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Metro
PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMlITEE

MARCH 19, 2008

SUBJECT: PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP EVALUATION STATUS REPORT

ACTION: RECEIVE AND FILE

RECOMMENDATION

Receive and fùe this status report on potential for using Public-Private partnerships to move
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMT A) projects forward.

ISSUE

At its November 2007 meeting, the Board approved a motion directing staff to report back on
opportnities to attract and incorporate Public-Private parterships into the Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP). In January 2008, the Board received a report which outlined a
work program responding to the November motion. Additionally, the Board approved a
motion by Director Bonnie Lowenthal instructing staff to develop standards for acceptable
Public- Private partnership funding commitments. This report summarizes the actions
taken thus far in response to both motions.

DISCUSSION

Staffs from both the Planning and the Treasury Departments have held discussions with
various private and public entities with experience in Public-Private partnerships to seek
information and advice on how such partnerships would work in a transportation
environment similar to Los Angeles County. A set of questions (public and private sector as
well as legislative) have been formulated (Attachment A). Staff is particularly focusing on
questions which could lend insight as to the efforts necessary by public agencies to secure
binding private sector commitments.
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Attachment B contains a sampling of Public-Private partnership projects nationwide.
Preliminary discussions have been initiated with representatives familar with the projects
listed on the matr, (i.e., San Diego Association of Governments, Minnesota Departent of
Transportation). The matrix contains the responses received thus far from our fact finding
interviews. A second matr under Attachment B contains information obtained from
intervews with financial investment representatives (i.e. Royal Bank of Canada), addressing
the legislative-related questions contained in Attachment A.

A fact sheet providing the details of four high priority projects identified as likely candidates
for Public-Private partnerships in the High Priority Strategic element in our Draft Long
Range Transportation Plan is contained in Attachment C. These four projects contain
elements which make them attractive as potential Public-Private partnerships.

Conversations with our Chief of Real Propert Management and Development suggest that
the transportation project Public-Private parterships are similar in concept to our Joint

Development agreements. The basic process in both transactions starts with identifyng and
defining a marketable project, assessing a potential revenue stream to attract private
investment, soliciting proposals, and then negotiating a mutually beneficial contract. Input
provided by our Chief Financial Servces Offcer and Treasurer confirms the importance of
defining the project. As with Joint Development projects, a funding commitment is secured
by execution of a contract.

Staff wil be meeting with our Government Relations Federal Director and State Affairs
Manager to assess legislative remedies required at either or both federal and state level to
enable the agency to pursue Public-Private partnerships, if the Board so determines.

NEXT STEPS

Over the next several months, staff wil continue to contact public agencies with experience
in Public-Private partnerships to determine if there are any commonalities in when they felt
they had a solid financial commitment from the private sector. Additionally, staff wi
continue discussions with financial institutions and others who have previous experience
with Public-Private partnerships. At appropriate times, staffwil update the Board on
findings to date with the goal of returning in June with standards for acceptable Public-
Private partership funding commitments and recommendations for moving forward.

ATTACHMENTS

A. public-Private Partership Survey Questions

B. Matri of Sample Public-Private Partership Projects in U.S.
C. LACMTA Projects Fact Sheet

Prepared by: Katheen Sanchez, Transportation Planning Manager
Brian Un, Director, San Fernando Valley/Nort County Area Team
Renee Berlin, Executive Officer, Transportation Development and
Implementation
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Carol Inge
Chief Planning Offcer

..~C .
Roger Snob
Chief Executive Offcer
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ATTACHMENT A

PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP
SURVEY QUESTIONS

PROJECT-RELATED QUESTIONS

1) What was your criteria for determining if a project is suitable for Public-Private
partnership? Would you establish different criteria for a next project?

2) What tyes of projects (characteristics) proposed for L.A. County's highway and rail
network might benefit from Public-Private partnerships?

3) What made your project attractive to the private sector? What up front work was
done by public sector? Would you present your project differently if you sought a

Public-Private partnership again? How can we generate potential private sector
interest?

4) At what stage in the project (i.e. conception, environmental, etc.) did you assess
private sector interest? Was that an appropriate and effective decision? What would
you do differently next time?

5) In your opinion, what are the most formidable risks for the public and the private

sectors?

6) At what point do you know you have a solid funding commitment from the private

partner?

7) How were your public and private funding commitments allocated (i.e.
environmental clearance, preliminary engineering, construction management, etc.)?
Would you apporton this differently next time?

8) Based on your experience, did the Public-Private partnership expedite project delivery

or make it lengthier? Would you do it again?

9) Would there be any advantages to creating a JPA to facilitate public-private
partnerships?
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FINANCE-RELATED QUESTIONS

10) What is the tyical private sector contribution to a project? Does the private sector
ever provide 100% financing?

11) What tyes of public resources, other than dollars, are used to attract private sector
investment? In your experience, what public sector resources are most effective?

12) In you opinion, what is the most beneficial investment of public funds in developing

a partership project?

13) Is there a delta between private and publicly financing a project?

LEGISLATIVE-RELATED QUESTIONS

14) What barriers exist (i.e. policy, regulations, etc.) which could hinder pursuit of a
successfu partership? In your experience, what tyes of policies and regulations
are most helpfu?

15) What legislative remedies are needed in California to pursue Public-Private
parterships?

16) Are there any federal constraints?

2/19/08
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