Bay and the Peninsula, we are only capturing about 23% of the transit trips.  Ms. 
Bent stated that this is something that we are seeing not only because of the amount traffic 
congestion on the freeways and access into the city from the South, but it is also noticed that 
the North Bay and the East Bay are already controlled by some sort of pricing system, 
because they are tolls on those bridges. 
 
When looking at congestion in San Francisco, it is noted that half of an average regional trip 
is spent simply sitting traffic.  This number could increase by 2030, which is considered the 
Horizon Year.  Also, when looking at where the congestion delay is experienced the most, 
and where it is worst, it was noted that Downtown and SOMA experienced about ¼ of the 
regional delay.   
 
Many wonder how does transit fair in terms of congestion and because so many of our streets 
are mixed use traffic, a lot of congested auto routes are also transit routes.  It was noted that 
bus speeds are 9-35% slower than auto speeds and that transit reliability hovers around 70%, 
which many of those lines are operating below 8 mph.  Ms. Bent stated that this is a decrease 
in funding for transit, and an increase in the standard for on time reliability.   
 
Ms. Bent noted that when she spoke to folks at the Transit Effectiveness Project, that MTA is 
running, what was stated that their top concerns are better reliability, faster travel times and 
more peak service and feels that these are all things that a congestion pricing program could 
help to deliver.   
 
Ms. Bent indicated that when looking at the environment, that individuals are already aware 
that congestion has an impact on air quality.  Private autos produce about 47% of emissions 
in San Francisco alone in 1990.  This number will increase in the next couple of years, as San 
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Francisco currently has a very aggressive greenhouse gas emissions reduction target, and at 
present is coordinating with S.F. Environment and the Air District on the Climate Action 
Plan, and how we can use congestion pricing to implement some of the programs.  Questions 
were raised in the past with regard to why is MUNI not more efficient.  Ms. Bent indicated 
that only 1% of greenhouse gas emissions in San Francisco are produced by the transit fleet.   
 
In looking at the economy, it was calculated that the cost of lost time, to out of pocket costs 
from excess fuel and also to goods movement.  In the region, this number is about $42B in 
2005 and in San Francisco alone it is $2.3B.  This number is anticipated to increase by 2030 
to about $3.8B.  The effort will be made on how to do better and  to give people back that 
lost time and to helping people to not simply not through out costs in terms of fuel.  As fuel 
prices rise, the numbers could also rise.   
 
While looking at the quality of life in other cities it was noted that congestion pricing 
programs have been able to deliver significant changes to the quality of life.  Road safety has 
increased, through a decrease in pedestrian injuries and also, there is an estimate of about 
20% increase in bicycle trips in London for example.  Ms. Bent noted that it is a part of their 
program, but like to see if this could be delivered in San Francisco. 
 
Ms. Bent asked why should congestion pricing be considered for this particular tool in 
managing congestion.  Ms. Bent stated that this is an economic tool that has been around for 
many years and has been used in many other industries as well.  It is a way to manage and 
under price scarce resources, which is typically over used.  The successful implementation in 
London as well as Stockholm and several other cities have shown that there is political 
acceptance of a program like this and public acceptance as well.  Lastly, it shows that the 
technology is there and had advanced to a place where it can actually support a system; rather 
than hinder a system like this. 
 
Ms. Bent stated that congestion pricing is also contained in the countywide transportation 
plan, which is part of the Prop. K plan which is the expenditure plan for the countywide 
transportation plan, which was approved by the voters and also a part of the Climate Action 
Plan.  When looking at the transportation action categories; discouraging driving is a 
category that congestion pricing falls within, but it is also a way to implement some of the 
other programs that are contained in that category, like increasing the use of public transit, 
increasing the availability of ridesharing and these are some of the things that we would like 
to look when we are speaking about reinvesting in the package of improvements for mobility. 
 
Congestion pricing for San Francisco is a package, which involves a fee that is paid by the 
motorist on congested areas or on key congested routes, but the revenues are reinvested into 
improving the transportation options.  When the program is being evaluated and the different 
alternatives that exist, they will be evaluated as a package.  To try to understand not only the 
cost of administering the program, but the cost of delivering the other options that would help 
to support the choices that people will make.  When talking about how those choices flesh 
out, we want to understand how many people might shift their travel to a different time of 
day, for example they might drive in at 7:00 a.m. instead of 8:30 a.m. 
Lastly, public outreach and awareness are very key pieces of a program like this, to make 
sure that people understand both before their trip and during their trip, when they are entering 
a price area, and how they can make a better choice if they choose to do that.  There are also 
multiple different ways of paying in Stockholm.  For example, people can pay their fees at 7-
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Eleven and that is something that we want to understand that there are traditional ways of 
paying, but also can we reach out to the business community and other industries to 
understand how we can leverage their sectors as well. 
 
Several case studies have been completed and are looking at different cities to understand 
what is the footprint for a program like this and how would it flesh out in San Francisco.  In 
London, there is an all day flat fee charge that is levied between 7:00 a.m. – 6:00 p.m. and 
the charge does not vary.  When looking at Stockholm, the charge does vary over the course 
of the day.  It is highest in the peak of the peak and lowest at the end of the day, but then 
there is a much lower charge in mid day.  What was found is that there are a range of benefits 
that reduce delays in traffic as you would expect increase speeds, but better transit reliability 
and higher transit ridership; decreasing greenhouse gas emissions and pedestrian injuries, as 
well as substantial net revenues that help to fund the program. 
 
The most congested area in San Francisco will be geared towards zone based schemes, sort 
of figuring out if there is a program that can be designed that focuses on this area; but if there 
are other potential alternatives.  Can the key routes be identified that might be charged or key 
gateways into the city that we may want to charge.   
 
Some of the goals/benefits of congestion pricing include: 
 

• Improving system performance and investment 
• Improved travel times 
• Reduced travel time variability 
• Increased speeds 
• Increased non-auto mode share 

 
Enhancing environment and quality of life 

• Improved air quality 
• Improved road safety 
• More leisure time, participation in civic life 

 
Maintaining economic vitality 

• Efficient goods movement (reliable deliveries) 
• Improved trips to trade, retail, employment centers 
• Decreased travel costs for individuals and businesses 

 
Supporting growth 

• Consistent with Transit First Policy 
• Better land use decisions 

 
A defined package will be presented to public at workshops throughout the study and also 
using the feedback to incorporate and refine those alternatives and also again, determine the 
cost and revenues of potential packages not of just one piece of the system.  Many areas will 
be reviewed, as there are about seven different tasks in this study that is being focused on 
including public participation, the technology, as well as the financial and economic impacts 
and benefits. 
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Ms. Bent noted that at present, the agency is in the process of expanding the travel demand 
model, to understand how people within the region would react to a program as such.  There 
is a San Francisco based model that is very robust, but because it would be a regional impact 
the agency would like to understand how folks in the nine county regions would react.  
Alternatives are also being designed that would be analyzed throughout the program and 
discussions with transit operators both locally and regionally have been held to understand 
what is the horizon of improvements that have within the timeframe that a system might be 
implemented over the horizon year 2030.  How can we either speed up the improvements, 
devise more and what they look like and what are their particular constraints for delivering 
new transit services. 
 
Recommendations on a potential program should be completed by Summer 2008. 
 
The United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) announced that they would make 
about $1B available to up to five cities to invest in congestion management programs.  
However, the package includes the 4T’s of congestion management which include: 
 

• Tolling (congestion pricing); 
• Transit and ferry investments; 
• Technology; and 
• Telecommuting 

 
San Francisco was successful in competing for this program, one of only five cities in the 
nation.  There is a possibility that San Francisco could receive up to $159M in grant funds to 
improve congestion in the bay area. 
 
The key piece of this program is the value pricing program on Doyle Drive, which means 
tolling Doyle Drive.  This has been contemplated for many years, to fill the funding gap for 
the replacement project on Doyle Drive.   
 
Several agencies are collaborating on this project, as many different agencies contributed to 
the bay area’s urban partnership proposal, which includes MTC, MTA, the Golden Gate 
Bridge District and Caltrans.  Legislative authority is needed to access the grant funds. 
 
The Doyle Drive replacement project will include a parkway design that would allow people 
to reconnect with the environment, Crissy Field, the Marina and the Presidio on both sides of 
Doyle.  Also, it would be a much safer facility, with slightly wider lanes. 
 
This is the highest priority safety project in the state and it the worst rated bridge in the state 
for seismic safety and it also have a sufficiency rating with the federal government of 2 out 
of 100; which is pretty bad. 
 
This is an $810M project, $605M committed in state and local funds.  The existing facility 
tolled to fill fund gap with an estimate of $165M. 
Elements of the program are: 
 

• Doyle Drive Value Pricing Program (1); 
• Arterial management (2, 3); 
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• Smart Parking (4); 
• Integrated mobility account; and 
• Expansion of city telecommuting program 

 
The travel patterns within Doyle Drive include: 
 
Most trips destined for downtown 

• 120,000 daily 
• 58,000 inbound 
• 16,500 inbound during AM peak 

 
Most trips from North Bay 

• 85% during AM peak hours 
• 70% during off-peak hours 

 
Tolling Design: 

• Preliminary toll studies:  $1-$2/day could shift 10%-12% of traffic to off-peak or 
transit; 

• Updated toll study to be conducted pending CHAMP 4.0 model completion 
 
The Mobility, Access and Pricing Study (MAPS) are a feasibility study.  This is a chance to 
understand how pricing for mobility can be used in San Francisco on a broader scale and try 
to identify the particular areas that we might focus on and whether or not it is feasible.  The 
Urban Partnership Program is a demonstration project, and the idea is to lead back to this 
idea of skepticism, whether or not government can deliver and to demonstrate the value of a 
program like this.      
 
In addition, UPA demonstrating value it will: 
 

• Close Doyle funding gap with self-help; 
• Manage peak period demand; 
• Showcase technology; 
• Concept of re-investing revenue in the Doyle 101 corridor; and 
• Build public trust in government to deliver 

 Transparent public process 
 Public participation  

 
The monitoring and evaluation of Doyle program will help inform decision-making for 
potential area-pricing in San Francisco. 
 
Ms. Bent concluded her presentation.   
 
Mr. Dawid noted that the presentation was excellent.  Mr. Dawid asked about the downtown 
mobility project, and mentioned cordoned pricing which is what New York City is doing, 
stating that anybody below 85th Street will get charged and even if you live within the zone 
you are charged half.  There are several ways to design a zone based system, as you can 
charge people that are coming in and out or you can charge in/out and within.  The question 
that everyone is trying to understand is how do folks traveling within travel today?  Are most 
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of these people already on transit and is there any benefit to charging them for driving?  Also, 
in other cities they have been able use residence discounts so that is another thing that will be 
considered. 
 
Ms. Bent also indicated that New York’s program charges up to $8 a day and a flat fee.  At 
present, the agency is looking at different ways that they can vary the fee to understand how 
people are traveling in the middle of the day, in particularly because they want to make sure 
that the downtown businesses are still active and that people are still coming downtown to 
shop. 
 
Mr. Dawid also noted that he looked at MTC’s website and encouraged the Committee to 
also view the site and see the San Francisco Bay Area Accelerate Projects funded by 
USDOT.  Mr. Dawid stated that the biggest chunk of money out of that $159M is $58M that 
is going to the SF Go Arterial Traffic management.  Mr. Dawid asked how much of that, 
since that is the biggest chunk and the Doyle Drive tolling is only getting $12M and $35M 
going toward the rebuilding.  Out of the $58M how much in general is VRT as there are 
several VRT corridors within the city; how much of the $58M will benefit VRT generically 
within San Francisco? 
 
Ms. Bent indicated that it is a pretty sizable amount, since some of the corridors that are 
destined to have these SF Go improvements are Geary and VanNess and because the 38 Line 
runs on Geary and runs into the downtown area.  It will benefit, as the idea was to leverage 
the existing transit system in the transit corridors and because they are street based 
improvements, Golden Gate Transit Buses that are traveling on those corridors will also 
benefit. 
 
Mr. Brazil asked about the definition of traffic.  Ms. Bent responded it is calculated between 
the difference between the time your trip actually takes and the free flow travel time. 
 
Dr. Huang had a broader question in general, asking Ms. Bent her thoughts or anticipation 
would be the obstacles that will either slow the project down or abort it; and what strategies 
have been considered.  Ms. Bent indicated that the agency is conducting a significant amount 
of public outreach, as this is something that is not yet experienced in the bay area.  
Particularly when it comes to the concept of peak period pricing, when going to New York 
for example, you have peak period pricing on the trains as well as on the roads, when you 
look at the tolls and things like that.  So that is something that people will need to understand 
what that means and educate people on how that works, and also collecting that feedback in 
trying to understand what the improvements need to be. 
 
Ms. Bent noted that what was found in the feasibility study is that people are really 
wondering about the affordability and the business impacts and this has been seen in other 
cities, which was broadly neutral or an improvement.  Many folks that are lower income do 
support programs like this.  The business impacts vary on how the program is designed.  For 
example in London, there was a broadly neutral impact on downtown businesses; but in 
Stockholm there was actually a 5% increase in retail revenues.   
 
Also, Ms. Bent indicated that the technology is not an obstacle, because the technology is 
there, it is just a question of how it is designed. 
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Dr. Huang indicated that his understanding is that both London and Singapore were able to 
get the program through because of the very strong government pressure and wanted to know 
how much support do they have at this time?  Ms. Bent indicated that their Board suggested 
that they apply for the feasibility study funding for that grant and the Board was very 
interested to see whether or not this is something that could work here, because it has worked 
so successfully in London and Stockholm and several other cities.   
 
Dr. Holtzclaw thanked Ms. Bent and asked about the North Bay at 42% by transit and 23% 
from the South Bay and Peninsula.  That we should be thinking very strongly about the South 
Bay and Peninsula and wanted to know their plans with using the revenues and tolling 
coming up from the South; recognizing that state and federal freeways are hard to put into a 
tolling system.  Ms. Bent informed that Committee that they are not considering tolling the 
freeways themselves, as they do not have the authority to do so, as this program is designed 
to focus on the design of the city streets.  This makes it more difficult, because the boarder to 
the south corridor is most poor and there are many other access points. 
 
Chairperson Blonski thanked Ms. Bent and commented that the presentation was excellent 
and also presented her with a gift on behalf of the Air District. 
 
Speakers:  The following individuals spoke on this agenda item: 
 
  Gerald Cauther   Normal Rolfe 

900 Paramount Road   S.F. Tomorrow 
  Oakland, CA 94610   2233 Larkin St., #4    

       San Francisco, CA 94109 
 
Ms. Drennen noted that in response to the speakers that she has drafted a resolution and 
perhaps passing the resolution today about these issues and wanted to check with 
Chairperson Blonski and the Committee as a whole. 
 
Chairperson Blonski asked for any opinions by the Committee and some members suggested 
that they not make any decision at this time, but would like to hear the resolution.   
Action:  To calendar a discussion of a resolution in reference to agenda item 4. 
 
Mr. Dawid noted that Ms. Drennen is right on target and that the Committee has seen three 
excellent presentations today and would like the idea of getting the resolution in the minutes.  
Chairperson Blonski suggested that Ms. Drennen read the resolution.  Ms. Drennen began 
reading the following: 
  
WHEREAS, high-occupancy toll lanes (HOT lanes) offer carpool priority to solo drivers 
willing and able to pay a toll; and 

 
WHEREAS, HOT lanes are a new and unproven transportation mechanism that could impact 
air quality through induced traffic demand and increased emissions from increased travel 
speed, and 

 
WHEREAS, HOT lane projects have the potential to greatly influence several social equity 
issues such as:  an income-segregated resource, reduce travel times for current users of HOV 
lanes; and 
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WHEREAS, HOT lanes are often touted for their potential to fund new transit service, but 
there are currently no agreed-upon targets for funding transit operations. 

 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the BAAQMD Advisory Council urges the Air 
District to develop policy guidelines for HOT lane projects including:  air quality impacts; 
social equity concerns; and setting a minimum percentage of revenue to be dedicated to 
transit from HOT lanes. 
 
Chairperson Blonski asked if there was any discussion and Mr. Hanna commented that this 
was just a proposition for something that the Committee may want to consider next time. 
 
Chairperson Blonski requested that this resolution be part of the discussion on, the agenda for 
the upcoming meeting; which the Committee agreed.  Dr. Holtzclaw suggested that he would 
like to see as a part of this, the potential of any capacity expansions to increase traffic and 
impact air quality. 
 

5. Committee Member Comments/Other Business.  Chairperson Blonski thanked Mr. Dawid 
for putting this meeting together and contacting the speakers and felt he did an excellent job.  
Mr. Dawid thanked Mr. Burch. 

 
Chairperson Blonski’s final comment was that he was pleased with the meeting. 

 
6. Time and Place of Next Meeting.  9:30 a.m., Wednesday, December 10, 2007 – 939 Ellis 

Street, San Francisco, CA 94109. 
 
7. Adjournment.  11:57 a.m. 
         
 
        /s/Vanessa Johnson 
        Vanessa Johnson 
        Executive Secretary 
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