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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report provides the Department of Transportation’s 
recommendations .to Congress for allocation of funds to be made 
available for construction of new fixed guideway systems and 
extensions (Section 3 New Start funding) for Fiscal Year 1994. 
The report is required by section 3(j) of the Federal Transit Act 
(FT Act). 

The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 
(ISTEA) identifies over $6 billion in funding authorizations or 
earmarks for specific projects through FY 1997, the life of the 
authorization. However, it authorizes a total of only $5 billion 
in section 3 funding for these projects, including $820 million 
in FY 1994. This means that, during each year of the ISTEA 
authorization, some prioritization of the authorized projects 
will be necessary. 

The President’s budget for FY 1994 proposes $657.20 million for 
the Section 3 New Start program. After setting aside 
three-quarters of one percent of these funds for Project 
Management Oversight, $652.27 million is available for project 
grants. This report recommends 16 projects for funding in 
FY 1994. 

The Department recommends that these funds be set aside for New 
Start projects in accordance with these principles: 

o Projects that already have Full Funding Grant Agreements 
should be funded before any new commitments are made. 

o Statutory authorizations contained in .the ISTEA should be 
honored to the extent that projects are ready for funding. 
However, funds should not be provided before they are 
actually needed, and initial planning should not be funded 
by section 3; instead, Section 8 or 9 funds should be used. 

Projects should meet the project justification, finance, and 
process criteria established by section 3(i) of the FT Act. 

Full Funding Grant Agreements, which commit future funding 
to complete a project, should not be made until preliminary 
engineering is completed. 

o Letters of Intent (ultimately anticipating Full Funding 
Grant Agreements) authorized by section 3(a) (4) of the 
FT Act should be issued only to worthy projects which have 



proceeded far enough along (generally through alternatives 
analysis) that their justification and level of local 
financial commitment can be established with some certainty. 

o    Funding should be provided to the most worthy projects to 
allow them. to proceed through the process on a reasonable 
schedule. 

Using these principles, the Department recommends the following 
allocation of the FY 1994 Section 3 New Start funds: 

o Provide $69.27 million for the Los Angeles/MOS-2 project and 
$15.20 million for St. Louis/Metrolink to complete funding 
of these projects; 

o Provide $104.00 million in FY 1994 (and $333.51 million in 
future years) to Portland/Westside LRT under the existing 
Full-Funding Grant Agreement for this project; 

o Negotiate Full-Funding Grant Agreements for two projects 
already under construction: Dallas/South Oak Cliff 
($38.72 million in FY 1994 and $38.72 million in future 
funds) and San Francisco/Colma (using already-earmarked 
funds); 

o Negotiate Full-Funding Grant Agreements for three projects 
in the Final Design stage of development: Los Angeles/MOS-3 
($163.05 million in FY 1994 and $492.25 million in future 
funds), New York/Queens Connection ($73.80 million in 
FY 1994 and $221.52 million in future funds), and 
Atlanta/North Line Extension ($54.00 million in FY 1994 and 
$208.80 million in future funds, assuming the resolution of 
certain funding issues); 

o Provide funding in FY 1994 and, if appropriate, issue 
Letters of Intent and negotiate Full Funding Grant 
Agreements for the following projects: 

Baltimore/LRT Extensions ($18.15 in FY 1994); 
Houston/Regional Bus ($5.00 million in FY 1994 and 

$424.90 million in future funds); 
New Jersey/Urban Core ($40.00 million in FY 1994 and 

$433.57 million in future funds); 
Pittsburgh/Busway Extensions ($12.88 million in FY 1994 

and $38.62 million in future funds); 
San Francisco Area/Airport & Tasman ($28.20 million in 

FY 1994); 
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Table 1 
FY 1994 Funding for New Start Authorizations 

(millions of dollars) 

FY 1992 and FY 1993 FY1994 Maximum Total Total 
Prior Year Earmarks Adjusted Recommended Outyear Recommended ISTEA 

CitylProJect Obligated Unobligated Earmarks Funding Funds Funding Earmarks 

TOTALS BY PHASE 

Under Construction $1,0~.06 $112.82 $141.52 $123.19 $38.72 $1,469.31 $293.36 
Final Design 117.55 5.12 162.67 394.85 1,256.08 1,938.27 1,91 6.30 
Preliminary Engineering 81.16 269.55 220.08 79.23 463.52 1,113.54 2,046.73 
Alternatives Analysis 24.22 114.95 154.18 45.00 433.57 771.92 1,218.10 
System Planning & Other 1.17 83.82 37.86 10.00 0.00 132.85 682.20 

GRAND TOTAL $1,277.16 $586.26 $716.31 $652.27 $2,191.89 $5,423.89 $6,156,69 

UNDER CONSTRUCTION 

Dallas - South Oak Cliff $0.00 $40.38 $42.18 $38~72 $38.72 $160.00 $160.00 
Los Angeles MOS-2 548.11 0.00 49.62 ~_6~. ~__~ ~J 0.00 667.00 69.11 
Miami- DPM Extensions 135.63 45.34 7.54 0.00 0.00 188.51 5.63 
St. Louis - MeVolink 287.62 0.05 42.18 15.20 0.05 345.00 15.92 
San Francisco - Cotma 81.70 27.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 108.80 42.70 
SUBTOTAL $1.053.06 $112.82 $141.52 $123.19 $3~.72 $1.469.31 $293.36 

FINAL DESIGN 

Atlanta - North $92.24 $0.00 $29.78 ¯ $54.00 $208,80 $384.82 $329.00 
Jacksonville - South 0.00 5.12 9.92 0.00 0.00 15.04 71.20 
Los Angeles - MOS-3 0.00 0.05 39.70 163.05 492.25 695,00 695.00 
New York - Queens 11.00 0.00 15.78 73.80 221.52 322.10 306.10 
Portland - Weetside 14.31 0,03 67.49 104,00 333,51 519.31 515.00 
SUBTOTAL $117.55 $5.12 $162.67 $394.85 ~ ~ $1.916,30 

PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING 

Baltimore - LRT Extensions $2.00 $16.87 $24.81 $18.15 $0.00 $61.83 $60.00 
Chicago - Central 17.07 19.19 21.09 5.00 0.00 62.35 260.00 
Honolulu - Rapid Transit 38.38 0.00 75.93 0.00 0.00 112.31 618.00 
Houston - Regional Bus 6.40 155.03 33.74 5.00 424.90 625.07 500.00 
Orange Co - Transitway 0.00 0.03 0.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 
Pittsburgh - Busways 0.00 7.68 16,87 12.68 38.62 76.05 7,68 
Salt Lake City - South LRT 6.56 11.48 2.98 0.00 0.00 21.02 131.00 
SF Area - Airport/Tasman 12.75 59.30 44.66 28.20 0.00 144.91 470.05 
SUBTOTAL ~$1~16 ~269.$5 :~220.08 ~ $463.52 $1.113.54 $2,046.73 

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

Ausbn - North Central $0.05 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 
Boston- Piers 10.75 0.00 37.96 0.00 0.00 48.71 278.00 
Cleveland - Dual Hub 0.00 8.96 1.49 0.00 0.00 10.45 5.00 
Dallas- Norl~ Central 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Denver - Soulfwvest 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Kansas City - Sout~ LRT 0.37 1.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.50 5.90 
Los Angeles - E Central 0.00 0.03 19.85 0,00 0.00 19.85 (*535.00) Los Angeles - W Central 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.(30 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Maine/Boston - Portland CR 0.00 0.00 26,30 5.00 0.00 30.30 30.00 
Milwaukee - East/Weet 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 200.00 
Minneapolis-Central 0.00 0,00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
New Jersey - Urban Core 12.60 95,90 54.93 40.00 433.57 547.00 634.40 
New Orleans - Canal Sb’eet 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.80 
Odando - OSCAR 0.00 0.51 1.98 0.00 0.00 2.49 5.00 
Portland - Hillsboro 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.(30 
Sacramento - South 0.00 0.00 0.99 0.00 0.00 0.99 26.03 
St Louis - St Clair 0.50 6.05 0.00 0.00 0,00 6.55 2.00 
San Diego - Mid Coast 0.00 2.40 ! .68 0.00 0~00 4.08 27,00 
SUBTOTAL $24.22 $114.95 |154.18 $45.~ $433.57 ~ ~ * Advance const~--t~on a uthority 



o Provide funding in FY 1994 for the Chicago/Central Area 
Circulator ($5.00 million), Maine/Boston-Portland Contributer 
Rail ($5.00 million), Maryland/MARC Extensions 
($i0.00 million), and Orange County/Transitway 
($I0.00 million). 

The potential maximum amount of New Start funding made available 
by the ISTEA is about $3.62 billion for FY 1994 through 1997. 

Section 3(a) (4) limits the total amount of Letters of Intent and FFGAs which can be issued at any time to the remaining balance of 

the authorization, or one-half of the unco~itted cash balance in the Mass Transit Account of the Highway Trust Fund. The sum of 
commitments which are proposed in this report ($2,844.16 million) 
is within the total amount authorized. 

Table 1 summarizes the recommendations for FY 1994 funding and 
overall funding commitments, and compares them to the funding 
authorizations contained in the ISTEA. For each project in the 
New Start process, the first column indicates the amount of.funds 
which have already been obligated to the project. The second 
column shows the amount of FY 1992 and prior year earmarked funds 
which have not yet been obligated. The third column shows the 

amount of funds available in FY 1993 as a result of the ISTEA and 
DOT Appropriations Act. The fourth column summarizes the 
recommendations for funding in FY 1994. The fifth column shows 
the maximum amount of outyear funding recommended to be committed 
to these projects through Full Funding Grant Agreements, Letters 
of Intent, and project grants. The sixth column in Table 1 sums 
the first five columns and shows the total amount which would be 
made available for each project from section 3 over the life of 
that project, and the final column shows the total amount 
authorized in ISTEA for each project over the authorization 
period. 

The Administration expects to develop, over the next few months, 
a set of interagency investment principles. The Administration 
hopes to work with Congress in implementing these principles, 
including project selection criteria, to ensure that sound 
infrastructure investment decisions are made across Government. 
Support for projects recommended in this report may, therefore, 
be reevaluated in future years in light of a new Administration 
infrastructure policy. 



Table 1 (continued) 
FY 1994 Funding for New Starts AuthorizaUons 

(millions of dollars) 

Prior Year Earmarks Adjusted ~.iProposed,~i    Outyear Recommended ISTEA 
City/Project Obligated Unobligatad Earmarks ~i~i~i~,i~,Funding ~i~iil;:,~:iiii!iil Funds Funding    Earmarks 
SYSTEM PLANNING AND ....... ~ -: " 

~ - PedestTJan $0.(30 $0.00 S0.00 ........ : :": ...... ~T~O~00 $0.00 $(3.00 $3.20 
Chattanooga - Trolley 0.00 1.00 0.00 ...... 0.00 0.00 1.00 2.00 
Dallas - Railt~an 0.00 2.48 0.00 .0°00 0.00 2.48 5.68 

- Los Angeles - Mult~nodal 0.00 0.00 0.00 :. i ...... . iO.00 0.00 0.(30 15.00 
los Angeles-San Diego CR 0.00 10.00 0.00 ?:::i:i:i./:~ii ii:i O.00.~. 0.00 10.00 20.00 
Man, lend - MARC Exts 0.00 0.00 9.92 ........ 10.00. 0.00 19.92 160.00 
Nm, v Jersey - Hawtt’mme 0.00 35.71 4.45 ............ i~ :.!i:ii.::~:?:~ii!!!ii!O~O0 0.00 40.16 46.87 
New York - Midtown Ferry 0.00 1.00 0.00 .::.. . ’"0~00 0.00 1.00 12.00 
S~n Jose - Gilmy CR 0.00 8.00 0.00 !O.00 0.00 8.00 21.00 
Se~Ue - CR 0.00 5.12 15.18 .. 0.00 0.00 20.30 25.00 
~ - Rail 0.00 0.00 0.00 :; O.00 0.00 0.00 300.00 
Vallejo - Ferry 0.00 8.00 0.00 0~00 0.00 8.00 17.00 

Atlanta - Buckhe~ PM 0.00 0.20 0.00 O:00 0.00 0.20 0.20 
A~n~ - CR 0.00 0.00 0.00 0~00 0.00 0.00 0.10 
Boslon - NS-SS Link 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.25 
Ch~dotle - Priority 0.12 0.00 0.00 ’:O.00 0.00 0.12 0.50 
Cleveland - CR 0.80 0.00 0.00 .......... 0.00 0.00 0.80 1.60 
C~,,elend - Highlend His 0.00 0.00 0.00 . . O.00 0.00 0.00 1.20 
Detroit- LRT 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 20.00 
Long Beach - MetroLink 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 
New Jersey - Lkv,,d-Frhld CR 0.00 1.80 2.98 0.00 0.00 4.78 7.80 
Phil~Jelphi~ o Cros~ Cry 0.00 0.51 0.69 " " 0.00 0.00 1.20 2.40 
Phil~lelphi~ - N E~t CR 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.40 
Piti~.Jrgh - LR Ret’mb 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 
Tri-County Commuter Rail 0.00 0.00 4.64 0.00 0.00 4.64 0.00 
W~mhington - Dulles 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 
Washington - L~rgo 0.00 0.00 0.00 .:0..00 :: 0.00 .0..0p 5.00 
SUBTOTAL $1.17 $~3.$2 $37.86 .... $10.00 $0.00 $152.85 $682.2~ 



I, INTRODUCTION 

This is the annual report called for by section 3(j) of the 
Federal Transit Act (FT Act) which requires a "Report on Funding 
Levels and Allocations of Funds." Section 3 is now a partially 
discretionary and partially formula capital grant program of the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA). (The Fixed Guideway 
Modernization category is now apportioned by formula.) 
Section 3(j) requires that the report contain: 

"(I) a proposal of the total amount of funds which should be 
made available in accordance with subsection (k)(1)(D) 
of this section to finance for the fiscal year 
beginning on october 1 of such year grants and loans 
for each of the following: 

(A) the replacement, rehabilitation, and purchase of 
buses and related equipment and the construction 
of bus related facilities, 

(B) rail modernization, and 
(C) construction of new fixed guideway systems and 

extensions to fixed guideway systems; and 

(2) a proposal of the allocation of the funds to be made 
available to finance grants and loans for the 
construction of new fixed guideway systems and 
extensions to fixed guideway systems among applicants 
for such assistance." 

With respect to allocation of section 3 funds, section 3006(d) of 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 
(ISTEA) (Pub. L. 102-240) revised section 3(k) (1) to specify that 
of the amount available in fiscal years 1992 through 1997: 

"(A) 40 percent shall be available for fixed guideway 
modernization; 

(B) 40 percent shall be available for construction of new 
fixed guideway systems and extensions to fixed guideway 
systems; and 

(C) 20 percent shall be available for the replacement, 
rehabilitation, and purchase of buses and related 
equipment and the construction of bus-related 
facilities." 

The former section 3(k) (1) (C) set aside only 10 percent for bus 
and bus related facilities and equipment. Section 3(k) (I) (D) 
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provided that the remaining "i0 percent shall be available for 
the purposes described in subparagraphs (A) through (C), as 
determined by the Secretary." Since section 3(k) (I) (D) was 
repealed by ISTEA and all section 3 funds are fully allocated 
among the three categories provided under the revised 
section 3(k) (I), it is no longer necessary to describe a proposal 
by the Department for allocation of these funds. Instead, this 
report will focus on the requirements of section 3(j) (2). 

Accordingly, the purpose of this report is to describe the 
Department’s reco~£,endations for allocating the funds for New 
Starts. New fixed guideway systems and extensions (e.g., a light 
rail line, a subway line or a busway/high occupancy vehicle (HOV) 
facility) are referred to in this document as "New Starts" and 
are considered to be major capital investments. 

This report is a collateral document to the proposed FY 1994 
budget submitted by the President. It is meant to be a 
constructive element in the administration of the Federal transit 
assistance program, enriching the information exchange between 
the Executive and Legislative Branches at the beginning of the 
appropriations cycle for the next fiscal year. 

II, FY i~4 BUDGET PROPOSAL 

While the FT Act authorizes funding for Federal Transit 
Administration programs, the annual appropriations process 
actually sets the amount of funds which can be obligated in any 
fiscal year. The President’s budget for FY 1994 focuses increased 
funding on formula grants. Discretionary section 3 grants would 
total $1.772 billion. Of this amount, $657.20 million is 
proposed for New Starts. This represents approximately 
37 percent of total section 3 funds, slightly less than the 
40 percent specified in the FT Act. The difference would be used 
to address the backlog of section 3 fixed-guideway modification 
projects, which presents a greater need for funding at this time. 

III. NEW STARTS ALLOCATIONS AND RECOMmenDATIONS 

As noted, the funding level proposed for FY 1994 for New Starts 
is $657.20 million. Once the three-quarters of one percent for 
FTA oversight activities is subtracted from this amount, 
$652.27 million remains for projects. This report recommends the 
allocation of these funds among the various New Start projects 
that have been proposed. Therecommendations are based on the 
following principles: 



o Existing FTA Full Funding Grant Agreement (FFGA) co~itments 
should be honored before any additional commitments are 
made. 

o Statutory authorizations contained in ISTEA should be 
honored to the extent that projects are ready for funding. 
However, funds should not be made available by FTA before 
obligations are required to permit project development to 
proceed nor should initial planning be funded with section 3 
funds. Instead, section 8 or 9 funds should be used. 

o Any project recommended for new funding commitments should 
meet the project justification, finance, and process 
criteria established by section 3(i). 

o Funds should be allocated in a manner to ensure that 
operable facilities are completed (the "operable segment" 
concept). 

o Funds should be allocated to projects that are expected to 
complete preliminary engineering in FY 1993 or 1994 and will 
then be ready to begin final design and construction. 

o Firm funding commitments, embodied in FFGAs, should not be 
made until preliminary engineering is completed since costs, 
benefits, and impacts are not accurately known until this 
level of engineering has been completed. 

o Letters of Intent (ultimately anticipating FFGAs), 
authorized by section 3(a) (4) of the FT Act, should be 
issued only to worthy projects which have progressed enough 
(generally through alternatives analysis) that their 
justification and level of local financial commitment can be 
established with some certainty. 

o Letters of Intent should be awarded to the best projects, in 
terms of cost-effectiveness and financial commitment, in an 
order which is based on the degree to which each project 
meets these criteria. 

o Funding should be provided to the most worthy projects to 
allow them to proceed through the process on a reasonable 
schedule. 

The Administration expects to develop, over the next few months, 
a set of interagency investment principles. The Administration 
hopes to work with Congress in implementing these principles, 
including project selection criteria, to ensure that sound 



infrastructure investment decisions are made across Government. 
Support for projects reco~£~ended in this report may, therefore, 
be reevaluated in future years in light of a new Administration 
infrastructure policy. 

Candidate projects for New Start funding are derived from several 
sources. Most projects become candidates for funding by virtue 
of having successfully completed the appropriate steps in the 
project development process. To assure that projects proposed 
for New Start funding meet the requirements of the FT Act, the 
Department requires project sponsors to undertake a defined 
project development process. Additional projects have become 
candidates for New Start funding because they have been earmarked 
for funding in Appropriations Reports or authorized funding 
in ISTEA. 

The steps in the process begin with System Planning, during which 
future needs are identified and strategies for addressing those 
needs are identified. Where a fixed guideway is identified as 
part of a strategy, an Alternatives Analysis is undertaken to 
evaluate the merits of alternative technologies and alignments. 
These studies and subsequent Preliminary Engineering develop 
information on the justification for the projects and the 
financial plans, which demonstrate the sponsor’s ability to meet 
the local matching share and to build and operate the projects. 
Finally, projects undergo Final Design, during which detailed 
engineering takes place. Under ISTEA, each project advances from 
one step to the next under an "assured timetable." More detail 
is provided on the New Start project development process in 
Appendix A. 

Table 2 provides a summary of the projects now in the New Starts 
"pipeline" and a summary evaluation of the project in terms of 
project justification and local financial commitment. This table 
lists potential projects which are under construction, in Final 
Design, in Preliminary Engineering, and in Alternatives Analysis. 
It also shows those projects which have been authorized funding 
in ISTEA but which have not yet entered the process. It does not 
list those projects (Miami/DPM Extensions, St. Louis/Airport LRT, 
Portland/Westside LRT, and Los Angeles/MOS-2) for which FFGAs 
have already been negotiated. Because funding to complete these 
projects has already been committed, any further evaluation would 
be meaningless. Appendix B provides more detail on each project, 
including the basis for the evaluation of the project. 

For each project, the total capital cost is shown in the first 
column, followed by four columns which rate projects in terms of 
project justification. These columns correspond to the wider 
range of project justification factors (including cost- 
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effectiveness) stipulated in ISTEA. FTA will issue a regulation 
defining how these criteria will be evaluated in future years. 

The second column lists the cost-effectiveness of each project in 
terms of the expected cost to attract each new rider; a "new 
rider" is defined as a new transit user, rather than a rider who simply shifted from another transit mode. Mobility improvements 
are rated in the third column on the basis of hours of travel time per day projected to be saved when the project is 
constructed The fourth column lists the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) classifications for each city for ozone and carbon 
monoxide; this represents the best information currently 
available regarding the potential environmental benefits of each 
project, which are required to be evaluated by ISTEA. The 
project profiles i~ Appendix B present data (where available) on 
each project’s impact on emissions. Operating efficiencies are 
rated in the fifth column, based on the potential of each project 
to reduce systemwide operating cost per passenger. 

The remaining four columns in the table show an assessment of 
each project’s local financial commitment in terms of proposed 
Federal share of project cost, whether the project is an 
overmatch project, the acceptability of the project’s capital 
financial commitment, and the stability and reliability of 
operating funding. Appendix B describes the criteria for rating 
local financial co~,~tments for capital and operating costs. 
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Table 2 
Summary of FY 1994 New Start Ratinga 

Project Jus6ficetion Local Financial Commitment 

Capital Section $ Overmatch Capital Stability & 
Cost (a) Cost-Effectivenes Mobility EPA Operating Share of City (c) Financing Reliability of Phase and City (Project) (million $) (Cost/New Trip) !rnprovementa |i| Classification (i) Efficienclea (k) Project Cos lye$1no) Commitment Operatina Assistance 

Under Construction 
Da,as-Sou~ Oak Cliff $360 $9(895) Medium ModJAttain. Medium 44% Yes Acceptable Acceptable San Francisco-Colma $171 $6(905) Medium MedJMod. NA 64% Yes Acceptable Acceptable 

Final De_s. Ig_n 
Atlanta-North $485 $9(905) NA SedoueiAttain. NA 80% No Acceptable Acceptable Jacksonville-South ASE Extension $134 HA(b) NA TransJAttain. NA 80% No Acceptable Acceptable Los Angeles-Mid C~ $491 NA(b)(g) NA Extreme/Barious NA 50% Yes Acceptable Acceptable Los Angeles-North Hollywood $1.450 NA(b)(g) NA Extreme/Serious NA 48% Yes Acceptable Acceptable New York-Queens $645 (f) High Severe/Mod. Low 50% Yes Acceptable Acceptable 

Preliminary En~ineedng 
Baltimore-BWl AJrpod $35 $16 NA Sedous/Mod. NA 78% Yes Medium Medium Baltimore-Hunt Valley $49 $11 NA Sedous~Mod. NA 78% Yes Medium Medium Baltimore-Penn Station $18 $17 NA SedousJ%1od. NA 78% Yes Medium Medium Chicago-Central $750 $17(195) NA Severe/Attain. NA 33% Yes Medium Low-Medium Honolulu $2,300 $9(915) High Attain JAttain. High 50% No Low Low Houston-Regional Bus $1,250 $4(885) Medium Severe/Attain. Medium 50% No Medium Medium Orange County-Transitway $424 $4(895) Medium Extreme/Serious Medium 75% No Medium Medium-High Pittsburgh-AIrpod $250 $5 Medium ModJNC Medium 50% No High Medium Pittsburgh-East Busway Extension $40 $5 Medium MedJNC Medium 50% No High Medium Salt Lake City-South LRT $230 $7(925) Medium ModJNC High 50% No Low Low San Fmnclsco-Airpod $960 $27(915) Medium ModJMod. Low 75% Yes Low Medium 
San Jose-Tesman $480 $40(935) NA Mod JMod. Low 50% No Low Low 

Alternatives Analysis 
AustJn-Norlh Central $200 NA NA AttainJAttaln. NA 50% No High High 
Boston-Piers $350-$700 $14-$20(915) NA Sedous/Mod. Low 80% No Medium Medium 
Cleveland-Dual Hub $300-$800 NA NA ModJMod. NA 50% No Medium Medium 
Dallas-North Central $200 $7(e) NA ModJAttain. NA 80% Yes Medium High 
Denver-Southwest $200(885) NA NA TransJMod. NA 80% No Low Medium 
Kansas City-South LRT $300 $50-$89(e) NA AttainJAttain. NA 80% No Low Low-Medium 
Los Angeles-East Central $1800(905) NA(b) NA Extreme/Serious NA 50% Yes NA NA 
Los Angeles-West Central $2,800 NA NA Extreme/Serious NA 50% Yes NA NA 
M aine/Boston-Portiand CR $50(915) NA NA Sedous/Mod. NA NA No Low-Medium Low-Medium 
Milwaukee-East/West $332(905) NA NA SevereiAtiain. NA NA No Medium Medium 
Minneapolis-Central $600 NA NA AttainJMod. NA NA No Medium Medium 
New Jersey,Waterfront I;524-$1130(905) $3-$27(905)(b) NA Severe/Mod. NA 100% No NP(I) Medium 
New Orleans-Canal SlTeet $90 NA NA TransJAttain. NA 80% No High Medium 
Orlando-OSCAR $50 $6-$96 NA Attain JAtiain. Low 50% NA Medium Medium 
Pon~and-Hillsboro $200 $25-$75(d) Medium MargJMod. Low/NA(d) 65%/33%(d) No High Medium-High 
Sacramento-South $200 NA NA Sedousff~led. NA NA No Medium Medium 
St. Louis-St. Clair $300 NA NA ModJNC NA 80% No Low Low 
San Diego-Mid Coast $350 $11 -$14(e) NA Sedous~lod. NA 80% Yes Medium Medium 



Table 2 (continued) 
Summary of FY 1994 New Start Ratings 

Pro~ect Justification 
Local Financial Commibnent 

Capital 
Section 3 Overmatch Capital Stability & 

Cost (a) Cost-Effe~tivenes    Mobility EPA Operating Share of City (c) Financing Relisbility of 

(million $| (CosVNew Tdp) Improvements (l| Classification (l| Efflciencles (k| 
Proiect Cos (yeslno| Commitment O~)erating Assistance. 

S_ltstem Planning NA 
Altoona-Pedestrian Crossing NA NA NA Marg./NC NA NA No NA 

Atlanta-Buckhead People Mover NA NA IdA Sedous~Attain. NA NA No NA NA 

Atlanta-Comrnuter Rail NA NA NA Serious/Attain. NA NA No NA NA 

Boston - Nodfl-South Link NA NA NA Sedous/Mod. NA NA No NA NA 

Charlotte-Priority Corridor NA NA NA ModJNC NA NA No NA" NA 

Chattanooga-Trolley $17 NA NA Attain JNtain. NA 70% No IdA NA 

Cleveland-Commuter Rail NA NA NA ModJMod. NA NA No NA NA 

Cleveland-Highland Hills NA NA NA ModJMod. NA IdA No NA NA 

Dallas-Relltmn $120 NA NA Mod JAt~elno NA NA Yes NA NA 

Detroit-Woodward LRT NA NA NA MndJNC NA NA No NA NA 

Long Beach-MeboLInk NA NA IdA Extreme/Serious NA NA No NA NA 

Los Angeles-Metro Link NA NA NA Extrarne/Sedous NA NA Yes NA NA 

Los Angeles-MuitJmodel Pad~vey $30 NA NA Extreme/Serious NA 50% Yes NA NA 

Marylend-MARC Extensions NA NA NA Sedous/Mod. NA NA No NA NA 

New Jersey-Secaucus $420 NA(b) NA Sevareffilod. NA 100% No NP(1) Medium 

New Jersey - Lakewoed-Freohold NA NA IdA Sevaraff41od. NA 100% No NP(I) NA 

New Jersey - Hawthome-Wsn~ck NA NA NA Sevam/Mod. NA 100% No NP(I) NA 

New Jersey - Newark-Elizabeth $600-$1000 NA(b) NA Severa/Mod. NA 100% No NP(I) Medium 

New York-Midtown Ferry NA NA NA Sevara/Mod. NA NA No NA NA 

Philadelphia-Cross County $100 NA NA Severe/Mod. NA NA No NA NA 

Philadelphia-Northeast NA NA NA Sevore/Mod. NA NA No NA NA 

Pittaburgh-LRT Rehabilitation NA NA NA Mod JNC NA NA No IdA NA 

Seattle - Core Rapid Transit NA NA IdA Marg./Mod. NA 33% No Medium Medium 

Seattle-Tacoma Commuter Rail $200 NA NA MargJMod. NA 12% No Medium Medium 

Vallejo-North Bay Fern/ NA NA NA Mnd./Mod. NA NA NA High NA 

Washington-Dulles $1,000 $25(e) NA Sedous/Mod. NA NA No NA NA 

Washington-Largo $250-$400 NA NA Sedous/Mod. NA NA No NA NA 

NA - Hot Available 

(a) Unless other#ise noted, costa are shown in escalated (year of construction) dollars and are based on most recent coal estimates. For projects in Ntematives Analysis and the eady stages of 
Preliminary Engineeflng, the estimate is likely to change as mere detailed engineeflog is performed. For projects in System Planning, cost estimates may change significanUy. 

(b) By statute, this project is exempt from the requiramenta of Section :3(i) of the Federal Transit Act of 1964, as amended, and need not meet ~e New Stad cdteda to be eligible for section 3 funding. 

(c) The non-Federal share of the bansit agency’s oversll capital program is 70 percent or greater. 

(d) The HIlisboro project and the Westslde to 185th project together �onstitu~ a Program of Interrelated Projects as defined in Section 3(a)(8) of the Federal TmnsltAct. For such programs, the Secretary ¯ The cost-effec~vaness index for the PodJand/Weatside program 
is required to consider an assessment of all program elements to the extent that such consideration expedites projed implementation. 
is $25 per new tip. For the Hilisboro extension alone it is $75 per new trip. The sec~n 3 share for the PodlandNVestslde program is 65%; for the Hillsbaro extension alone It is 33%. The operating 
efficiency of the Hilisboro extension alone is not known, but the overall Westalde program would lead to a slight increase in the operating cost per passenger. 

(e) This represents a preliminary cost.effe¢t~vaness index. The estimate of costs and ddemhlp is subject to change as ¯ result of FTA review and furlhor local analysis. 

(f) The project is consldored to be �ost-effeclive on the basis of a user banefit index of $5"06 per h°ur of banefit" 



(g) In 1984, Ihe �ost-effec~’venedd Index for ~e 18-mile Metromll line m computed ~s $1.46 per new flder. While the cost of the project has escalated since 1984. ~,nd ddemhlp forecasts have been 
reduced, FTA ~H ~o,-~ders the IX~ect to be a �ost eifocttve Invostment. 

(h) The local share and financial m~ngs shovm in this lable are based on the financial plan developed by Ihe local project sponsors and financial reviews pedormed by FTA’s fln~nclal consultant, 
Booz Nlen. The cdteda used to a tl~ local flnanctal piton are de~dbed In .~ix B. 

(i) A "high" roUng has be~n assigned to p¢o~ that would savo 10,000 o( more hours of b~vel time per day, compared with the TSM altemadlvo. "Medium" was given to projects that would save 
z~o to 10,000 hours. "Low" indicates I~)jects that would incmese t~vel tim. 

(]) EPA ciasslflr~tlo~s fo( ozone and carbon monoxide ore shown to HIustrato the s~ of t~e region’s eir quality problem, in orde~ of se~, the ozone cl~ssiflcations are: extreme, severe, sedous, 
moder~emarginal, sub-rn~rotnaf, transitional, and ~dainment C~dx)n monoxide ¢lasslrK:ations are: sedous, moderato, not classified, and attainment. The Project Profiles in Appendix B present data 
(where available) on each proJecf$ Iml:~ct on emissions. 

(k) A "high" rating has been 01wn to pro~ that would ~’educe the systemwtde o~ng cost pet’ passenger by ~ percent o~ more, compered w4th the TSM alternatfve. "M~dium" was given to projects 

(I) "NP" Indicates that al cal:Atml finance fating Is not p~tlnent to this ~ A local share of zero percent Is authof~ed unde~ $ec’t~ons 1044 and 3031 of ISTF.~ 



A. Existing Full Funding Grant Agreements 

Four projects -- Los Angeles/MOS-2, Miami, Portland, and 
St. Louis -- have existing FFGAs which commit FTA to provide 
specified levels of Federal funding. The section 3(j) report for 
FY 1993 ("Report on Funding Levels and Allocations of Funds: 
Report of the Secretary of Transportation to the United States 
Congress Pursuant to Section 3(j) of the Federal Transit Act, as 
amended," June 1992), recommended that sufficient Section 3 New 
Start funds for FY 1993 be allocated to three of these 
projects -- St. Louis, Miami, and Los Angeles/MOS-2 -- to a11ow 
them to be completed. The FTA commitment for the Miami project 
will be completed in FY 1993. Los Angeles/MOS-2 still requires 
$69.27 million for completion, and the project in St. Louis needs 
$15.20 million; both are under construction, and these amounts 
will complete the funding co~,itments for these projects. In 
addition, Portland has received a full funding agreement in the 
amount of $501.70 million for the Westside to 185th project, to 
be distributed in FY 1994 through FY 1997. The Portland FFGA 
calls for $104.00 million in FY 1994. It is recommended that the 
projects in Los Angeles, St. Louis, and Portland be fully funded 
in FY 1994. The allocations to these projects would leave 
$463.80 million of the $652.27 million available for other 
projects. 

The following table summarizes the FY 1994 recommendations for 
projects under existing FFGAs and the maximum amount of outyear 
funds committed (in millions of dollars): 

Maximum 
Commitment FY 1994 Outyear 
In~r~men~ Funding .Funds 

Los Angeles/MOS-2 FFGA $ 69.27 $ 0.00 
St. Louis/Airport LRT FFGA 15.20 0.00 
Portland/Westside LRT FFGA 104.00 333.5,1 

B. Projects Under Construction without FFGAs 

Construction is underway on two projects for which FFGAs have not 
been negotiated. These projects are Dallas/South Oak Cliff and 
San Francisco/Colma. 
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The following table summarizes the recommendations for FFGAs to 
be negotiated for projects under construction, including FY 1994 
funds and the maximum amount of outyear funds to be committed (in 
millions of dollars): 

Maximum 
Commitment FY 1994 Outyear 
Instrument Funding    Funds 

Dallas/South Oak Cliff       FFGA       $ 38.72 $ 38.72 
San Francisco/Colma           FFGA           0.00"       0. 

TOTAL                                $ 38.72_ 

Sufficient funds earmarked 

I.    Dallas/South Oak Cliff 

Dallas is constructing a 20-mile, $841 million light rail starter 
system. The 9.6-mile, 13-station South Oak Cliff line is now 
under construction, although a full funding agreement has not yet 
been executed. The expected cost of this segment is 
$360 million, of which Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART) is 
requesting $160 million from section 3. While this represents a 
Federal share of 44 percent for the South Oak Cliff line, it is 
only 20 percent of the cost of the total 20-mile starter system. 
This project is therefore exempt from the New Start criteria. 

Section 3035(i) of ISTEA requires the Department to issue a 
multiyear grant agreement in the amount of $160 million; of this 
amount Dallas has already received $82.56 million in FY 1993 and 
prior year earmarks, leaving $77.44 million needed for 
completion. Local funding is strong for both the capital and 
operating costs of this line as well as the entire system. 
Because of the strength of the local funding commitment and the 
requirements of ISTEA, the Department is negotiating a FFGA that 
would distribute the remaining $77.44 million evenly over FY 1994 
and FY 1995. Funding in the amount of $38.72 million is 
therefore recof~Lended in FY 1994 to permit this project to 
proceed without delay. 

2.    San Francisco/¢olma 

San Mateo County is sponsoring the construction of a $171 million 
Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) station and 1,400-space parking 
structure approximately 1.5 miles from the Daly City station. 
The Colma station would be the first BART station In San Mateo 
County, and would relieve the parking shortfall and congestion at 

16 



the Daly City station. The project is now under construction; 
bids have been higher than expected, resulting in a $26 million 
increase in capital cost. The increase in costs has been 
budgeted. This project has $27.10 million available in 
unobligated earmarks from FY 1992 and prior years. FTA is 
negotiating a FEGA in this amount. 

Congress has already earmarked sufficient New Start funds to the 
San Francisco region to construct this project. Therefore, no 
additional funds are reco~¢~ended at this time. 

C. Projects in Final Design Without FFGAs 

The next category of projects to be considered for funding 
consists of those which have completed preliminary engineering 
and are now in the final design process, but which do not have 
FFGAs. This category includes the Atlanta/North Line Extension, 
New York/Queens, Los Angeles/MOS-3, and the Jacksonville/South 
ASE Extension. 

It is recommended that a total of $290.85 million in FY 1994 be 
allocated to three of these projects ($163.05 million for 
Los Angeles/MOS-3, $73.80 million for New York/Queens, and 
$54.00 million for Atlanta/North). FFGAs would be negotiated for 
each. The rationale for these reco~endations is provided below. 

The following table summarizes the recommendations for projects 
in Final Design, including FY 1994 funds and the maximum amount 
of outyear funds to be committed by FFGA (in millions of 
dollars): 

Maximum 
Commitment FY 1994 Outyear 
Instr%un~nt F~nding F~n~s 

Atlanta/North Line Ext. FFGA $ 54.00 $208.80 
Jacksonville/South ASE Ext. None 0.00 0.00 
Los Angeles/MOS-3 FFGA 163.05 492.25 
New York/Queens Connection FFGA 73.80 221,~2 

TOTAL ~290.,85 ~922.57 

I.    A~lan~a/North Line Extension 

The Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA) is 
designing a 9-mile, five-station extension to its heavy rail 
rapid transit system. The initial 5.7-mile North Line segment 
will be built by MARTA without FTA assistance. MARTA is seeking 
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FTA funding for a 3.l-mile, three-~tation extension of the North 
Line, from Medical Center to North Springs. Final Design of the 
Atlanta/North Line Extension project is underway with grant 
assistance from FTA. 

The cost of this extension is estimated at $485 million; MARTA is 
proposing a Federal share of 80 percent, or $384.82 million. FTA 
has made a $92 million grant for final design and construction of 
the first segment from Medical Center to Dunwoody, and MARTA is 
seeking an additional $6.4 million to fully fund this segment. 
Section 3035(tt) of ISTEA requires the Department to negotiate 
and sign a multiyear grant agreement for the North Line Extension 
project. The Department intends to abide by this requirement 
through issuance of a FFGA for this project, subject to 
resolution of certain funding issues. A total of $54.00 million 
in FY 1994 is recommended for this project. 

2.    Jacksonville/SouthASE Extension 

In FY 1991 and prior years, Congress earmarked a total of 
$29.0 million in section 3 funds for extensions of the Automated 
Skyway Express (ASE) system and directed FTA to sign a FFGA after 
Jacksonville’s completion of a financing plan for the project. 
This was sufficient funding to permit Jacksonville to proceed 
with a 0.6 mile northern extension of the existing system. In 
compliance with congressional direction, the Department 
negotiated a FFGA for the North Extension. 

Section 3035(w) of ISTEA authorizes a total of $71.2 million for 
completion of the ASE system, including the 1.2 mile South 
Extension, over the six-year authorization period. Of this 
amount, $15.04 million has been provided through earmarks in 
FY 1993 and prior years. The proposed State and local share is 
only 20 percent, the statutory minimum. Costs have increased to 
the point that the ISTEA authorized funding is no longer 
sufficient to complete the system. In addition, the existing 
$37 million, 0.7 mile ASE system serves less than 500 paying 
customers per day out of 1,500 total passengers; the South 
Extension is also likely to have limited use for the magnitude of 
the investment. Because of these concerns, no FY 1994 funding is 
recommended for this project. 

3. LOS Anqeles/MOS-3 

The 22-mile, $5.3 billion Metro Rail Red Line project in 
Los Angeles has been divided into "minimum operable segments" 
(MOSs) for funding purposes. The 4.4-mile, 5-station MOS-I 
segment in downtown Los Angeles opened for revenue service in 
January 1993; MOS-2 is under construction through an FFGA between 
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FTA and the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission (LACTC). 
Collectively, the North Hollywood segment, the Mid City segment, 
and part of the East Side Metro Rail extension make up MOS-3. 

Section 3034 of ISTEA directs FTA to amend the FFGA for MOS-2 to 
provide $695 million for construction of MOS-3. In addition, 
section 3034(b) (5) provides $535 million in advance construction 
authority for this project, which ISTEA authorizes to be 
liquidated through grants in fiscal years 1998, 1999, and 2000. 

The North Hollywood segment is now in Final Design, and major 
construction is scheduled to begin in 1994. It is 6.3 miles long 
with three stations, all in subway. The cost is estimated at 
$1.31 billion. The overall Metro Rail project is justified and 
is being constructed with a local share in excess of the 
statutory minimum; for North Hollywood, LACTC is seeking a 
section 3 share of 52 percent. The local financial plan is 
strong, relying heavily on stable sources of local funding. 
These local funds are available from a variety of sources, 
including Propositions 108, iii, and 116 funds. In addition, the 
area is undertaking a number of other transit capital 
improvements which are being funded only with local funds. 

The Mid City segment of the Red Line extends the Wilshire 
boulevard branch to the west beyond the MOS-2 terminus at Western 
Avenue. It adds 2.6 miles and two stations, all in subway, to 
the line. The estimated cost of this segment is $491 million. 
A Federal share of 49 percent, or $243 million,, is proposed from 
section 3; LACTC intends to fund an additional Ii percent of the 
project, or $55 million, from the flexible Surface Transportation 
Program (STP). 

MOSo3 also includes the East Central Corridor extension of the 
Metro Rail System. The corridor extends approximately six miles 
from the eastern terminus of the Red Line at Union Station to 
Los Angeles and Whittier Boulevards in East Los Angeles. The 
cost is estimated at $1.8 billion, and six separate alignments 
are being considered. This project is currently in the very 
early stages of Alternatives Analysis. 

FTA is negotiating a single FFGA for MOS-3. At the present time, 
the FFGA would include only North Hollywood and Mid City, as it 
would be premature to provide funding for the East Central 
segment at this time. Of the total Federal share of $695 million 
for these two segments, $39.70 million has already been 
earmarked; of the remaining $655.30 million in ISTEA-period 
funds, it is reco~L~ended that $163.05 million be provided in 
FY 1994. LACTC officials would determine how to best allocate 
these funds between the two projects. 
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4.    New York/Queens Connection 

New York is proposing a connection from the recently opened 
63rd Street tunnel to the Queens Boulevard subway lines. The 
project would involve construction of about one-quarter mile of 
new line and a considerable amount of track and signal work at a 
total cost of about $645 million. This project appears to be one 
of the most cost-effective in the country in terms of cost per 
hour of time savings, and would relieve severe overcrowding on 
the Queens Boulevard lines and improve access to Manhattan. 

The final environmental impact statement and preliminary 
engineering were completed in mid-1992. The real estate 
acquisition process has begun, a final design contract has been 
signed, and construction is scheduled to commence in mid-1994. 

The New York Metropolitan Transit Authority (MTA) has a long 
history of overmatching Federal transit funds, primarily for rail 
modernization. It is expected that MTA would provide at 
least 50 percent of the funding, leaving a required Federal share 
of $322.10 million. Funds in the amount of $ii.00 million in 
FY 1992 and prior year earmarks has been obligated; an additional 
$15.78 million was earmarked in FY 1993, leaving a balance of 
$295.32 million. It is recommended that a FFGA be negotiated 
that would provide $73.80 million in FY 1994, with the remainder 
provided over subsequent years of the authorization period. 

D.    Projects in Preliminary Engineering 

The next category of projects to be considered consists of those 
now in the preliminary engineering phase but which are likely to 
be through this phase by the end of FY 1994. As mentioned 
earlier, this is the stage in project development where funding 
commitments should first be considered, since better information 
on cost and benefits is available. Projects now in preliminary 
engineering include the Baltimore/LRT Extensions, Chicago/Central 
Area Circulator, Honolulu/Rapid Transit, Houston/Regional Bus, 
Orange County/Transitway, Pittsburgh/Busway Extensions, Salt Lake 
City/South LRT, and the Airport and Tasman projects in the 
San Francisco Bay area. 

Six of these projects are recommended for funding in FY 1994, 
totaling $79.23 million. Together with the projects now under 
construction ($123.19 million) and in Final Design 
($394.85 million), this would co~u~Lit $597.27 million of the 
$652.27 million proposed to be available for New Starts 
in FY 1994. 
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Four of these projects (Baltimore/LRT Extensions, 
Houston/Regional Bus, Pittsburgh/Busway Extensions, and San 
Francisco Area/Airport & Tasman) are candidates for pledges of 
funding through Letters of Intent (LOI) or FFGAs. Sufficient 
funding should be provided in FY 1994 to permit these projects to 
progress without, delay. In addition, project grants are 
recommended for the Orange County/Transitway and Chicago/Central 
Area Circulator projects so that development may continue. 

The two other projects (Honolulu/Rapid Transit and Salt Lake 
City/South LRT) have not reached a stage of readiness sufficient 
to warrant funding in FY 1994. Thus, no funding is recommended. 

The following table summarizes the recommendations for FY 1994 
and outyear funds for projects in Preliminary Engineering 
(in millions of dollars): 

Maximum 
Co,~,,itment FY 1994    0utyear 
Instrument Fundinu    Funds 

Baltimore/LRT Extensions    Grant        $18.15      $0.00 
Chicago/Central               Grant          5.00       0.00 
Honolulu/Rapid Transit       None          0.00       0.00 
Houston/Regional Bus         L0I           5.00    424.90 
Orange County/Transitway    Grant         i0.00       0.00 
Pittsburgh/Busway Ext.       LOI          12.88      38.62 
Salt Lake City/South LRT    None          0.00       0.00 
San Francisco Area           Grant        28.20       0.00 

TOTAL                                 $79.23 ~463~2 

i.    BaltimQr@/LRT Ex~%nsions 

Using State and local funds, the Maryland Mass Transit 
Administration (MTA) is constructing a 22-mile light rail line 
from Timonium in the north, through the Baltimore Central 
Business District to Glen Burnie in the south. MTA has proposed 
three federally funded extensions of this line: a 5-mile 
extension northward from Timonium to Hunt Valley; a 2-mile branch 
off the mainline to Baltimore-Washington International Airport 
(BWI); and a 0.5-mile spur to Penn Station in downtown Baltimore. 
The entire LRT system has an estimated cost of $450 million. The 
Federal share of the three extensions would total $80.00 million. 

Section 3035(nn) of ISTEA directs FTA to enter into an FFGA with 
MTA to provide $60 million in New Start funds for these three 
extensions. Prior to ISTEA enactment $18.87 million had already 

21 



been earmarked for this purpose, of which $2 million has already 
been obligated for preliminary engineering and environmental 
work. The total section 3 share sought for these projects 
exceeds the $77 million earmarked by approximately $3.0 million; 
if additional funds are not readily available, MTA will initially 
construct only a portion of the Penn Station segment. Through 
FY 1993, $43.68 million in New Start funds have been reserved for 
the Baltimore extensions. 

All three extensions have nearly completed preliminary 
engineering and are ready to be funded. Although the results of 
the alternatives analysis and preliminary engineering provide 
limited justification for this project, the local financial 
co~itment is strong. The Federal share of the entire light rail 
line undertaking is to be only 18 percent. Thus, the project is 
exempt from the requirements of section 3(i). Accordingly, this 
project is a candidate for a Letter of Intent; funds in the 
amount of $18.15 million are recommended for this undertaking in 
FY 1994. 

2.    Chicago/Central Area Circulator 

The Chicago Central Area Circulator would be a multilegged 
transit system within the Chicago Central Business District 
(CBD), connecting the commuter rail stations and other locations 
within the CBD with the loop and two subway lines. The project 
will serve the more recently developed areas of the CBD, 
particularly to the northeast along Michigan Avenue, which are 
not well-served by the current rapid transit system. The 
locally-preferred alternative is a trolley system operating in 
reserved lanes on city streets. The potential for traffic and 
pedestrian conflicts with this type of system, particularly at 
intersections, presents operating difficulties that could 
compromise its safety, speed, reliability, and cost- 
effectiveness. The highest priority for FY 1994 and prior year 
funding should be to address these difficulties. 

This project has an especially strong commitment to its capital 
costs. The Federal share of the project cost would be only 
one-third, with the remainder coming from the State and the 
private sector in the form of a special tax on commercial 
property in the service area. 

Section 3035(e) of ISTEA provides authorizations of $260 million 
to carry out construction of the locally-preferred alternative. 
Preliminary engineering for this project is expected to be 
completed by October 1993. In order that development of this 
project may continue, funding in the amount of $5.00 million is 
reco~£~Lended in FY 1994. Any future funding commitments will be 
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evaluated once the operational difficulties mentioned above have 
been addressed to the satisfaction of FTA. 

3.    Honolulu/Rapid Transit 

The City and County of Honolulu is proposing a 15.9-mile fixed 
guideway system from Waiawa through downtownto the University of 
Hawaii, with a total estimated cost of $2.3 billion. Preliminary 
engineering was completed for the Honolulu project in 
September 1992, at which time the City Council declined to enact 
the proposed local funding source. While final decisions on 
funding this project should await completion of the local funding 
plan, this project appears to have significant potential for 
success. The topography of Honolulu, its development patterns, 
and the large transit patronage already present in the corridor 
are ideal for developing a fixed guideway system. 
Section 3035(ww) of ISTEA directs the Department to enter into a 
multiyear grant agreement totaling $618 million over the six-year 
authorization period. 

Two major concerns present themselves at this time. The first is 
the need to secure a local funding source for $37 million in 
annual operating and maintenance costs of the proposed system. 
This added burden may be difficult for the transit system to 
absorb without a new source of revenue. FTA is concerned about 
the size of the added burden that the combined rail and bus 
system would put on existing revenue sources, as well as the lack 
of a local decision on a funding source. 

The other, more significant concern is the vote by the City 
Council in September 1992 against a proposed increase in the 
excise tax. This tax increase would have provided 70 percent of 
the project’s capital costs. The city is now exploring 
alternative local funding sources and has initiated discussions 
with FTA on the possibility of higher Federal matching funds and 
a shorter initial project segment. Decisions concerning 
alignments, termini, and the feasibility of a downtown tunnel are 
also being reexamined. At this time, it appears doubtful that 
this project will be ready to utilize more funds in FY 1994 than 
those that have already been appropriated; it is, therefore, 
recommended that no funding be provided until these issues are 
resolved. 

4. Houston/Regional Bus 

Houston Metro has changed its locally-preferred alternative from 
a monorail project to major improvements in the bus system, known 
as the Regional Bus Plan. The cost of these improvements is 
estimated at $1.25 billion, and includes major service expansion 
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in most of the region, several short HOV facilities and ramps, 
several transit centers, and supporting facilities. 

Section 3035(uu) of ISTEA directs FTA to negotiate and sign a 
multiyear grant agreement for $500 million, provided that a 
locally-preferred alternative for the Priority Corridor project 
had been selected by March i, 1992. This condition has been met, 
and FTA will issue a Letter of Intent and subsequently negotiate 
an FFGA for the Regional Bus Plan. Houston received New Start 
earmarks in FY 1989, 1990, 1991, 1992, and 1993 totaling 
$195.17 million; of this amount, $188.77 million has not yet been 
obligated. Given the substantial amount of unobligated funds, 
the immediate need for additional section 3 funding for this 
project is likely to be small. It is therefore recommended that 
funds in the amount of $5.00 million be provided in FY 1994, with 
the expectation that a LOI will be offered once the scope of the 
project is more clearly developed. 

5.    Oranqe County/Transitway 

The Orange County Transportation Agency (OCTA) is proposing a 
transitway project which has a total estimated cost of about 
$424 million, although the components of the program are still 
being developed. OCTA is evaluating the construction of short 
sections of barrier-separated transitways in the medians of 1-405 
and SR-55, exclusive HOV connections between the transitways on 
both freeways, and HOV ramps between the transitways and adjacent 
activity centers. A Federal share of 75 percent is being sought. 
If the project is viewed as part of the 20-year local/State 
effort to construct HOV lanes and transitways on Orange County 
freeways, the Federal share is only 39 percent. Federal funding 
for this project would amount to $318 million. OCTA is 
performing alternatives analysis and preliminary engineering for 
this project simultaneously. 

Based on the cost-effectiveness of this project, once the process 
has proceeded to an appropriate point, the Department believes 
that this project is a good candidate for a future funding 
commitment. In FY 1994, it is recommended that $I0.0 million be 
provided to Orange County to permit this project to complete 
final design of the transitway ramps. Actual construction 
funding can be made available in subsequent years once the 
project is developed further. 

6.    Pittsburgh/Busway Extensions 

Local officials are studying two extensions to the existing 
Martin Luther King, Jr. Busway. One would extend the existing 
6.8-mile busway 2.5 miles further to the east together with park- 

24 



and-ride lots. The total cost of This extension is estimated to 
be $40 million, with a Federal share of less than $25 million. 
The second extension would be to the west in the 20-mile corridor 
between downtown Pittsburgh and the Greater Pittsburgh 
International Airport. A 7-mile busway, with a preliminary cost 
estimate of $22~ million, is being considered for the area in 
which congestion is worst. Section 3 funding in the amount of 
$24.7 million is being sought for this extension. Both 
extensions are now in the preliminary engineering stage of 
development. 

Local officials are co~Litted to raising 50 percent of the cost 
of these projects from non-Federal sources. Sections I069~(e) and 
i108(b) of the highway title of ISTEA authorize highway program 
funds for the projects. In addition, recent passage of dedicated 
funding for transit capital.in Pennsylvania could contribute to a 
strong financial package. 

Preliminary estimates indicate that these projects would be 
extremely well justified. It is recommended that a LOI be issued 
to provide $12.88 million in FY 1994 to allow project development 
to continue. 

7. Salt Lake City/South LRT 

The Utah Transit Authority (UTA) is proposing a 15- to 17-mile 
at-grade light rail transit (LRT) line from downtown Salt Lake 
City to the southern suburbs. The line would follow a lightly- 
used Union Pacific Railroad alignment. The cost of this project 
is estimated at $230.0 million. 

Section 3035(f) of ISTEA directs FTA to enter into a multiyear 
grant agreement with UTA, which includes $131.0 million for 
construction of the initial segment of the locally-preferred 
alternative. Congress has appropriated $21.1 million for 
advanced right-of-way acquisition, engineering, and design work 
associated with an at-grade LRT project. 

In November 1992, voters defeated the sales tax referendum which 
was necessary to fund the local share of the project as 
originally defined. UTA is contemplating another vote and may 
undertake significant changes to the project and/or funding plan. 
These modifications may involve both physical and operational 
changes from the original plan, and the requested Federal share 
of construction costs may increase. Because a decision on the 
future of this project has not been made at this time, FY 1994 
funding is not recommended. 
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8.    San Francisco Area/Airport & Tasman 

Section 3(a) (8) (C) (ii) of the FT Act defines the BART extensions 
to San Francisco Airport (through Colma) and the Tasman Corridor 
project in San Jose as elements of a Program of Interrelated 
Projects to be-considered together for the purposes of Federal 
requirements. In addition, section 3032(c) of ISTEA directs the 
Secretary to approve the construction of these two projects, 
while section 3032(e) authorizes $500 million in FY 1992-97 for 
the federally funded elements of this program (the Colma, 
Airport, and Tasman extensions). Between FY 1991 and 1993, 
$225.9 million has been appropriated for the three projects, but 
none has been obligated for the Airport extension. 

The Airport project will extend the BART rapid-rail system to the 
San Francisco International Airport, significantly improving 
access to a critical intermodal facility of national scope. The. 
Tasman project is a relatively low-speed light-rail system that 
would serve an area of low employment and residential density. 
The BART Airport extension is the more cost effective of the two~ 

The local financial co~itment to both projects is large. A 
regional financing agreement ties the Airport project to other 
fixed guideway projects in the Bay Area. The plan calls for 
100 percent local funding of BART extensions in the East Bay. 
The result is that the section 3 share of the total BART 
extension program is about 28 percent. Additionally, in 
November 1992 voters in Santa Clara County approved a doubling of 
the existing i/2-cent sales tax dedicated largely to transit to 
pay for the Tasman project and other increases in service; the 
proposed local share is 50 percent. 

In accordance with ISTEA, local officials may opt to use 
section 3 funds provided to the Bay area for either the Airport 
extension or the Tasman project. In order to permit these 
projects to proceed on a reasonable schedule, it is reco,~,ended 
that $28.20 million be provided in FY 1994; Bay area officials 
would determine how to best allocate these funds between the 
Airport and Tasman projects. 

E.    Projects in Alternatives Analysis 

Eighteen corridors are currently in the Alternatives Analysis 
phase of the project development process. During this phase, a 
range of alternatives is evaluated, the locally preferred 
alternative is selected, and a draft environmental impact 
statement is completed. 
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The 18 corridors undergoing Alternatives Analysis are listed 
below: 

Austin/North Central 
Boston/Piers 
Cleveland/Dual Hub 
Dallas/North Central 
Denver/Southwest 
Kansas City/South 
Los Angeles/East Central 
Los Angeles/West Central 
Maine/Boston-Portland Commuter Rail 
Milwaukee/East-West 
Minneapolis/Central 
New Jersey/Waterfront 
New Orleans/Canal St. 
Orlando/OSCAR 
Portland/Hillsboro 
Sacramento/South 
St. Louis/St. Clair 
San Diego/Mid Coast 

Two of these projects, New Jersey/Urban Core and Maine/Boston- 
Portland Commuter Rail, are expected to be ready for funding in 
FY 1994. This would require a total of $45.00 million in FY 1994 
New Starts funding. 

The following table summarizes the funding reco~endations for 
projects in Alternatives Analysis for FY 1994 and outyear funds 
(in millions of dollars): 

Maximum 
Commitment FY 1994 Outyear 
Instrument Funding Fund~ 

New Jersey/Urban Core LOI 40.00 433.57 
Maine/Boston-Portland CR Grant 5.00 0.00 

TOT~M.~ $4~.00 ~ 

I.    New Jersey/Urban Core 

Section 3(a) (8) (C) (i) of the FT Act provides that the New Jersey 
Urban Core Project be considered as a Program of Interrelated 
Projects for the purposes of Federal requirements. 
Section 3031(d) of ISTEA defines this program to include the 
Secaucus Transfer Station, the Kearny connection, the Waterfront 
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connection, the Northeast Corridor signal system improvements, 
the Hudson River Waterfront transportation system, the Newark- 
Elizabeth Transit Link, a Newark Penn Station-Broad Street 
Station rail connection, and the New York Penn Station Concourse. 

ISTEA requires "FTA to enter into a FFGA for those elements of the 
Urban Core project that can be fully funded in FY 1992 through 
FY 1997. Two of these, the Secaucus Transfer and the Hudson 
River Waterfront project, are expected to be ready for funding in 
FY 1994. The Secaucus project consists of a transfer station and 
signal expansions and upgrades that would connect three high- 
ridership commuter rail lines. This project would improve access 
to midtown Manhattan on two of these lines, and vastly improve 
transit connections totally within New Jersey. The Waterfront 
project would be a light rail transit line serving the planned 
redevelopment along the Hudson River waterfront across from 
Manhattan and providing service to local residents travelling to 
Manhattan. 

The total amount of section 3 funds authorized by ISTEA is 
$634.40 million; through FY 1993, $160.83 million has been 
appropriated for the eight elements of the Urban Core. 
Section 3031(c) of ISTEA exempts these projects from the New 
Start requirements of ISTEA and FTA’s major transit investment 
policy, except that an alternatives analysis was required for the 
Hudson River Waterfront Transportation System. Such an analysis 
has recently concluded, and a light rail line selected for 
further development. The Waterfront and Secaucus projects are 
described in this section of this report because other elements 
of the Urban Core program are as yet undefined. 

FTA recommends that continued project development funds be 
provided in FY 1994 and a LOI be issued for the remaining 
$473.57 million needed for this project, in anticipation of a 
future FFGA once the eight Urban Core projects are prioritized by 
New Jersey Transit officials. Funding in the amount of 
$40.00 million would be provided in FY 1994; this should permit 
program development to proceed on a reasonable schedule. 

2.    Maine/Boston-Portland Commuter Rail 

This project would initiate commuter rail service over existing 
track between Boston, Massachusetts and Portland, Maine. Plans 
are being developed jointly by State and local officials along 
this corridor. It would involve track and signal improvements 
and the acquisition of rolling stock at a total cost of 
$50 million. Section 3035(pp) of the ISTEA provides $30 million 
for this project; $5.00 million is still required for completion. 
Given the relatively small scale of the project, it is 
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recommended that a project grant be issued in the amount of 
$5.00 million in FY 1994. This will complete the Federal 
commitment to this project. 

F. Projects in. System Pl~--ing and Other Initial Phases 

Sections 3031 and 3035 of ISTEA contain additional earmarks for 
several projects that are currently in the System Planning stage 
of development. The most significant of these are: 
New Jersey/Urban Core, section 3031; Maryland/MARC Extensions, 
section 3035(nn) (2); Seattle-Tacoma Commuter Rail, 
section 3035(ccc); and the Seattle Core Rapid Transit project, 
section 3035(bbb). Twenty-seven projects currently in Systems 
Planning are listed in Appendix B. 

FTA traditionally has not recommended projects not yet-in 
Alternatives Analysis for Section 3 New Start funding. Projects 
in these preliminary stages of development typically have not 
reached a level of readiness sufficient to obligate funds. 

Maryland/MARC Extensions 

The Maryland/MARC Extensions represent an exception to this. The 
Mass Transit Administration (MTA) of Maryland is considering 
extensions of the Maryland Commuter Rail (MARC) system to provide 
service to Washington, D.C. from both Waldorf and Frederick, 
Maryland. The MARC system presently consists of two lines 
between Washington and Baltimore, and a third line between 
Washington and Martinsburg, West Virginia. 

Section 3035(nn)(2) of ISTEA directs FTA to enter into a FFGA 
with MTA totaling $160.00 million to carry out MARC service 
extensions and other improvements, including the purchase of 
rolling stock and station improvements. Congress appropriated 
$i0 million for this project in FY 1993. 

The details of the extensions are not yet known, as the project 
is still early in the development process. However, the existing 
system is efficiently run, well utilized, and ridership is 
growing. Additional equipment could be put to use on the 
existing lines. FTA therefore recommends a project grant in the 
amount of $i0.00 million for FY 1994. These funds would be used 
for the purchase of rolling stock that can be used on existing 
lines and which could be available for service on planned 
extensions. 
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The following table s%u~rizes the recommendations for FY 1994 
and outyear funds for projects in system planning and other 
initial phases (in millions of dollars): 

Maximum 
Co~£~i tment FY 1994 Outyear 
Instrument Funding Funds 

Maryland/MARC Extensions Grant $i0.00 $0.00 

TOT~M~ ~ ~ 

This would allocate all of the $652.27 million proposed to be 
available for New Starts in FY 1994. 

G. Summary o£ Funding Allocations By Project Phase 

The following table shows how much is recommended to be allocated 
in FY 1994 to projects in each phase of the project development 
process: 

Existing FFGAs                 $188.47 million 
Under Construction w/o FFGAs 38.72 million 
Final Design w/o FFGAs 290.85 million 
Preliminary Engineering 79.23 million 
Alternatives Analysis 45.00 million 
Systems Planning I0.00 million 

TOTAL $652.27 million 
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H.    S-----ry of Reco---ended FFGAs, LOIs, and Project Grants 

The following chart indicates the FY 1994 and potential outyear 
implications of the FFGAs recommended above (in millions of 
dollars): 

Maximum      Total 
FY 1994          Outyear Funds Funding 
Funds PhaseI FY 1995-97 FY 1994-97 

Existing Full Funding Grant Agreements 
Los Angeles/MOS-2 $ 69.27 UC $ 0.00 $ 69.27 
St. Louis/Metrolink 15.20 UC 0.00 15.20 
Portland/Westside LRT 104,00 FD 333.51 437.,51 

Subtotal $188.47 $333.51 $521.98 

ProPosed Full Funding Grant Aqreements2 
Dallas/South Oak Cliff $ 38.72 UC $ 38.72 $ 77.44 
New York/Queens 73.80 FD 221.52 295.32 
L.A./MOS-3 163.05 FD 492.25 655.30 
Atlanta/North Line Ext. 54,00 FD 208.80 262 80 

Subtotal $329.57 $961.29 $1,290.86 

Proposed Letters Of Intent2 
Pittsburgh/Busway Ext. $ 12.88 PE $ 38.62 $ 51.50 
Houston/Regional Bus 5.00 PE 424.90 429.90 
New Jersey/Urban Core 40.00 AA 433.57 473.57 

Subtotal $57.88 $897.09 $954.97 

Proposed Pro~ect Grants 
Baltimore/LRT Ext. $18.15 PE $ 0.00 $18.15 
Chicago/Central 5.00 PE 0.00 5.00 
Orange County/Transitway I0.00 PE 0.00 i0.00 
San Francisco Area 28.20 PE 0.00 28.20 
Maine/Boston-Portland CR 5.00 AA 0.00 5.00 
Maryland/MARC Extensions I0.00 SP 0,00 I0.00 

Subtotal $76.35 $0.00 $76,3~ 

TOTALS ~652.27 $2,191.89 $2~844.16 

1) Phases of project development are abbreviated as follows: 
UC = Under Construction 
FD = Final Design 
PE = Preliminary Engineering 
AA = Alternatives Analysis 
SP = System Planning 

2) Projects are prioritized within these categories. 
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The potential maximum amount of N~w Start funding which was made 
available by ISTEA is about $3.62 billion for FY 1994 
through 1997. Section 3(a) (4) (E) limits the total amount of 
Letters of Intent and FFGAs which can be issued at any time to 
the remaining balance of the authorization, or one-half of the 
unco~Litted cash balance in the Mass Transit Account of the 
Highway Trust Fund. The sum of commitments which are proposed in 
this report ($2,844.16 million) is within the total amount 
authorized. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

The $652.27 million available for FY 1994 will allow funding a 
number of attractive projects that will have beneficial impacts 
on local congestion problems, as well as completing a number of 
projects which have had prior year funding earmarked by Congress. 
We intend to: 

o Provide $69.27 million for the Los Angeles/MOS-2 project and 
$15.20 million for St. Louis/Metrolink to complete funding 
of these projects; 

o Provide $104.00 million in FY 1994 (and $333.51 million in 
future years) to Portland/Westside LRT under the existing 
Full-Funding Grant Agreement for this project; 

o Negotiate Full-Funding Grant Agreements for two projects 
already under construction: Dallas/South Oak Cliff 
($38.72 million in FY 1994 and $38.72 million in future 
funds) and San Francisco/Colma (using already-earmarked 
funds); 

o Negotiate Full-Funding Grant Agreements for three projects 
in the Final Design stage of development: Los Angeles/MOS-3 
($163.05 million in FY 1994 and $492.25 million in future 
funds), New York/Queens Connection ($73.80 million in 
FY 1994 and $221.52 million in future funds), and 
Atlanta/North Line Extension ($54.00 million in FY 1994 and 
$208.80 million in future funds, assuming the resolution of 
certain funding issues); 

o Provide funding in FY 1994 and, if appropriate, issue 
Letters of Intent and negotiate Full Funding Grant 
Agreements for the following projects: 

- Baltimore/LRT Extensions ($18.15 million in FY 1994); 
- Houston/Regional Bus ($5.00 million in FY 1994 and 

$424.90 million in future funds); 
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New Jersey/Urban Core ($40.D0 million in FY 1994 and 
$433.57 million in future funds); 

Pittsburgh/Busway Extensions ($12.88 million in FY 1994 
and $38.62 million in future funds); 

San Francisco Area/Airport & Tasman ($28.20 million in 
FY 1994); 

o Provide funding in FY 1994 for the Chicago/Central Area 
Circulator ($5.00 million), Maine/Boston-Portland Commuter 
Rail ($5.00 million), Maryland/MARC Extensions 
($i0.00 million), and Orange County/Transitway 
($I0.00 million). 
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APPENDIX A. 

~RQUI~S OF SECTION 3(i} OF THE FT ACT 

As amended by ISTEA, section 3(i) of the Federal Transit Act 
provides that: 

"(i) New Start Criteria.-- 
"(I) DETERMINATIONS.-- A grant or loan for construction of a 

new fixed guideway system or extension of any fixed 
guideway system may not be made under this section 
unless the Secretary determines that the proposed 
project-- 

(A) is based on the results of an alternatives 
analysis and preliminary engineering; 

(B)     is justified based on a comprehensive review of 
its mobility improvements, environmental benefits, 
cost effectiveness, and operating efficiencies; 
and 

(C) is supported by an acceptable degree of local 
financial commitment, including evidence of stable 
and dependable funding sources to construct, 
maintain, and operate the systemor extension. 

"(2) CONSIDERATIONS.-- In making determinations under this 
subsection, the Secretary-- 

(A) shall consider the direct and indirect costs of 
relevant alternatives; 

(B)     shall account for costs related to such factors as 
congestion relief, improved mobility, air 
pollution, noise pollution, congestion, energy 
consumption, and all associated ancillary and 
mitigation costs necessary to implement each 
alternative analyzed; and 

(C) shall identify and consider transit supportive 
existing land use policies and future patterns, 
and consider other factors including the degree to 
which the project increases the mobility of the 
transit dependant population or promotes economic 
development, and other factors the Secretary deems 
appropriate to carry out the purposes of this Act. 

"(3) GUIDELINES.-- 
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(A) IN GENERAL.-- The Secretary shall issue guidelines 
that set forth the means by which the Secretary 
shall evaluate results of alternatives analysis, 
project justification, and the degree of local 
financial commitment for the purposes of paragraph 
"(i). 

(B) PROJECT JUSTIFICATION.-- Project justification 
criteria shall be adjusted to reflect differences 
in local land costs, construction costs, and 
operating costs. 

(C) FINANCIAL COMMITMENT.-- The degree of local 
financial co~£~itment shall be considered 
acceptable only if-o 

(i) the proposed project plan provides for the 
availability of contingency funds that the 
Secretary determines to be reasonable to 
cover unanticipated cost overruns; 

(ii) each proposed local source of capital and 
operating funding is stable, reliable, and 
available within the proposed project 
timetable; and 

(iii) local resources are available to operate the 
overall proposed transit system (including 
essential feeder bus and other services 
necessary to achieve the projected ridership 
levels) without requiring a reduction in 
existing transit services in order to 
operate the proposed project. 

(D) STABILITY ASSESSMENT.-- In assessing the 
stability, reliability, and .availability of 
proposed sources of local funding, the Secretary 
shall consider-- 

(i) existing grant commitments; 
(ii) the degree to which funding sources are 

dedicated to the purposes proposed; and 
(iii) any debt obligations which exist or are 

proposed by the recipient for the proposed 
project or other transit purposes. 

"(4) PROJECT ADVANCEMENT.-- No project shall be advanced 
from alternatives analysis to preliminary engineering 
unless the Secretary finds that the proposed project 
meets the requirements of this section and there is a 
reasonable chance that the project will continue to 
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meet these requirements at the conclusion of 
preliminary engineering. 

"(5) EXCEPTIONS.-- 

(A) IN GENERAL.-- A new fixed guideway system or 
extension shall not be subject to the requirements 
of this subsection and the simultaneous evaluation 
of such projects in more than one corridor in a 
metropolitan area shall not be limited if 

(i)    the project is located within an extreme or 
severe nonattainment area and is a 
transportation control measure, as defined 
by the Clean Air Act, that is required to 
carry out an approved State Implementation 
Plan, or 

(ii) assistance provided under this section 
accounts for less than $25,000,000 or less 
than 1/3 of the total cost of the project or 
an appropriate program of projects as 
determined by the Secretary. 

(B) EXPEDITED PROCEDURES.-- In the case of a project 
that is 

(i) located within a nonattainment area that is 
not an extreme or severe nonattainment area, 

(ii) a transportation control measure, as defined 
in the Clean Air Act, and 

(iii) required to carry out an approved State 
Implementation Plan, 

the simultaneous evaluation of projects in more than 
one corridor in a metropolitan area shall not be 
limited and the Secretary shall make determinations 
under this subsection with expedited procedures that 
will promote timely implementation of the State 
Implementation Plan. 

(C) EXCLUSION FOR CERTAIN PROJECTS.--That portion of a 
project (including any commuter rail service 
project on an existing right-of-way) financed 
entirely with highway funds made available under 
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1991 shall not be 
subject to the requirements of this subsection. 

A-3 



"(6) PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION.--A project funded pursuant to 
this subsection shall be implemented by means of a full 
funding grant agreement." 

Section 3(a)(6). of the FT Act sets up an assured timetable for 
the completion of the steps in the project development process. 
Specifically, it requires the following: 

o    The draft environmental impact statement be approved for 
circulation 45 days after it is submitted to the Secretary. 

o The project shall be permitted to advance into preliminary 
engineering 30 days after selection of the locally preferred 
alternative, so long as the project meets the requirements 
of section 3(i). 

o The project shall be permitted to begin final design 120 
days after completion of the final environmental impact 
statement. 

o A FFGA shall be entered into within 120 days of the start of 
Final Design. 

In s~h~-~ry, ISTEAmade a number of significant changes to 
section 3(i). It modified the determinations under 
section 3(i) (I) to broaden the second criteria from "cost- 
effective" to include a much wider range of project justification 
criteria. It added the five following new subsections which 
provide more details on the application of these criteria. The 
first new subsection (section 3(i) (2)) provides details on the 
considerations which must.be accounted for in evaluating project 
justification. The second (section 3(i) (3)) requires guidelines 
to be published and includes details on how the local financial 
co~Litment is to be evaluated. Section 3(i) (4) requires projects 
to meet the criteria at the end of alternatives analysis and be 
likely to continue to meet the criteria at the end of preliminary 
engineering before a project can advance to that phase. 

Section 3(i) (5) exempts projects which are in State 
Implementation Plans in extreme or severe nonattainment areas, or 
which are relatively small, have a low Federal share, or which 
are funded with FHWA funds. Finally, section 3(i) (6) requires 
FFGAs for New Start projects. 

Thus, before a New Start project can be considered for funding 
under section 3, the expanded criteria in section 3(i) must be 
met and the Secretary must make an affirmative finding that this 
is the case. The project development process which implements 
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these requirements was contained in the Policy on Major Capital 
Investments issued on May 18, 1984. While the changes in 
section 3(i) will require modifications in FTA’s policy statement 
and the issuance of this statement as a regulation, the major 
tenets of the process will remain in place. This process 
prow[des for an objective determination of the merits of projects 
under consideration. The requirements of section 3(i) and the 
Major Capital Investments Policy allow for the prudent management 
of limited Federal resources. To assure that Federal funds are 
used to their best advantage, it is vital that projects for which 
Federal funds are contemplated be developed carefully, complying 
with all the environmental requirements and other tenets of good 
planning. 

Such projects should be shown to generate substantial benefits 
compared to the costs and other impacts of the projects. In 
addition, local funding should be sufficient to assure that the 
projects will be completed in a timely manner and will be 
operated as planned and the local financial commitment should be 
more than sufficient to assure that other transportation programs 
will not have to be reduced to allow adequate funding for the new 
project’s operation. 

A key component of the section 3(i) criteria is the requirement 
that Federal funding decisions be based on the results of 
alternatives analysis and preliminary engineering. These two 
stages are part of the overall project development process. This 
process is critical to assuring the effective use of Federal 
funds. 

o The process begins with system planning, where the most 
pressing transportation problems are identified. Based 
on the results of system planning, a priority corridor 
and a small set of promising alternatives are selected 
for further study in alternatives analysis. 

o Alternatives analysis explores options for serving the 
transportation demand in the region’s highest priority 
corridor by estimating the costs, ridership, and other 
impacts of a range of possible alternatives. At the 
end of alternatives analysis, the environmental 
impacts, potential benefits, and estimated costs are 
available, supporting local decisions on a preferred 
mode and alignment and on a plan for financing the 
project’s capital and operating costs. 

o Promising projects are then advanced to preliminary 
engineering. At the end of this stage, the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement is completed, firm cost 
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estimates are available, financial commitments should 
be in place and a final decision on building the 
project can be made. 

o If a project appears to be worthy of a Federal 
investment at the completion of alternatives analysis, 
FTA may, after notifying Congress of its plans, issue a 
Letter of Intent to pledge section 3 funding for the 
project. 

o Once a decision is made to proceed with construction of 
a project, final design begins. It is at the 
completion of this stage that a FFGA is normally 
executed. Such an agreement obligates initial 
construction funding and a firm Federal commitment of 
future funding. 
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APPENDIX B. 

NEW START PROJECT PROFILES 

as of 

January 1993 

Office of Grants Management 

Federal Transit Administration 

U.S. Department of Transportation 



(Jam -y 

Projects Under Construction 

Dallas (South. Oak Cliff Corridor) B-II 

Los Angeles (M3S-2 of Metrorail) B-14 

St. Louis (’~v~tro T;~r~" ~ ~ Airpc~) 
B-18 

San Francisco (Colma Station) B-21 

Projects in Final Design 

Atlanta (North T.~ne Extension) B-27 
Jacks~lle (South ASE Extension) B-30 
Los Angeles (Mid City Segment of Metrorail) B-33 
Los Angeles (North Hollywood Segment of Metrorail) B-37 
New York (Queens Local/Express Connection) B-41 
Portland ~estside Light Rail to 185th) B-44 

Projects in Preliminary ~ineering 

Baltimore (~TI Airport ~ Exte/~sion) B-49 
Baltimore (Hunt Valley iR~ Extension) B-52 
Baltimure (Penn Station IR~ Extension) B-55 
  icago (C ntral Circulator) B-59 
Honolulu (Papid Transit Project) B-62 
Houston (Regional Bus Plan) B-65 
Orange County, CA (I-405/SR55 Transitway) B-68 
Pittsburgh (Ai~ Corridor) B-71 
Pittsbur~ (East Busway Extension) B-74 
Salt Lake City (South LR~) B-76 
San Francisco (Airport C~rridor) B-80 
San Jose (Tasman I~) B-83 

Austin (Ncrth/Ncrthw~’t Corridor) B-89 
Boston (South Boston Piers) B-92 
Cleveland (Dual Hub Corridor) B-95 
Dallas (North Central) B-99 
Denver (Southwest C~rridor) B-102 
Kansas City (South Osrridor) B-105 
los Angeles (East Central C~rridor) B-108 

Maine (Portland to Boston) B-If5 
Milwaukee (~t-West Ocrridcr) B-if8 
Mirm~_ apolis (Central Corridor) B-121 
New Orleans (~_nal Street Corridor) B-123 
Northern New Jersey (~-~on River Waterfront) B-126 
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Orlando (OSCAR) B-129 

Portland (Hillsboro Corridor) B-132 
Sacramento (South Corridor) B-136 
St. Imuis (St. Clair Corridor) B-139 

San Diego (Mid Coast Corridor) B-142 

Projects in System Planning 

Altoona, PA (Pedestrian Crossover) B-147 
Atlanta (Buckhead People Mover) B-148 
Atlanta (Greensboro C~ter Rail) B-150 
Boston (North-South Station Rail 7,~nk) B-152 
C~arlotte (Priority Corridor) B-153 
~hattanooga (D~wntc~n Trolley) B-154 
Cleveland (Highland Hills Extension) B-155 
Cleveland (Northeast Ohio C~,.,uter Rail) B-156 
Dallas (Railtran C~,~ter Rail) B-157 
Detroit (Woodward Corridor) B-159 
Long Beach (Metro 7.~nk) B-162 
Los Angeles (Multimodal Transit Parkway) B-163 
Los Ar~eles (LOSSAN) B-165 
Maryland (MARC Extensions) B-~68 
New York (Midtown Ferry) B-171 
Northern N~ Jersey (Hawthorne-Warwick C~.~ter Rail) B-173 
Northern New Jersey (Lakewood-Freehold C~.~ter Pail) B-174 
Northern New Jersey (Newark-Elizabeth Rail 7,~nk) B-175 
Northern New Jersey (Secaucus Transfer) B-178 
Philadelphia (Cross County Metro Corridor) B-181 
Philadelphia (Northeast Philadelphia C~,,,uter Pail) B-183 
Pittsbu~ (Light Rail Rehabilitation) B-185 
Seattle (Core Rapid Transit) B-186 
Seattle-Tacrm~ C~,,,~uter Rail B-189 
Vallejo. CA (NorTh Bay Ferry) B-191 
Washin~n (Dulles Corridor) B-192 
Washington (Largo Corridor) B-194 

Table B-l: Financial Ratings: Capital Financing Commitments B-197 

Table B-2: Financial Ratings: S~a~le and Reliable Operating B-199 

New Start Pipeline Table B-202 
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These new start project profiles provide background information supporting 
the Department of Trar~pcrtation’s new s~Rrt flE~ng rec~Lu~endations for 
FY 1994. The Depart~nt’s ~ rec~er~ticns are being provided to the 
Congress pursuant to Section 3 (j) of the Federal Transit Act of 1964, as 
amerded. The funding reo~.~endations are based in part on the decision 
criteria defined in Section 3 (i) (i) of the Federal Transit Act. 

Under Section 3(i)(i), discretionary capital grants and loans for the 
c~nstruction of a new fixed guideway system cr the extension of an existing 

¯ system may be made only if the Secretary determines that the project: 

(A) Is based on the results of alternatives analysis and preliminary 

(B) Is justified based on a cumprehensive review of its mobility 
improvements, environmental benefits, cost effectiveness, and operating 
efficiencies; and 

(C) Is supported by an acceptable degree of local financial 

~ S~ction 3(i)(1) crit~r±a l:m:~rid~ a rati~mal basis ~or .~l~-’t~r~o ~r~ 
among the eligible projects, those which are the most worthy of scarce 
Federal funds. To this end, the new start project profiles describe the 
fixed guideway projects that are most advanoed, and evaluate the~ in terms 
of the Section 3(i)(I) criteria. 

Profiles have been prepared for each project cr study undergoing final 
design, preliminary engineering, and alternatives analysis. In a~tion, 
profiles have been prepared for projects that are under construction if 
additional funds are ~ed in FY 1994 to fulfill full funding contract 
c~Li~dtments. A number of system planning studies, particularly those where 
congressional interest has been demonstrated, are also covered. 

I/ The new start criteria do not apply where (a) the project was in 
~reliminary engineering or final design on Jar~avy i, 1987; (b) the project 
is located within an extreme or severe nonattainment area, is a 
tr~r~x=~ation control m~ure as defined in the Clean Air Act, and is 
required to carry ~ut an approved State Implementation Plan; (c) Section 3 
new start funding accc~unts for less than $25 million; or (d) Section 3 new 
start fur~ng accounts for less than one third of the total cost of the 
project or an appropriate program of projects. While such projects r~ not 
satisfy 3 (i) (I) to be eligible for funding, they must cumpete for funds with 
other eligible projects. 



Each profile contains five sections: 

(i) Description. Tne description section briefly describes a 
project’s physical characteristics_and provides the latest estimates of 
oost and ridership. 

(2) Status. This section identifies where the project is in the major 
~ planning and project development process. It irKiicates, for 
example, whether alternatives analysis and preliminary engineering have 
been completed. If not, it indicates when current studies are expected 
to be completed. ~ section also cites relevant statutory 

(3) Justification. This section presents an evaluation of the 
project’s merit based on the criteria cited in Section 3(i)(i)(B) of 
the Federal Transit ~t, as amended. The evaluation process is further 
described below. 

(4) Local Financial Cu~u~dtment. Tnis section notes the size of the 
local match and/or overmatch, and provides PTA’s rating on the 
soundness of the capital finance plan and the S~Rbility and reliability 
of local operating revenues. Tne financial ratings process is further 
described below. 

(5) Other Factors. Other rating factors which may be useful in 
identifying the most meritorious projects are described in this 
section. The section highlights projects where local officials have 
demonstrated c~u’L~lity support for transit by means of c~L~dtments to 
supportive land use and transportation policies. 

How the Ratinqs were Developed. 

As part of the normal project development process, local agencies develop 
the information that FTA r~cds to rate projects in terms of project 
justification and local financial c~..~dtment. Tne specific information used 
for these evaluations is outlined below. 

Project Justification 

The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) greatly 
broadened the Section 3(i)(I) new start criteria. Projects are to be 
evaluated based on a cumprehensive review that takes into account mobility 
i.~rovements, cost effectiveness, environmental benefits, and operating 
efficiencies. This year’s ratirr!s are the F~A’s first effort to address 
t_he full range of ISTEA criteria. 

The project profiles address each project’s impact on mobility to the extent 
that such information has been provided by the prospective grantees. 
Mobility improvements are addressed in terms of such quantifiable measures 
as travel time savings, increases in transit ridership, and reductions in 
highway congestion. Typically this information is drawn from the results 
of locally performed studies, such as alternatives analysis and preliminary 
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eng~ing. Tne discussion att~ to briefly ~i_ze 
significant transportation benefits expected to result rrcm a propo~ 
project, with an em~is on travel time savings. 

Oost effectiveness is defined as the extent t~ which a project returns 
benefits relative t~ its oosts. The cost effectiveness of a proposed major 
investment is measured in terms of its added benefits and added costs when 
~ to a tr~ticn system management (TSM) alternative. The TSM 
alternative includes such low cost actions as traffic engineering, transit 

For the purpose of the FY.199.4 ra~, cost effectiveness was 
was i~tro~k~ed in FEA’s 1984 Major 

measured in terms of new riders, travel time savings for existing riders, 
and c~.rating cost savings. Additional ridership is a me__a~re of how well a 
transit facility improves transit service, and is also a useful proxy for 
many of transit’s potential seco_~_a~y benefits, such as the structuring of 
~ban development patterns and reductions in congestion, pollutant 
emissions, and energy consumption. The travel time savings measure reflects 
improved travel conditions for existing transit users, and is a good 
indicator of improved mobility for the transit dependent. Changes in 

~ in efficiency introduced ~ new transit facilities. 
takes the form of cost-per-added-rider; the luwer the index, the more cost- 
effective the project. 

Recognizing the linkages between ISTEA and the Clean Air Act, the PTA’s 
assessment of envircrm~ntal benefits focuses on a project’s contribution 
~ attaining and maintaining the National Ambient Air Quality Star~_~ a~ds. 

the ~ Protection Agency. For ozone, the nona~aL~n~ 
classifications (ranging from most t~ le~t severe) are: 

o Extreme 
o Severe-17 (17 years tm attain and design value is based on 1986-88 

data) 
o Severe-15 (15 years to attain) 
o Serious 
o M~derate 
o M ginal 
o  inal 

¯ Carbon m~noxide nonattainment classifications (from most to least severe) 
are: 

o Serious 
o Mmderate> 12.7p~m 
o Moderate <= 12.7 p~m 
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to identify the project’s contribution to improving air quality, the 
profiles indicate hc~ much the project is expected to reduce emissions or 
vehicle miles of travel. Tnis data comes ~ectly from the relevant project 
s~_ ~ies, where available. Other environmental benefits add i~pacts are also 
identified where they are thought to b~ highly significant. 

A project’s contribution to the operating efficiency of the transit system 
can be measured in terms of systemwide operating costs per passenger. The 
project profiles present such data (where available) for the proposed 
project and two baseline alternatives, the TSM and No Build alternatives. 
A project’s contribution to operating efficiency can be determined by 
looking at h~ much the operating cost per passenger varies among these 
alternatives. TO s~rize the evaluation, FTA ba~ given a ’qligh" rating tm 
those projects which would reduce the systemwide operating cost per 
passenger by 5 percent or m~re c~ared with the TSM baseline. Where the 
reduction is 0 t~ 5 percent, a ’~dium" ratir~ is assigned. A "Io~’ rating 
is given where the operating cost per passenger is higher with the preferred 
alternative than with the TSM baseline. It should be not_~ that the cost 
effectiveness ~ provides another indicator of operating efficiencies. 
In the cost effectiveness index c~tion, savings in operating oosts are 
incorporated as an offset to capital costs. Thus, projects that would lead 
to greater operating efficiencies would have lower cost effectiveness 
indices, all else being equal, and the index would approach zero as the 
operating savings approach the annualized capital cost. 

Local Financial C~dtment 

PTA’s evaluation of the local financial c~,~itment to a proposed project 
focuses on three principal elements: the proposed local share of project 
costs, the strength of the proposed capital financing plan, and the 
stability and reliability of sources of operating deficit funding. The 
assessmen~ of operating deficit funding takes into account the cost of ~he 

financial ratings are supported by a series of independent asses~smr~s 
performed by FEA’s financial consultant, Booz-Allen & Hamilton Inc. 

Local share refers to the percentage of capital costs to be met with non- 
Federal funding, and incl~des both the local retch required by Federal law 
and any capital "overmatch." Overmatch is accounted for in the rating 
process because it reduces the required Federal c~,~itment, thus leveraging 
limited Federal funds, and because it is evidence of a strong local 
o~,~itment to the project. Huwever, the local overmatc~ does not become 
final until preliminary engineering is completed. 

The evaluation of each property’s proposed capital financing plan takes two 
principal forms. First, the plan (where available) is reviewed to determine 
the stability and reliability of each proposed source of local match. This 
includes a review of inter-governmental grants, tax souroes, and debt 
obligations. Each revenue source is reviewed for availability within the 
project timetable. Second, the financing plan is evaluated to determine if 
adequate provisions have been made to cover unanticipated cost overruns. 
For projects in final design, two rating categ~ories are used t~ rate the 



strer~ of a local area’s capital financing plan: acceptable and 
unacceptable. For projects in preliminary engineering, alternatives 
a~alysis, and system planning, the strength of the capital finanoe plan is 
rated high, medium, or l~w. Tne indicators used to assign these ratings are 
further explained in Table B-I. 

The third oumponent of the financial rating is an assessment of the ability 
of the local transit agency to run the system as planned once the guideway 
project is built. Tne existence of stable and reliable revenues to cover 
operating costs reduces the risk that, after a large Federal capital 
inve~taent, local resources will not be available to maintain and operate 
the transit system (including essential feeder bus and other ancillary 
services necessary to achieve projected ridership levels). This rating 
focuses on the operating revenue base and its ability to expend to meet the 
incremental operating costs associated with a new fixed guideway investment 
and any other new services and facilities. Tne profiles also state the 
average age of the applicant’s bus fleet. Tnis information illustrates the 
extent to which the applicant has been reinvesting in its existing system. 
Again, final design projects are rated either acceptable or unacceptable, 
while less advanced projects are rated high, medium, or low (see Table B-2). 
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S~uth Oak ¢]~f 
Dallas, 
(January 1993) 

Description    Tne South Oak Cliff light rail line is part of a 20-mile, 
$841 million light rail starter system which is being 
constructed by the Dallas Area Papid Transit (DAR~). Other 
elements of the system include a branch to West Oak Cliff and 
a North Central line, both of which are under construction. 
Tne 9.6-mile, 13 station South Oak Cliff line extends from 
downtown Dallas to Ledbetter Drive in the South Oak Cliff 
area of Dallas. It is estimated to cost $360 million, of 
which DAR~ is requesting $160 million from Section 3. This 
line is expected to carry 20,000 riders daily in 2005. DAR~ 
will build the other two lines without Federal funding 

Status All of the environmental, alternatives analysis, and 
preliminary engineering requirements have been completed and 
construction is underway. A full funding grant agreement 
between DA~F and F~A is being negotiated. 

Section 3035(i) of ISTEA directs F~A to negotiate and sign a 
multiyear grant agreement with DARF for $160 million for 
constructing this project. Congress has appropriated a total 
of $82.6 million for the project. 

Justification Mobility Improvements. Tne South Oak Cliff line will provide 
improved transit service to one of the most transit-dependent 
areas of Dallas. Tnis new service would result in a weighted 
door-to-door time savings of about I0 minutes because the I/~ 
would offer more frequent service, better access to many 
destinations and some in-vehicle travel time savings. 

Cost Effectiveness. Tne project has a cost effectiveness 
index of about $9 per new trip, reflecting the relatively low 
capital cost of the proposed at-grade rail line and modest 
benefits (2005 ridership, 1989 dollars). 

Environmental Benefits. Dallas is a ,,moderate" nonatta~t 
area for ozone and an attainment area for carbon monoxide. 
The project, because of its low attraction of new transit 
ridership in comparison to total regional auto trips, is 
expected to have minimal impact on regional air quality. 

Operatinq Efficiencies. The systemwide operating cost per 
transit rider is forecast to be about $2.84 for the DAR~ 
system with the South Oak Cliff TAne, $2.85 for the TSM 
alternative, and $2.73 for No-Build in year 2005. 

Local DART is seeking FTA funding for 20 percent of the cost of 
Financial the 20-mile starter system. Tnis funding would represent 
O~,mitment 44 percent of the cost of the South Oak Cliff line. 

B-If 



With a 1 percent sales tax, DART is in very good financial 
condition and enjoys sufficient surplus to build the 
20-mile system. Therefore, the rating of DAR~’s capital 
financing plan is "acceptable." 

of c~erating revenue are rated "acceptable." In 1991 DAR~’s 
bus fleet averaged 6.8 years old which is better than the 
national average. 
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~S-2 Se~mm~ ~f the R~d ;.~ne 
Los Angeles, California 

(Jar~lary 1993) 

Description The 22-mile, $5.3-billion Metro Rail Red T.~ne Project in Los 

(~DSs) for ~ proposes. ~he 4.4-mile, 5-station ~ 
in dc~nt~n Los Angeles known as M~S-I opened for revenue 
service in January 1993. ~he second mindmun operable 
segment, or ~DS-2, consists of 6.7 miles of heavy rail with 
eight stations, all in su~ay. M~S-2 extends west from the 
western terminus of M~S-1 at MacArthur Park along Wilshire 
Boulevard to Vermont Avenue where it ~-anches. One k~anch 
~ntinues west beneath Wilshire to Western Avenue; the other 
branch goes north beneath Vermont to Hollywood Boulevard and 
then w~st beneath Hollywood Boulevard to Vine Street in 
Hollywood. MOS-2 is part of the original 20-mile Red T.~ne 
for which planning and environmental work has been cumpleted. 

The estimated cost of MDS-2 is $1.45 billion (escalated 

The original 20-mile Red ~ is expected to attract 164,000 
daily riders by 2010. A forecast for MOS-2 by itself is not 
available. 

Status In 1990 F~A signed a full funding grant agreement (FPGA) with 
the Los Angeles County Transportation C~,~dssion (LACTC) for 
construction of MDS-2. The F~GA c~,,~dts $667 million in 
Section 3 New Start fturis to MDS-2. Thr~ FY 1993, a t~tal 
of $598 million ba~ been appropriated for M~S-2, leaving a 
balanoe due of $69 million. 

MOS-2 is under construction. Tne Wilshire Boulevard branch 
is scheduled to open in 1996 and the Hollywood branch in 
1998. 

Justification The original 20-mile Red Line, including MDS-2, was excluded 
from the new s~Rvt criteria by the STURA Act of 1987. 

Mobility Lm~rovements. Los Angeles ba~ the third highest 
transit ridership of any system in the oountry and 
notoriously congested freeways. The Wilshire Bc~levard 
corridor carries the city’s busiest bus lines. Tnere are no 

areas. The 20-mile Re4_ Line will reduce the travel time for 
typical transit trips to d~Ttown Los Angeles by 30 to 35 
minutes oumpared to the Null (All Bus) Alternative. Transit 
trips originating on the east side destined to west side 
attractions such as the Los Angeles County Art Museum and 
Los Angeles City College will save an average of 15 minutes 

City and other destinations north of the Santa M~nica 
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m~untains will save 30 to 60 minutes compared with the Null 
Alternative. A total of 50,000 person hours of transit 
travel time will be saved each day with the 20-mile Red Line 
in c~_ration. 

__c~t-effectivenes~... A cost effectiveness index for M~S-2 is 
not available. In 1984, a cost effectiveness index of $1.46 
per new rider was ccmput~ for an 18-mile Metrorail line 
serving this corridor. While the cost of the project has 
escalated since 1984, and ridership forecasts have been 
reduced, PTA still considers the project to be a oost 
effective i~. 

are unique. EPA has classified it as the only ,,extreme" 
nonattai~ area for ozone and as the only ,,serious" 
nonattainment area for carbon monoxide (CO). It is unlikely 
that ~DS-2 will have a noticea_ble effect on pollution levels 
in Los Angeles at the regional scale. However, the Red Line 
is part of a larger c~,~tment to meeting the goals of the 
S~uth Ooast Air Quality Management Plan through a Regional 
M~bility Plan which includes an extensive network of rail 
lines, electric bus lines, high-oocu~ vehicle (HOV) 
facilities, and an aggressive travel demand management 
program. In a~tion, MDS-2 should reduce localized CO 
ocncentraticns in the Wilshire corridor and in Hollywood by 
eliminating buses from the traffic stream. The major adverse 
impact of MDS-2 is the temporary traffic disruption during 
construction and the temporaz7 use of parks. Mmst of 
MacArthur Park incl,~ng the lake is temporarily not 
available to the public during MDS-2 construction, but it 
will be fully restored after construction. A portion of 
Barnsdall Park is also being used for construction, but 
activities at the park will not be disrupted, and it too will 

Operatin~ Efficiencies. In 2005 the c~_rating and 
maintenance cost of the regional busand the 20-mile Red 
T.~ne, which includes ~DS-2, is expected to be $1.70 per 
transit trip ~ to a cost of $2.10 per transit trip for 
the Null Alternative. 

Local The Section 3 New Start share for MDS-1 and MDS-2 together 
Financial is 50 percent. In addition, LACTC and the other local and 
O~L,’~itment State funding partners are financing in excess of $2 billion 

worth of major transit projects without any Federal 

under construction from NorwaLk to F! Se~mdo; a 200-mile 
regional o~~uter rail system called Metrolink, of which 
three lines opened in October 1992; a planned Blue T.~ne 

B-15 



Extension to Pasadena; and a planned Green T,~’r~e Extension 
from E1 Segundo past the Los Angeles International Airport to 

Tne primary local resource dedicated to transit is a 
0.5 percent c~untywide sales tax whic~ was adopted in 1980. 
Of this tax, 35 percent or about $130 million annually is 
dedicated to the construction of a c~untywide rail system. 
An aaaltional 0.5 percent sales tax dedicated to transit and 
transit-related highway i~ was erected in 1990. 

Revenues of the State of California dedicated to transit are 
derived from: Proposition Iii which, beginnirg in 1991, 
gradually increases the State’s motor fuels tax by a total of 
$0.09 over 5 years to provide an estimated $18.5 billion for 
transportation projects in a 10-year period; and issuance of 
general obligation bonds authorized by Propositions 108 
and 116. In November 1992, however, voters turned down a 
$i billion bond issue authorized by Proposition 108 and 
forced the State to reestablish priorities and schedules for 
rail projects throughout the State. State officials hope to 
recover the lost bonding authority in 1994 by seeking 
$2 billion rather than the previously scheduled $I billion in 
the 1994 referendum. 

PTA has rated LACTC’s capital and operating financing plan as 
"accep~_ble." Tne revenue from State and local resources are 
adequate to finanoe construction of all segments of the 
20-mile Red T.ine and the c~erating deficits of the bus system 
and the Red and Blue T.~nes. However, additional elements of 
the cr~ntywide rail system currently being planned may 
requlre additional resources to construct, operate, and 

In 1991 Los Angeles’ bus fleet averaged 7.6 years old, which 
is comparable to the national average. Rail vehicles 
averaged 1.2 years old. 
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"M~tro T.-ink" ~ to Airport 
St. Louis, MO. 
(January 1993) 

Description    The Metro ],’ink project is an 18-mile IR~ line with 20 
stations and 31 vehicle~. The line runs from East St. 
Louis, Illinois, across the Mississippi River on the Eads 
Bridge into the City of St. Louis, Missouri. It then passes 
through an existing railroad tunnel under downtown St. Louis, 
and then along ii miles of existing railroad track and the 
I.-70 right of way to the Lambert International Airport. 

Under the existing Full Funding Grant Agreement (FFGA), the 
estimated total cost of this project is $451.4 million, of 
which $338.6 million is Section 3 New Start funds. 

The latest ridership forecast for the line is 17,000 for the 
opening year (1993) and 31,000 by the year 2010. 

Status The project is currently under construction. Service on the 
line is expected to begin in July 1993. 

Congress has appropriated $326.9 million for the project, 
leaving $11.7 million n~ed to fulfill the FFGA co~u~,~tment. 
Bi-State is seeking an additional $7.9 million in New Start 
funds to cover extraordinary costs. In the past, ~TA has 
approved a majority of Bi-State’s extraordinary cost claims, 
but ba~ previously denied $2.9 million of the $7.9¯ million 

Justification Mobility Improvements. Local planners expect total 
systemwide ridership (bus and rail) to increase from 112,000 
in 1985 to 160,000 daily linked trips in the year 2000. 
Between 1981 and 1991, however, unlinked passenger trips 
declined from 71.3 million (per year) to 46.3 million. 
Accordingly, F~A considers the ridership forecast to be 
optimistic. ~TA has no information on how the project will 
affect transit travel time. 

Cost Effectiveness. The project had a cost-effectiveness 
index of $9 (year 2000 ridership, 1986 dollars) at the end of 
preliminary engineering. Since then, capital costs have 
increased 17 percent for a variety of reasons, and 
indications are that ridership for year 2000 will be less 
than forecast. 

Environmental Benefits. St. Louis is a "moderate" 
nonarta~t area for ozone and a "not classified" 
nonattainment area for carbon monoxide. The LRT project is 
expected to cause a 0.3 percent reduction in total regional 
vehicle miles traveled. It will thus have a very small 
impact on regional emissions. 
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Operatin~ Efficiencies. ~TA h~s no information on the 
operating efficiencies that will result frum this project. 

Local Tne local share is provi~[ed through in-kind donations of the 
Financial Eads Bridge, the tunnel and railroad land, and a $i0 million 
C~,~tment cash oontribution from the St. Louis Airport Authority. 

Operations and routine capital purchases are supported by a 
0.5 percent Mass Transportation Sales Tax collected in 
St. Louis City and St. Louis County. Missouri officials are 
considering possible State legislation in 1993 which would 
augment the existing Mass Transportation Sales Tax, and 
reenforce revenues to operate both the rail line and the 
proposed level of bus service. 

In 1991 Bi-State’s bus fleet averaged 8.7 years old, which is 
slightly above the natioD~l average. 
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Colin StatUre 
San Francisco, California 

(Janlla~y 1993) 

Description    San Mateo County is sponsoring the construction of a 
$171 million Bay Area Rapid Transit (BAR~) station and 
parking structure with 1400 spaces about 1.5 miles from the 
Daly City station. Tne Colma station would be the first BAR~ 
station in San Mateo County and would relieve the parking 
short£all and congestion at the Daly City station. 

Status The final EIS was completed in December 1990, and the project 
is now under oonstruction. Construction bids were higher 
than expected resulting in a $26 million increase in the 
projected capital cost. The incre~e in oosts has been 
budgeted. FEA is negotiating a full fudging grant agreement 
f~r the project. 

Cord!tess has appropriated sufficient New Start funds to the 
San Francisco region to construct this project. However, per 
congressional direction, the Metropolitan Transportation 
C~,,,dssion must allocate the earmarked funds between Colma, 
BAR~ to the Airport and the Tasman project. These 
allocations have not yet been made. 

To date FTA has obligated $81.7 million in Section 3 New 
S~avt funds and $3.6 million in Section 9 funds toward the 
project. PTA has also approved a letter of no prejudice for 
an additional $34.4 million. 

Justification Mobility Improvements.. The Colma project is expected to 
eliminate 2,350 auto trips cuming north to the San Francisco 
~ and to relieve parking congestion at the Daly city 
station by eliminating 1,800 auto trips to Daly city. Over 
one million hours of travel time will be saved in the year 
2005 with this proj . 

Cost Effectiveness. Tne cost effectiveness index for the 
Colma project is about $6 per new transit trip. 

Environmental Benefits. Tne San Francisco Bay Area is a 
’%~cderate" nonattainment area for ozone and a "moderate <= 
12.7" nonattainment area for carbon monoxide. Tne Colma 
project would remove a small number of cars from the road, 
but not enough to have more than a minimal impact on regional 
air quality. 

Operatinq Efficiencies. PTA has no information on how this 
project would affect the operating cost per rider. H~4ever, 
the incr~a~e in fare revenue from new passengers is expected 
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Local A regional rail financing agreement has tied this project 
Financial to other fixed guidew~y projects in San Francisco, Alameda, 
Ommuitment and Contra Costa counties. The agreement calls for i00 

peroent local and state funding of East Bay BAR~ projects and 
75 percent FTA funding of the Colma project, resulting in a 
28 percent Federal funding share of the entire region’s 

Local funding for the Colma project b~ been assured by a 
regional rail capital program agreement and voter approval of 
all local tax incr~a~es n~ed to implement the financing 
plan. The plan calls for San Mateo County to pay 
$200 million to East Bay Counties to buy into BART and 
partially fund BAR~ extensions in those counties in exchange 
for San Mateo County’s fixed guideway projects getting local 
priority in the competition for Section 3 New Start funding. 
Half of the $200 million payment to BAR~ was made when 
construction began on Colma Station and the other half will 
be paid in installments tied to the Airport extension 

A financing plan ba~ been developed to cover the $26 million 
in additional construction costs. The capital financing 
c~itment is "acceptable" since local funding is in plaoe to 
easily generate enough capital to cover the local share of 
construction cost of this modest project and to handle cost 

San Mateo County has a I percent dedicated sales tax for 
transportation improvements and BAR~ has 0.75 of 0.5 percent 
dedicated sales tax in the three BAR~ counties which generate 
adequate revenues to operate their systems (including the 
m~dest expansion associated with the Colma station project). 
The stability and reliability of operating assistance for 
this project alone are therefore "acceptable." 

In 1991 the average age of Sa~ITans bus fleet was 7.1 years, 
which is better than the national average. BAR~’s rail 
vehicles averaged 13.7 years old. 
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Narth T.~ne E~censicn 
Atlanta, Georgia 
(January 1993) 

Description Tne Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MAR~A) is 
designing a 9-mile, five-station North T0~ne extension to its 
heavy rail rapid transit system. Tne initial segment of the 
North T,’~r~e starting just south of the existing Lenox Station 
and extending north to the Medical Center Station (5.7 miles) 
will be built by MANTA without F~A assistance in the median 
of" Georgia State Route 400, which Georgia DOT is now 

funding for a 3.l-mile, three-station extension of the North 
T.~ne from Medical Center to North Springs. 

The 3.1-mile extension is estimated to cost $485 million 
(escalated dollars). MARTA seeks an 80 percent Federal share 
of $387 million. 

Daily ridership on the rail extension in the year 2005 is 
estimated at 33,000 riders including ll,000 new riders. The 
ridership projection assumes that substantial new development 
will occur in the service area. 

Status The final EIS was cumpleted in April 1991, and FTA signed an 
environmental Record of Decision in August 1991. MARIA is 
nuw doing final design of the extension with grant assistance 
from FPA. 

Section 3035(tt) of ISTEA requires FPA to negotiate and sign 
a multiyear grant agreement for the project. Through 
FY 1993, Congress has appropriated $122 million for the 
extension. 

FPA has made a $92 million grant for final design and 
construction of a segment of the extension connecting the 
Medical Center and Dunwoody. An additional $6.4 million is 

seek construction funds for the Dunwoody to North Springs 
segment and associated vehicles in FY 1994 thru FY 1999. 

Justification Mobility Improvements. The North Atlanta Corridor is the 
fastest grc~ing portion of the Atlanta area. The North Line 
and its extension will connect this area with the rest of the 
region and thereby provide better transit service for inner 
city residents travelling to expanding job opportunities in 
the suburbs as well as the traditional radial service from 
the North Atlanta Corridor to d~wntown. 

Cost Effectiveness. The project has a cost effectiveness 
index of $9 per new transit rider (2005 ridership, 1990 
dollars). 
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Section 3035(w) of ISTEA directs F~A to enter into a multiyear 
9xant agreement for $71.2 million to c~-~lete the 2.5-mile ASE 
system. In addition to the $29 million appropriated for the 
north extension, Congress has appropriated $15 million for the 
south extension. The environmental process is complete, and the 
south extension is in final design. 

Justification Mobility L~. In 1988 JTA estimated that 38,000 riders 
per day w~uld use the 2.5-mile system in 2005. Tnis is more 
conservative than the JTA’s earlier estimate of 42,000 riders by 
1995. The latest estimate assumed significant new development 
along the alignment. In recent years growth and development in 
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downtown Jacksonville has slowed considerably. In view of this 
fact, the low ridership on the starter line, and the low 
ridership on Miami’s Metro Mover (11,000 actual vs. 40,000 
projected daily trips) and Detroit’s DPM (13,000 ac~_,~] vs. 
70,000 projected), JTA’s estimate is thought to be qM~imistic. 
F~A has no information on the travel time impacts of the 

Cost ~fectiveness. Tne project predates F~A’s issuance of its 
Major Capital Inve~nt Policy. Cost effectiveness indioes have 
not been c~m/ted for this proposal. 

Environmental Benefits. Tne Jacksonville area is classified as a 
"transitional" nonatta~t area for ozone. For carbon 
monoxide, Jacksonville is an attainment area. The pr~ 
project will not reduce auto trips sufficiently to affect 
regional air quality. 

Operatinq Efficiencies. F!A has no information on how the 
project would affect the systemwide operating cost per 

Local JTA is proposing the maximum F~eral share resulting in a 
Financial Section 3 cost of $107 million. 
C~,uLdtment 

JTA ba~ prepared a capital financing plan which FTA found to be 
acceptable. State funding has been provided for the complete 
project and the City Council has agreed to provide the remaining 
local funds by a resolution. JTA does not have an ongoing 
dedicated funding souroe to support its transit capital program. 
JTA’s 0.5 percent sales tax, which went into effect in 1989, is 
primarily dedicated to retiring existing highway toll bonds. J~A 
has no revenue base or taxing puwer dedicate4_ to transit capital. 

J~A expects to cover operating expenses from the systam~’s 
operating revenue stream. Tne existing 0.7 mile segment, with 
only half the planned parking currexfc!y available, achieved a 
first year operating revenue recovery ratio of 55 percent. The 
JTA’s financial plan conservatively assumed a 35 peroent recovery 
ratio in 1991. JTA expects this ratio to increa__.~e to a break 
even basis (i00 percent) by the year 2000. While the magnitude 
of the operating subsidy is relatively small, PTA considers 
i00 percent cost recovery to be unrealistic. 

In 1991 the average age of the JTA bus fleet was 7.3 years old, 
which is oumparable to the national average. 
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Mid-City Segment ~f the ~d T.~ne 
Los Angeles, California 

(January 1993) 

Description The 22-mile, $5.3-billion Metro Rail Red Line Project in 
Los Angeles h~ been broken into ’~dnimum operable segments" 
(MOSs) for fu~ng purposes. The 4.4-mile s~!ment called 
MOS-I opened for revenue service in January 1993. MDS-2 is 
under oonstruction through a full funding grant agreement 
(.F~SA) between F~A and the Los Angeles County Transportation 
C~,~dssicn (IACTC). ISTEA defined MDS-3 to include three 
segments: the Mid-City (Pico/San Vicente) segment, the North 
Hollywood segment, and part of the proposed East Side 
extension. ~he Mid-City and North Hollywood segments are 
part of t_he original 20-mile Red T.~ne for which planning and 
environmental work has been cumpleted. The other M~S-3 
segment, the proposed East Side extension, is still under 
development and environmental review. 

The Mid-City segment of the Red Line extends the Wilshire 
Boulevard branch generally to the west beyond the MDS-2 
terminus at Western Avenue. It adds 2.3 miles and two 
stations, all in subway, to the line. It avoids the risk 
zone of naturally oocurring methane gas identified along 
Wilshire Boulevard by swinging southwest beneath Crenshaw 
Boulevard and then west beneath Pico Boulevard to a terminal 
at Pioo and San Vicente Bc~levards. 

The estimated cost of the Mid-City segment is $491 million 
(escalated dollars). 

The original 20-mile R~__ Line, which includes the Mid-City 
segment, is expected to attract 164,000 daily riders in 2010. 
A ridership forecast for the Mid-City segment by itself is 
not available. 

Status The Los Angeles County Transition O~,~,.~ssion (L~CTC) 
adopted the Mid-City segment into the locally preferred 
alternative in March 1992. FTA issued a final EIS on the 
segment in September 1992 and a record of decision in 
November 1992. 

Section 3034 of ISTEA directs FEA to amend the FPGA for 
MDS-2 to provide IACTC with $695 million in Section 3 New 
Start funds for construction of M~S-3 and advance ¯ construction authority for $535 million. Through FY 1993, 
$20 million in New Start funds have been appropriate4_ for the 
Mid-City sec3ment. FTA and IACTC have been actively 
negotiating a FFGA for MOS-3. 

Justification Tne original 20-mile Red Line, including the Mid-City 
segment, was excluded from the new start criteria by the 
~ Act of 1987. 
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M~bility Improvements. Los Angeles has the third highest 
transit ridership of any system in the country and 
notoriously congested freeways. The Wilshire Boulevard 
corridor carries the city’s busiest bus lines. There are no 
inexpensive ways to improve bus service in the corridor 
served by this segment. ~he 20-mile Red T,~ne will reduce the 
travel time for typical transit trips to downtown Los Angeles 
.by 30 to 35 minutes~ compared to the Null (All Bus) 
Alternative. Transit trips originating on the east side 
destined to west side attractions such as the Los Angeles 
Oounty Art M~seum and Lo~ Angeles City College will save an 
average of 15 minutes compared to the Null Alternative. 
Transit trips to Universal City and other destinations north 
of the Santa M~nica mountains will save 30 to 60 minutes 
compared with the Null Alternative. A total of 50,000 person 
hours of transit travel time will be saved each day with the 
20-mile Red T.ine in operation. 

COst-effectiveness. A cost-effectiveness index for the 
project is not available. 

Environmental Benefits. Los Angeles’ air quality problems 
are unique. EPA has classified it as the only "extreme" 
nonattainment area for ozone and as the only "serious" 
nonattairm~ area for carbon monoxide (O0). It is unlikely 
that the Mid-City segment will have a noticeable effect on 
pollution levels in Los Angeles at the regional scale. 
However, the Red Line is part of a larger commitment to 
meeting the goals of the South Coast Air Quality Management 
Plan through a Regional M~bility Plan which includes an 
extensive network of rail lines, electric bus lines, high- 
occupancy vehicle (HOV) facilities, and an aggressive travel 
demand management prod-am. In addition, the Mid-City segment 
should reduce localized O0 oonoentrations in the Wilshire 
corridor by eliminating buses from the traffic stream. ~ 
future Pico/San Vicente station adjoins a block which was 
destroyed in the 1992 riots, and IACTC is pursuing joint 
development of the area. 

Operatinq Efficiencies. In 2005 the operating and 
maintenance cost of the regional bus and 20-mile Red T,ine, 
which includes the Mid-City segment, is expected to be $1.70 
per transit trip ompared to a cost of $2. i0 per transit trip 
for the Null Alte_~native. 

Local IACTC seeks a Section 3 New Start share for the Mid-City 
Financial segment of 49 peroent, or $243 million. IACTC intends to 
C~tment fund an additional ii peroent of the project, or $55 million, 

from the flexible Surface Transportation Program (STP). ~ 
New S~a~t share of ~DS-I and ~13S-2 taken together ba~ been 
50 percent, and the proposed New Start share of the North 
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HollywDod segment is 52 percent. In addition, ULeTC and the 

excess of $2 billion worth of major transit projects without 

a 200-mile regicr~l c~m~ter rail system called Metrolink, 
of which 3 li~es cpe/ned in ~ 1992; a planned Blue T.ine 
Extensicm t~ Pasadena; and a planned Green Line E~tensicn 

~he primary local resource dedicated to transit is a 

sales tax, 35 percent cr about $130 million annually is 
dedicated to the ccr~tr~ctic~ of a countywide rail system. 
An additional 0.5 peroent sales tax dedicat_~,9__ to transit and 
transit-related highway ~ was enacted in 1990. 

Revenues of the State of California dedicated to transit are 
derived from: Proposition iii which, beginning in 1991, 
gradually ~ t~e ~ate’s m~mr ~els t~ by a total of 
$0.09 over 5 years to ~-ovide an estimated $18.5 billion for 
transportation projects in a 10-year period; and issuance of 
general obligation bonds authorized by Propositions 108 
and 116. In November 1992, however, voters turned down a 
$1 billion b~nd issue authorized by Proposition 108 and 
forced the State to reestablish priorities and schedules for 
rail projects thrct~ut the State. State officials hope to 
recover the lost bonding authority in 1994 by seeking 
$2 billion rather than the previously scheduled $1 billion in 
the 1994 referendum. 

F~A has rate4__ LACIC’s capital and operating financing plan as 
"acceptable." ~he revem~ from State and local resources are 
adequate to finance c~nstr~ction of all segments of the 
20-mile Red TAne a~d the operatiI~ deficits of the h~s system 
and Red and Blue ~.i _~. Huw~var, additional elements of the 
countywide rail system currantly being planned may req-i~e 

In 1991 Los Angeles’ bus fleet averaged 7.6 years old, which 
is c~mparable to the national average. Pail vehicles 
averaged 1.2 years old. 
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Nurth Solly~x~ Se~mmt ~f the Red 
Los Angeles, California 

(Janizary 1993) 

Description The 22-mile, $5.3-billion Metro Pail Red Line Project in 
Los Angeles has been broken into ’%~inimum operable segments" 
(M~Ss) for funding purposes. Tne 4.4-mile, 5-station se~ 
in d~ Los Angeles known as MDS-I opened for revenue 
service in Jam~y 1993. MDS-2 is under construction through 
a .full funding grant agreement (FFGA) between FI~ and the 
Los Angeles County Tran~tion C~,~ission (LACTC). ISTEA 
defined M3S-3 to include three segments, the North Hollywood 
_~eSm~ nt, the Mid-City (Pico/San Vicente) segment, and part of 
the proposed E~st Side extension. The Mid-City and North 
Hollywood se~ are part of the original 20-mile Red T.~ne 
for which planning and env~l work has been completed. 
The other M~S-3 segment, the proposed East Side extension, is 
still under development and environmental review. 

The North Hollywood segment is 6.3 miles long with three 
stations, all in subway. It folluws Hollywood Boulevard west 
f~ the M~S-2 terminus near Vine Street, then turns n~rth 
through the Santa Menica mountains to North Hollywood where 
it follows Lankershim B~alevard to a terminus at Chandler 

The estimated cost of the North Hollywood segment is 
$1.45 billion (escalated dollars). 

The original 20-mile Red Line is expected to attract 164,000 
daily riders in 2010. A forecast for the North Hollywood 
segment ~f itself is not available. 

Status Final design of the North Hollywood segment is underway, and 
major ccmstruction is scheduled to begin in 1993. 

Section 3034 of ISTEA ~ects FTA to amend the FFGA for MOS-2 
to provide LACIC with $695 million in Section 3 New Start 
funds for construction of M~S-3 and advance construction 
authority for $535 million. Through FY 1993, a total of 
$20 million has been appropriated for the North Hollywood 
~. FEA and LACTC have been actively negotiating a F£GA 
for MDS-3. 

Justification The original 20-mile Red T.~ne, which includes the North 

by the STURA Act of 1987. 

Mobility Im~rovm~_nts. Los Angeles has the third highest 
transit ridership of any system in the ccxEfcry and 
notoriously congested freeways. There are no inexpensive 
ways to improve bus service in Hollywood and North Hollywood. 
The 20-mile Red Line will reduce the travel time for typical 
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transit trips to downtown Los Angeles by 30 to 35 minutes 
cumpared to the Null (All Bus) Alternative. Transit trips 
originating on the east side destined to west side 
attractions such as the Los Angeles Ommty Art Museum and 
Los Angeles City College will save an average of 15 minutes 
_~T~ ~ed to the Null Alternative. Transit trips to Universal 
City and other destinations north of the Santa Monica 
muuntains will save 30 to 60 minutes cumpared with the Null 
Alternative. A total of 50,000 person buurs of transit 
travel time will be saved each day with the 20-mile P_e4__ T.~ne 
in c~_ration. 

Cost-effectiveness. A cost-effectiveness index for the 
project is not available. In 1984, a cost effectiveness 
index of $1.46 per new rider was cumputed for an 18-mile 
Metrcrail line serving this corridor. While the oost of the 
project has escalated since 1984, and ridership forecasts 
have been reduced, F~A still considers the project to be a 
cost effective investment. 

Environmental Benefits. Los Angeles’ air quality problems 
are unique. EPA has classified it as the only "extreme" 
nonattainment area for ozone and as the only "serious" 
nonattainment area for carbon monoxide (CO). It is unlikely 
that the North Hollywood segment will have a noticeable 
effect on pollution levels in Los Angeles at the regional 
scale. However, the Red Line is part of a larger c~,,,itment 
to meeting the goals of the South Coast Air Quality 
Management Plan through a Regional Mobility Plan which 
includes an extensive network of rail lines, electric bus 
lines, high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) facilities, and an 
aggressive travel demand management program. In addition, 
the North Hollywood segment should reduoe localized CO 
concentrations in Hollywood and North Hollywood by 
eliminating buses from the traffic stream. 

Operatinq Efficiencies. In 2005 the operating and 
maintenance cost of the regional bus and the 20-mile Red 
T.~ne, which includes the North Hollywood segment, is expected 
to be $1.70 per transit trip cc~3red to a cost of $2.10 per 
transit trip for the Null Alternative. 

Local LACTC seeks a Section 3 Ne~ Start share for the North 
Financial Hollywood segment of 52 percent or $681 million. The New 
O~itment Start share of MDS-I and MDS-2 taken t~gether ba-~ been 

50 percent. In addition, LACTC and the other local and State 
fur~ng partners are financing in excess of $2 billion worth 

’ of major transit projects without any Federal assistance. 

oonstruction frcm Norwalk to E1 Segundo; a 200-mile regional 
o~..~uter rail system called Metrolink, of which 3 lines 
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opened in October 1992; a planned Blue Line Extension t~ 
Pasadena; and a planned Green T,ine Extension from E1 Segundo 
past the Los Angeles International Airport to Westchester. 

The primary local resource dedicated to transit is a 
0.5 peroent oountywide sales tax ad~pted in 1980. Of this 
sales tax, 35 percent or about $130 million annually is 
dedicated to the construction of a cuuntywide rail system. 
An additional 0.5 percent sales tax dedicated to transit and 
transit-related highway im~ was enacted in 1990. 

Revenues of the State of California dedicated to transit are 
derived frcm: Proposition Iii which, beginning in 1991, 
gradually increases the State’s motor fuels tax ~y a total of 
$0.09 over 5 years to provide an estimated $18.5 billion for 
transportation projects in a 10-year period; and issuance of 
general obligation bonds authorized by Propositions 108 
and 116. In November 1992, however, voters turned dc~a~ a 
$i billion bond issue authorized by Proposition 108 and 
forced the State to reestablish priorities and schedules for 
rail projects throughout the State. State officials hope to 
recover the lost bonding authority in 1994 by seeking 
$2 billion rather than the previously scheduled $I billion in 
the 1994 referendum. 

PTA has rated LACTC’s capital and operating financing plan as 
"accepta_ble." The revenue from State and local resources are 
adequate to finance construction of all segments of the 
20-mile Red T.~ne and the operating deficits of the bus system 
and P_~ and Blue T.~nes. Huwever, additional elements of the 
countywide rail system currently being planned may require 
additional resources to construct, operate, and maintain. 

In 1991 Los Angeles’ bus fleet averaged 7.6 years old, which 
is cc~parable to the national average. Pail vehicles 
averaged 1.2 years old. 
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New York, New York 
(January 1993) 

Description The Queens local/Express Connection would relieve 
overcruwding on the Queens Boulevard subway lines by 
diverting servioe to the recently opened 63rd Street Tunnel 
from the 53rd Street Tunnel bottleneck. Co~strt%ction would 
include about 1/3 mile of new tunnel, a significant amm/nt of 
track, signal work, and real estate acquisition at a cost of 
$645 million (escalated dollars). 

Status The New York City Transit Authority (NYCEA) completed the 
final EIS and preliminary engineering in mid-1992. The real 
estate acquisition prooess has begun, a final design contract 

mid-1994. 

Section 3033 of ISTEA directs the F~A to negotiate and enter 
:into a full funding grant agreement in the amount of 
$306.1 million for the elements of the Queens Local/Express 
Connection which can be fully ~ in FY 1992 ~ 
FY 1997. 

severely overcrowded conditions would be reduced by 300,000 
each peak hour in 2005 with this project. Each existir~ 
passenger on the line affected would save about 3.4 minutes 
per trip. All passengers would save a t~tal of 7.6 million 
hotlrs per year. 

Cost Effectiveness. The project would cost $5 per hc~r of 
user benefit (2005 ridership, 1991 dollars). The "cost per 
hour" index is an alternative to the "cost per new trip" 
index and is used for projects whose primary benefit is to 
existing riders. ~%e value for this project is ir~licative of 
a highly cost effective project. 

Environmental Benefits. The New York/New Jersey region is a 
"severe" nonattainment area for ozone and a ’h~oderate >12.7" 
nonattainment area for carbon monoxide. The project, because 
it ba~ few ’,new~, riders, is expected to have an insignificant 
impact on regional air quality. 

Operatin~ Efficiencies. At the corridor level, the operating 
and maintenance cost per transit trip is forecast to be $3.97 
for this project cumpared to $3.68 for the No Additicmal 
Construction alternative. 

local ~he Metrupolitan Transit Authority (MEA) is expected to seek 
Financial Section 3 New Start funding for less than 50 percent of the 
C~itment project’s cost. It also has a very large locally funded 

capital program. The MTA plans to fund final design for the 
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* UPDATE: On April 5, 1993, the State legislature approved a $9.6 billion, 
5-year capital program for the M~A which included local funding for the 
c~structicn of the Queens project. Based upon this action, the capital 
financing plan is rat~_ as "acceptable." 
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wests~e Light ]~ ] to 185th 
Portland, Oregon 
(Ja~uR~y 1993) 

Description ~he Tri-County Metropolitan Transportation District (Tri-Met) 
is developing an ii. 5-mile light rail line frum duwntc~n 
Portland, th~-ough the West Hills, to Beaverton and suburban 
Washin~ County. In downtown, t~e line would connect with 
the Banfield I!~ line (’%MA~’) that operates between Portland 
and Gresham. Several alignment alternatives were considered 

of the "long tunnel" option through the West Hills. 

Construction of the ll.5-mile ~ project is estimated to 
cost $688 million (escalated dollars). 

Portland’s Metropolitan Service DiStrict estimates that a 
Westside LR~ line will carry 25,200 passengers on an average 
weekday in 2005. 

Status Tne project is in the final design pba~e of project 
develupment. F~A and Tri-Met entered into a full funding 
grant agreement in September 1992. 

Section 3035(b) of ISTEA directs ~TA to enter a multiyear 
grant agreement with Tri-Met in the amount of $515 million. 
Congress appropriated $81.8 million in FY 1991 through 
FY 1993. 

Justification Mobility Improvements. Metro’s ridership analyses indicate 
that, compared with a fiscally constrained No Build 
alternative, both an improved bus system and a IR~ line would 
reduce transit travel time between d~m[ntown and the Westside. 
For much of the corridor, LR~ would reduce transit travel 
time more than bus i~provements, resulting in 4600 additional 
transit trips per weekday. There would be no real difference 
in traffic congestion between I!~ and a "best bus" 
alternative. 

Cost Effectiveness. Tne cost effectiveness index for the 
locally preferred IR~ alternative is $19 per new rider 
(2005 ridership, 1990 dollars). 

Environmental Benefits. The Portland-Vancouver region is a 
’~oderate" nonattainment area for carbon monoxide and a 
’~arginal" nonattainment area for ozone. According to 
Tri-Met’s air quality analysis, the IRT project w~uld reduoe 
regional emissions by 1 percent. Carbon monoxide 
concentrations would be reduoed at some receptors and 
incr~a~d at others. 

O~eratinq Efficiencies. On a corridor-wide basis, the 
operating oost per passenger is ~-timated to be $2.01 (19895) 
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with the project in place. Tnis compares with $2.65 for the 
No Build alternative and $2.80 for the TSM alternative. PTA 
has no information on hc~ the project will affect systemwide 
~perating efficiencies. 

Local Tri-Met is seeking 75 percent of the project’s capital cost 
Financial frcm Section 3. Three sources will be used for the local 

contributions by affected local jurisdictions, and State 
bonds backed by the lottery. In 1990 Portland voters 
authorized Tri-Met to issue $125 million in bonds, 
$80 million of which is available for this project. Local 
governments have entered into a regional compact and 
intergovernmental agreements which establish a framework and 
schedule for local government contributions. State 
legislation was enacted in 1991 which put the State funding 
in place. F~A has given the capital finance plan a "high" 
rating. 

Tne stability and reliability of Tri-Met’s operating revenues 
are also rated "high." Tri-Met’s analysis shows that a 
Westside I/~ could be operated without a new funding source, 

can be contained at about 5.5 percent per year while payroll 
tax revenues grc~ at 6.6 to 7.4 percent per year. This 
conclusion is sensitive to an economic downturn and other 
uncertainties. Tri-Met’s bus replacement program reduced the 
average age of the bus fleet from 11.5 years in 1989 to 8.3 
years in 1991, making it comparable to the national average. 

Other Land Use. The Portland area has undertaken a number of 
Factors initiatives to link transit with urban development. One 

noteworthy example is a cap on the number of parking spaces 
to be provided in downtown Portland. The effect of the cap 
is to increase the cost of c~,Luting by private auto, thus 
promoting transit ridership. A goal of local land use plans 
is to focus development near transit stations. This should 
eventually lead to somewhat higher transit ridership and 
farebox revenues. Tri-Met’s ridership forecasts and cost 
effectiveness indices take these parking policies and higher 
station area densities into account. 
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Baltimore, Maryland 
(Jannavy 1993) 

Description The Mass Transit Administration (MTA) of Maryland has plans 
for a 28-mile light rail transit (IR~) system from Hunt 
Valley north of Baltimore, thr~ dc~ntc~n Baltimore to Glen 
Burnie and the Baltimore-Washington International (~WI) 
Airport south of Baltimore. The MTA is constructing the LR~ 
main line, which runs 22 miles between Timonium and Glen 
Burnie, with non-Federal funds, About 18 miles of the IR~ 
main line is already operating and carrying about 5,000 
passengers per day. M~A is seeking Section 3 New Start 
assistanoe for three I!~ extensions which, along with the 
remaining segment of the main line, would cumplete the 
28-mile IR~ system. One of t_he three extensions is this 
2-mile, 2-station branch off the ~ main line ~vectly into 

$35 million (escalated dollars). 

The ~ L~-anch is expecte4_ to carry about 2,500 daily trips 
including alxmxt 1,000 new transit riders per day in 2005. 

Statlls In Jar~lary 1992, FEA approved the initiation of the 
preliminary eng~ing needed to prepare a final EIS on the 
locally preferred alternative. MTA is expected to cumplete 
the preliminary engineering phase in May 1993. 

Section 3035(~n) of ISTEA ~rects F~A to enter into a full 
funding gxant agreement with MEA to provide $60 million in 
New Start funds to construct the three Baltimore 
extensions. Prior to ISTEA enactment, $17 million had 
already been appropriated, of which $2.0 million had been 
obligated for preliminary engineering and environmental work. 
Thr~ FY 1993, $44 million in New Start funds have been 
appropriated for the three Baltimore ~ extensions. 

In addition to the IRP system, MTA is constructing a 2-mile, 
two-station extension of the Baltimore Metrorail with Federal 
Interstate Transfer funds. The Metrorail extension, 
scheduled to open in 1995, will serve Johns Hopkins Hospital 
on the east side of dcwn~. 

Justification Mobility Improvements. The LR~ extension to BWI Airport 
promotes the ISTEA policy of providing intermodal 
connections. However, the project does not provide a good 
connection between the Baltimore Metrorail and the Airport 
because a duwnt~n connection of the LR~ and Metrorail 
systems is lacking. In the downtown, the main line LR~ 
misses the densestbusiness area, and transfer to Metrorail 
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requires a 10-minute walk outside in the weather in an area 
where personal security is often a concern. In 2005, transit 
ri_~_e~s fr~n lexington Market in duwntuwn to the Airport will 
save about 7 minutes of travel time with the IRT extension 
compared to the T~4 (shuttle bus) alternative. Trips from 

time with the IR~ extension. 

Cost effectiveness. The cost effectiveness of the 
extension to BWI Airport is $16 per new rider. 

Environmental Benefits. EPA b~ classified Balt~ as a 
"serious" nonattainment area for ozone and as a ~K~lerate" 
ncnattainment area for carbon monoxide (CO). ~he three LR~ 
extensions are not expected to affect regional VMT or 
emissions of ozone precursors from transportation souroes. 
Adverse impacts include the placement of catenary poles in 
the runway protection zone at ~WI Airport and the visual and 
noise intrusion of operating through historic T.~nthicum. 

Operatin~ Efficiencies. Tne operating and maintenance cost 
of the regional bus and rail transit system is expected to be 
$1.65 per transit trip in 2005. The O&M cost per trip is not 
improved or worsened by the ~I extension. 

Local M~A seeks a Section 3 New Start share of 78 percent, or 
Financial $27.5 million (escalated dollars) for the ~I Airport 
C~itment extension. The proposed Federal cost of $77 million for the 

three Baltimore LR~ extensions is only 17 pe!cent of the 
$450 million cost of the entire 28-mile LR~ system. 

The capital financial plan is rated as ’~edium." The local 
share ($22 million) for the three IR~ extensions will be 
provided from the State Transportation Trust (STT) Fund and 
b~ been included in the current six-year program. However, 
the delay in implementation of the three LR~ extensions 
during 1992 was primarily due to declining State revenues. 

~he stability and reliability of MTA’s operating assistance 
are rated as ’~edium." By State law, farebox revenues must 
cover 50 percent of the transit system’s qserating costs. 
MEA has a history of adequate funding of transit uperations 
with contributions from the SIT Fund. However, the SIT Fund 
is under financial pressure and cannot support construction 
and operation of all projects in the current six-year state 
program. The new IR~ service will place added operating cost 

In 1991 MEA’s bus fleet averaged 6.2 years old, which is 
bett_ev than the national average. Its heavy rail vehicles 
averaged 6.4 years old and its LR~ vehicles are about one 
year old. 
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}~.~t Va]le! I!~ Extension 
Baltimore, Maryland 

( Janizary 1993) 

Description    The Ma~s Transit Administration (MTA) of Maryland ba~ plans 
for a 28-mile light r~il transit (LR~) system from Hunt 
Valley north of Baltimore, thr~ downtown Baltimore to Glen 
Burnie and the Baltimore-Washingt~)n International (BWI) 
Airport south of Baltimore. M~A is constructing the LR~ main 
line, which runs 22 miles between Timonium and Glen Burnie, 

¯ with non-Federal funds. About 18 miles of the LRT main line 
is already operating and carrying about 5,000 passengers per 
day. MTA is seeking Section 3 New Start assistance for three 
IR~ extensions which, along with the remaining segment of the 
main line, would cumplete the 28-mile LRT system. One of the 
three projects is this 5-mile, 6-station extension from 
Timonium north to Hunt Valley. 

Tne Hunt Valley IR~ extension is estimated to cost 
$48.7 million (escalated dollars). 

The Hunt Valley LR~ extension is estimated to carry abc~It 
2,600 daily trip~ including about i, 500 new transit riders 
per day in 2005. 

Status In September 1991, ~TA approved the initiation of preliminary 
engineering work r~ed to prepare a final EIS on the locally 
preferred alternative. M~A is expected to cumplete the 
preliminaz~f engineering phase in May 1993. 

Section 3035(nn) of ISTEA directs F~A to enter into a full 
funding grant agreement with MTA to provide $60 million in 

extensions. Prior to ISTEA enactment, $17 million had 
already been appropriated, of which $2.0 million had been 
obligated for project planning and environmental work. 
Through FY 1993, $44 million in New Start funds had been 
appropriated for the three Baltimore IR~ extensions. 

In a~_~tion to the IR~ system, MTA is constructing a 2-mile, 
2-station extension of the Baltimore Metrorail with Federal 
Interstate Transfer funds. The Metrorail extension, 
scheduled to ~ in 1995, will serve Johns Hopkins Hospital 
on the east side of downtuwn. 

Justification Mobility Improvements. The Hunt Valley extension serves an 
area whose land uses are light industrial, offioe, and 
c~u~ercial. The travel markets most likely to use an LR~ 
extension into such an area are reverse c~L~ers and 
shoppers. The extension would provide central city 
residents with improved access to suburban employment 

downtc~n Baltimore would save about 12 minutes with the IR~ 
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extension cc~pared to the TSM !shuttle bus) alternative. The 
potential to serve shopping trips is reduced by the 
configuration of the IR~ main line south of Timonium. There 
the IR~ main line is in a strea_m valley separated from half 
of the neighboring o~nities by a freeway and creek. In 

riders are confronted with long walks to the stations and 
limit_~_ park-and-ride opportunities. 

Cost effectiveness. The cost effectiveness of the Hunt 
Valley ~ extension is $II per new rider. 

Environment~l Benefit~... EPA has classified Baltimore as a 
"serious" nonattainment area for ozone and as a ,~oderate" 
nonattainment area for carbon monoxide (OD). The three LR~ 
extensions are not expected to affect regional VM~ or- 
emissions of ozone precursors from transportation sources. 
Adverse impacts include the filling of 0.4 acre of wetlands 
and safety concerns in Padonia where residential properties 
abut the unprotected railroad alignment. 

~Operatinq Efficiencie$... The operating and maintenance oost 
of the regional bus and rail transit system is expected to be 
$I. 65 per transit trip in 2005. The operating cost per trip 
is not i~proved or worsened by the Hunt Valley extension. 

Local M~A seeks a Section 3 share of 78 percent, or $38 million 
Financial (escalated dollars) for the Hunt Valley extension. 
O~,~tment The pro~ Section 3 cost of $77 million for the three 

Baltimore LR~ extensions is only 17 percent of the 
$450 million cost of the entire 28-mile IR~ system. 

The capital financial plan is rated as ,,medium." The local 
share ($22 million) for the three LR~ extensions will be 
provided from the State Transportation Trust (SIT) Fund and 
_ha~ been included in the current six-year program. However, 
the delay in implementation of the three IR~ extensions 
during 1992 was primarily due to declining State revenues. 

The stability and reliability of MTA’s operating assistance 
are rated as ,%~edium." By State law, farebox revenues must 
cover 50 peroent of the transit system’s operating costs. 
M~A has a history of adequate fur~ng of transit operations 
with contributions frcm the SIT Fund. However, the STT Fund 
is under financial pressure and cannot support construction 
and operation of all projects in the current six-year state 
program. Tne new I/~ service will place added operating cost 

In 1991 M~A’s bus fleet averaged 6.2 years old, better than 
the national average. Its heavy rail vehicles averaged 
6..4 years old and its ~ vehicles were about one year old. 
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Baltimore, Mary land 
(jar~lavy 1993) 

Description The Mass Transit AdminiStration (MTA) of Maryland has plans 
for a 28-mile light rail transit (I/~) system from Hunt 
Valley north of Baltimore, through d~ Baltimore t~ Glen 
Burnie and the Baltimore-Washington International (~I) 
Airport south of Baltimore. The MTA is constructing the LR~ 
main line, which r%ms 22 miles between Timonium and Glen 
Burnie, with n~n-Federal funds. About 18 miles of the IR~ 

passengers per day. M~A is seeking Section 3 New Start 
assistance for three I/~ extensions which, along with the 
remaining ~ of the main line, would cumplete the 
28-mile I/~ system. One of the three projects is this 
0.5-mile, one-station spur off the LR~ main line ~vectly 
into Pennsylvania Station in downtown Baltimore where Amtrak 

The preferred configuration of the Penn Station LR~ spur, 
which would alluw I!~ service to both the north and south on 
the IR~ main line, is estimated to cost $17.6 million 
(escalated dollars). MTA seeks a Section 3 New Start share 
of 78 percent, or $13.7 million. The Section 3 share of the 
three Balti~re I/~ extensions exceeds the $77 million 
designated for the projects by ISTEA and previous earmarks by 
~ $2.5 million. If the a~tional funds are not 
immediately available, M~A will initially construct the Penn 
Station spur such that service would be only to and from the 
s~h. 

The Penn Station spur is expected to carry 800 daily trips 
including 300 new transit riders per day in 2005. 

In a~tion to the I!~ system, M~A is constructing a 2-mile, 
two-station extension of the Baltimore Metrorail with Federal 
Interstate Transfer funds. Tne Metrorail extension, 
scheduled to open in 1995, will serve Johns Hc~ins Hospital 
on the ea~t side of downtown. 

Status In December 1991, F~A approved the initiation of preliminary : 
engineering work needed to cumplete an environmental 
assessment of the Penn Station IR~ spur. MTA is expected to 
cumplete the preliminary engineering phase in March 1993. 

Section 3035(~n) of ISTEA directs FTA to enter into a full 
funding gz-ant agreement with MI~ to provide $60 million in 
new start funds to construct the three Baltimore I/~ 
extensions. Prior to ISYEA enau~,ent, $17 million had 
already been appropriated, of which $2.0 million has been 
obligated for preliminary engineering and environmental work. 
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~ FY 1993, $44 million in new start funds have been 
appropriated for the three Baltimore IR~ extensions. 

Justification Section 3010 of ISTEA excludes projects which cost less than 
$25 million in Section 3 funds, including the Penn Station 
LRT spur, from its New Start criteria. 

Mobility I~provem~nt~. The IRT spur into Penn Station 
promotes the ISTEA policy of providing i~termm~al 

because a duwntown connection of the I/~ and Metrcrail 

transfer to Metrcrail req~es a 10-minute walk outside in 
the w~ather in an area where personal security is often a 
concern. The Penn Station Spur will save L~ riders to Penn 
Station about 10 minutes cumpared to the only reasonable 
transit alternative, which is walking to Penn Station from 
the existing Mr. Royal/University of Baltimore IRT station. 

Cost-effectiveness. The cost-effectiveness index for the 
project is $17 per new rider. 

~ircmmental Benefit~. EPA ba~ classified Baltimure as a 
"serious" nonattainment area for ozone and as a ’%~lerate" 

extensions are not expected to affect regional VMT or 
emissions of ozone precursors fr~ transportation sources. 
Adverse impacts include the demolition of a historic railroad 
wat~htuwer and construction in the highly contaminated soil 
of the railyard. 

Operatinq Efficienci~. ~he operating and mintenance (O&M) 
cost of the regional bus and rail transit system is eapected 
to be $I. 65 per transit trip in 2005. The O&M cost per trip 

Local M~A seeks a Section 3 new start share of 78 percent, cr 
Financial $13.7 million (escalated dollars) for the Penn Station LRT 
C~muitment spur. No STP, C~AQ or other flexible funds have been 

dedicat_~_ to the project. The proposed Section 3 cost of 
$77 million for the three Baltimore IR~ extensions is only 
17 percent of the $450 million cost of the entire 28-mile LRT 

~he capital financial plan is rated as ’M~dium." The local 
share ($22 million) for the three I/~ extensions will be 
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the delay in implementation of the three LR~ extensions 
during 1992 was pr~ily due to declining State revenues. 

The stability and reliability of MTA’s c~erating assistance 
are rated as ,M~lium." By State law, farebox revenues must 
cover 50 percent of the transit system’s c~_rating costs. 
M~A has a history of adequate funding of transit operations 
with contributions from the SIT Fund. However, the SIT Fund 
is-under financial pressure ard cannot support oonstruction 
and operation of all projects in the current six-year State 
program. ~he new LRP service will place added operating cost 

In 1991 M~A’s bus fleet averaged 6.2 years old, which is 
better than the national average. Its heavy rail vehicles 
averaged 6.4 years old and its LR~ vehicles were about one 
year old. 
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Chicago, Illinois 
(Jannary 1993) 

Description The Chicago Central Area Circulator (CAC) project would be a 
miltilegged light rail transit system within downtown 
Chicago, the second largest central business district (CBD) 
in the nation with 650,000+ jobs. Portions of the project 
wou~d be grade separated (14 percent). ~e rem~ind~ is in 
prot_ect~_~ ~y lanes in street medians (50 percent) or 
c~rb lanes (36 peroerrt). The I!~ would take lanes currently 
used for car parking and traffic. 

~he cost of constructing all legs of the light rail 
alternative is estimated to be about $750 million (escalated 
dollars). Ridership is projected to be alxx~ 120,000 trips 
per day. ~he majority of riders would either be e~ting 
transit users or people who formerly walked, alth~ some 
w~uld be former auto and taxi tL~ers. 

Stat~s FI~ approved initiation of preliminary engineering in April 
1992. Tne City of Chicago expects to cumplete this ~ase in 
OctaDber 1993. 

Section 3035(e) of the ISTEA directs PTA to enter into a 
multiyear agreement with the City of Chicago for $260 million 
to carry ~ut construction of the locally preferred 
alternative. Oongress has earmarked $57.5 million for 
preliminary engineering and design. 

Justification Mobility Improvements. Tne current rapid transit system, 
including both the "Loop". and two subways, does not directly 
ccrmect the newly developing areas on the C~)’s east side 
(e.g., in the northeast along North Michigan Avenue) with the 
rest of the CRD, particularly the c~u,~ter rail terminals 
which have an aggregate ridership of about 250,000 trips per 
day. Tne project would have little overall impact on transit 
travel times, although there wield be some reduction between 
oertain key origins and destinations. Because LR~ would 
primarily qserate at grade, traffic signal delays, pedestrian 
interference, and illegal parking blockages could impact the 
reliability and spccd of the system. The City of Chicago is 
undertaking detailed s~_ ~es of LR~ ~perations and traffic 
management to address these potential problems. 

Cost Effectiveness. The cost effectiveness index is $17 for 
the locally preferred alternative. (LPA). Ccmpared to the TSM 
alternative, IR~ diverts approximately 6000 auto trips to 
transit. Of these, 4600 are to/fr~n the dc~nt~q~ area with 
high average trip distances. 
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Environmental Benefits. Chicago is a "severe" nonattainment 
area for ozone and an attainment area for carbon monoxide. 
Because few of the new riders attracted to the rail project 
are from aut~mnbiles, there will be negligible im;rovements 
in regional air quality resulting from the project. ~ 
w~uld, however, be some reductions in bus-related diesel 
emissions in the CBD. The draft F~S predicted only marginal 

because of the minimal impact cn auto usage. 

ODeratin~ Efficiencies. PTA has no information on the 
uperating efficiencies that w~uld result from tb~ project. 

Local One-third of the capital cost of the system is ~ to 

C~itment the State, and one-third frum the private sector (and the 
city) by means of a tax on o~Lu~ercial property within a 

The city’s capital plan ba~ been rated ’~edium." The city 
has established a Special Service Taxing District to fund 
this specific project, and the local business cummunity 
strcr~ly supports the district. To date, there have been tax 
levies t~talling $28 million within the district. The State 
has agreed to fund one-third of design costs, and ba~ 
appropriated half of its share. The Governor and State 
Legislature will be requested to c~u~dt to oonstruction 

~he s~ahility and reliability of local operating and 
maintenance funding is rated "l~-medium". Tne CTA will 

adjustments in assistance provided by the Regional 
Transportation Authority. Unless the CTA can locate a 
sizable new source of funding, the R~A will require a plan 
later this year that will outline hc~ the agency can be 
d~wnsized beginning in 1994. qhe deficit associated with the 
CAC project would be relatively small, both in dollar terms 
and as a percentage of the region’s t~tal transit deficit. 
The Circulator project would be funded from new scuroes not 
available to existing transit service. The Special Service 
Taxing District and an increase in the City’s parking tax 
have been proposed. An operating plan will be developed 

In 1991 CTA’s bus fleet averaged 6.3 years old, which is 
better than the national average. Its rapid rail vehicles 
ave/aged 14.7 years old. 
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Honolulu, Hawaii 
(January 1993) 

Description ~he City and County of Honolulu is proposing a 15.9-mile 
fiM__~_ g~ideway system stretchir~ from Waiawa on the west, 
through downtown, t~ the University of Hawaii on the east. 
~he system would be on elevate_ structure and w~uld utilize 
driverless trains. The project is currently estimated to 
cost $2.3 billion (year of om~truction dollars), including 
.$276 million f~r interest and other financing costs, and to 
carry 185,000 riders per day in 2005. 

Status Alternatives analysis was completed in 1990 with circulation 
of a draft EIS, selection of a locally preferred alternative,. 
and adoption of a financing plan. A supplemental ~ and 
fir~] EIS were completed in 1992. 

In September 1992, the City Council defeated an excise tax 
~ which would have funded 70 percent of the project’s 
capital costs. The city is nuw exploring alternative local 
funding s~rces and ~ initiated discussions with F~A on the 
possibility of a 50 percent Federal matching share and a 
shorter initial segment. Additional planning and 
environmental work would be necessary if the city elects to 
build a shorter initial segment. 

The city has selected a turnkey contractor to perform syste~ 
design, construction, and uperation. 

Section 3035 (WW) of ISTEA directs PTA to sign a m~itiyear 
grant agreement with Honolulu for $618 million. The 
agreement will cover construction of this project. Congress 
appropriated $112.3 million for the project in FY 1991 

Justification Mobility ImpS. Honolulu’s topography, its 
develqmuent patterns, and the large transit patronage already 
present in the corridor are ideal for developing a fixed 
guideway system. In 2005, the locally preferred alternative 
is expected to save 33,000 hc~rs of travel time per day (7.3 
minutes per trip) compared with the. TSM alternative. Because 
of this time savings, the project is expected to attract 
alm~-t 50,000 new daily riders to transit compared with the 
T~4 alternative. 

Oost Effectiveness. The 15.9-mile project ba~ a oost 
effecti~ index of $9 per new trip (1991 dollars, 2005 
ridership). 

~virommental Benefits. Honolulu is in atta~ of the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards. Acco~-ding to the 
analysis in the EIS, the project would reduce regional 
pollutant emissions by 1 to 2 percent. 
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O~-ratir~ Efficiencies. The c~rating cost per passenger is 
estimated to be $1.51 for the locally preferred alternative, 
$1.84 for the T~4 alternative, and $1.36 for the No Build 
alternative. 

Local In September 1992, the City Council defeated a propc~ 
Financial excise tax which w~/id have p~-ovi~e4_ 70 percent of the 
C~,~itment project’s capital cost. Alternative funding s~n~es, 

including a 50 percent Section 3 share, are nc~ being 
considered. Honolulu’s capital financing plan has been given 
a "ic~’ rating pending the adoption of a new financial plan. 

In terms of the sta_bility and reliability of uperating 
assistance, Honolulu’s bus system is supported ~ the 
city’s general appropriations which have provided a stable 
and reliable source of operating assistance. The bus system 
is being adequately maintained and replaced through 
continub~ reinvest~ent. In 1991 the average age of 
Honolulu’s bus fleet was 7.6 years, which is comparable to 
the national average. 

Implementation of rapid transit and related bus system 
improvements would lead to a $37 million (1991 dollars) or 
54 percent increase in the transit system’s annual operating 
deficit. This added burden may be difficult to absorb 
wi~ a new so,roe of revenue. The city has the authority, 
as a general purpose local govel,,,ent, to raise additional 
revenues by a variety of m~ _~_ns, including an increase in 
prop~ taxes. Three new sources of revenue have been 

increment financing, and joint development. F~A is conoerned 
alx~t the size of the added burden that the c~mbined rail and 
bus system would put on existing revem~ sources, as well as 
the lack of a local decision on a funding source. Pending 
local decisions on a how to fund the operating deficit, a 
"i~’ rating b~ been .assigned. 
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Region31 Bus 
Houston, Te>~ ~ 
(January 1993) 

Description Houston Metro has changed its Locally Preferred Alternative 
frcm the monorail to major improvements to the bus system, 
known as the Regional Bus Plan. The $1.25 billion LPA 
includes major service expansions in most of the region, new 
and extended HOV facilities and ramps, several transit 
centers, as well as supporting facilities. 

Status In 1991 the draft EIS was publishe~_. The document included 
fixed guideway, Better Bus, TSM and No-Build alternatives. 
The Better Bus alternative has evolved into the Regional Bus 
Plan. Since the Regional Bus Plan consists of many 
relatively small elements with independent utility and minor 
environmental impacts, a final EIS will not be done, but 
additional environmental work will be done on each element of 
the plan as needed. 

Section 3035(uu) of ISTEA directs FIA to negotiate and sign a 
multiyear grant agreement for $500 million, provided that a 
locally preferred alternative for the Priority Corridor fixed 
guideway project has been selected by March i, 1992. This 
condition has been met and PTA will be negotiating a full 
funding grant agreement. 

Houston received New Start earmarks between FY 1989 and 1993 
totaling $195.2 million. Of this ammunt, $188.8 million has 
not yet been obligated. 

Justification Mobility Improvements. The Regional Bus Plan will 
significantly improve transit service by offering direct 
service to all major activity centers and one transfer 
service to almost everywhere else, resulting in a savings of 
about 5,300 hours of travel daily. 

Cost Effectiveness. The cost effectiveness index is about 
$4 per new rider (year 2005 ridership, 1988 dollars), 
indicating that the Better Bus alternative is extremely cost- 
effective. 

Environmental Benefits. Houston is a "severe" nonattainm 
area for ozone and an attainment area for carbon monoxide. 
The Regional Bus Plan project is expected to reduce emissions 
from mobile sources by less than 0.2 percent when oumpared to 
the TSM alternative and by less than 1 percent when oumpared 
to the No-Build alternative. 

Operatinq Efficiencies. The operating and maintenanoe cost 
per passenger for the TSM and Better Bus alternatives are 
$2.72 and $2.63 respectively in year 2010 (1988 dollars). 
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Local Houston Metro is supported by a 1 percent sales tax which 
Financial generates substantial revenue above, that required to 
Cu~itment operate the existing transit system ard meet other capital 

obligations. Metro has proposed that ~TA fund approximately 
50 percent of the cost of the project. 

Metro is being asked to pay for an increasing amount of non- 
transit tasks such as city police work and street 
o~nstructi~n. Nevertheless, Metro should be able to finance 

~he s~ah_ility and reliability of financing for future 

be supported with existing dedicated sources of revem~, ~ut 
the expanded service would result in ~11er margins. 

In 1991 Metro’s bus fleet averaged 6.2 years old, which is 
better than the national average. 
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Operat~nq Efficiencies. OC~A’s cost per transit passenger on 
a systemwide basis for the year 2010 is project~ to be $1.68 
for the No-Build alternative, $2.14 for the TSM alternative 
and $2. i0 for the Build alternative. 

Local OCTA is proposing a 75 percent Section 3 share for this 
Financial particular project. If the project is viewed as part of a 
C~.~tment 20-year local/ State effort to build HOV lanes and transitways 

cn Orange County freeways, the Section 3 share is only 

~he capital financing plan is rated ’~edium." In November 
1990, county voters passed ,~4easure ~’ which establishes a 
1/2 cent local sales tax dedicated to highway and transit 
construction. The me__~re included $125 million for the 
transitway program, specifically incl~ng this project. 

In terms of the st~_bility and reliability of operating 
revenues, a "medium to high" rating has been given. OCTD’s 
operations are supported by general revenues, which are 
extremely stshle and growing rapidly. Tne OCID system is 
being adequately maintained and replaced through continuing 
reii~s~ent. In 1991 the average age of OCTD’s bus fleet 
was 7 years, which is better than the national average. 
OCTA’s assessment of financial fe_a_~ibility found that 
revenues are sufficient to fund ope/ating and maintenance 
costs, including the costs atter~__ant to system expansion, 

2010. 
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~ curriuor 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 

(January 1993) 

Description ~he Airport corridor extends approximately 20 miles between 
downtown Pittsburgh and the Greater Pittsb~ International 
Airport. A busway is proposed for the first 7.0 miles where 
congestion is worst and ridership best. The proposed busway 
would foll~ an abandoned railroad right-of-way except for a 
section along the Ohio River where it would be adjacent to an 
active railroad. A new river crossing would be built into 
duwntmwn. In the remaining 12.5 miles of tb~ corridor, from 
Carnegie to the airport, buses would operate on the Parkway 
West. The project includes the i.i mile Wabash Tunnel and 
Bridge HOV facility. 

The project is estimated to oost about $224 million (1992 
dollars). 

Status The Port Authority of Allegheny County (PAT) entered into 
alternatives analysis in May 1991. The draft EIS was 
released for public ccmment in September 1992. In October 
1992, the PAT board selected the Busway/W_a_ba~h HOV/New River 
Crossing to Market Street as the locally preferred 
alternative. On October 28, 1992, F~A approved the 
initiation of the preliminary engineering phase of project 
development. 

Sections i069(e) and 1108 (b) of ISTEA authorize $71.0 million 
of highway funds for this progect and the Martin Luther King 
extension. Congress ba~ appropriated $24.6 million in 
Section 3 New Start funds for Pittsburgh’s busway program. 
PAT has not yet decided whether to seek additional New Start 
funds from FTA, or to fund the project from the highway 
program. 

Justification .Mobility Improvements. Between Carnegie and downtown 
Pittsburgh, the busway alternative would reduce transit 
travel time by 27 minutes cumpared with the TSM alternative. 

Cost Effectiveness. The oost-per-new transit trip would be 
approximately $5 for the locally preferred alternative (1992 
dollars). Transit ridership is expected to increase by 
ii, 000 daily riders oumpared to the TS4 Alternative. 

Environmental Benefits. EPA ba~ classified the Pittsburgh 
region as a ’~oderate" nonatta~t area for ozone. The 
region is not classified for carbon monoxide due to 
insufficient information. It is unlikely that any of the 
transit alternatives would have a noticeable effect on 
regional air quality. According to the draft EIS, the busway 
would lead to a 0.i peroent reduction in regicnal vehicle 
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O~eratinq Efficiencies. The systemwide operating cost per 
passenger is projected t~ be $1.91 for the No-Build, $2.03 
for the TSM alternative and $1.94 for the locally preferred 
alternative in the year 2005. 

Local ~he proposed sources of fur~n~ are $24.7 milli~n 
Financial Section 3 funds, $9.8 million fr~m~ Section 1108 funding 
O~itment from the highway portion of ISTEA, $55 million in PennDOT 

.Fe~_val/State ~ and a $22.4 million State bond 
aut!xEization (match). In recent years, PAT ban suffered 

~he State legislature recently appruved a series of small 
taxes which are dedicated to transit. Pit~-~rgh share of 
this is expected to be $39 million. 

Funding for 50 percent of the capital cost has been incl~ed 

rated ’Tigh" since the local funding is already in place. 

PAT’s c~erating assistance plan is considered ’~edium." PAT 
has a good ~ of obtaining ~ed fun~s to operate new 

withuut the r~ for major service cuts and fare increases. 

In 1991 the average age of PAT’s bus fleet was 8.4 years, 
which is c~-~ble to the national average. Rail vehicles 
averaged 14.3 years old. 

B-72 



Pittsburgh: 
Airport Corridor Phase 1 

Legend 

Proposed Busway 

~ Proposed Station 
~ Existing Busways 



Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
(Jar~1~vy 1993) 

Description    The first 6.8 miles of the Martin Luther King, Jr. East 
Busway was cumpleted in 1983. It carries more than 30,000 
riders each weekday from downtown Pittsburgh to Wilkin~, 
serving a corridor with the highest transit ridership in 
Allegheny Ommty. Pb~-~e I of the proposed expansion of the 
East Busway is a 2.3-mile extension serving the adjacent 
cumunities of ~gewoed an~ Swissvale. ~he exterded busway 
will include park-and-ride lots, a feature which does not 

PAT estimates put the cost of the project at about 
$40 million (1990 dollars). 

Status The Port Authority of Allegheny County (PAT) b~ suEmitted an 
Environmental Assessment for the F~st Busway extension to the 
F~A. This document is currently under review, and PAT 
expects to cumplete the environmental process by early 1993. 

Sections 1069 (e) and 1108 (b) of ISTEA authorize $71.0 million 
of highway funds for this project and the Airport Busway 
project. Congress has appropriat_~_ $24.6 million in 
Section 3 New Start funds for Pitts~’s husway program. 
PAT ba~ not yet decided whether to seek additional New Start 
funds or to fund the project frcm the highway program. 

Justification Since the Section 3 share of the project’s cost is less than 
$25 million, the project is exempt’, from the new start 
criteria. 

M~bility Improvements. The 2.3 mile extension would reduce 
travel time by up to 17 minutes compared with the TSM 
alternative. 

Cost Effectiveness. The proposed East Busway is very cost 
effective with a cost per new rider of about $5. This 
index reflects the substantial increase in ridership, 
the reduction in travel times for a large number of existing 
riders, and the project’s modest cost. 

Environmental Benefits. Pittsburgh is a ’~8oderate" 
nonattainment area for ozone and is not classified for carbon 
monoxide. Tne project’s impact on air quality has yet to be 
determined, though it is likely to be small. 

Operatinq Efficiencies. Systemwide operating cost per 
passenger is projected to be $2.08 for the No-Build, $2.08 
for the TSM alternative and $2.07 for the busway alternative 
~ 2005. 
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Local PAT is c~itted t~ raising 50 percent of the project 
Financial costs from non-Federal sources. In recent years, PAT 
O~.,dtment suffered frcm financial difficulties and b~ had to reduce 

service. ~he State legislature recently approved a series of 
small taxes which are dedicated to transit. Pit~-~hurgh share 
of this project is expected to be $39 million. 

Funding for 50 percent of the capital cost for both the East 
Busway extension and Airpurt Busway has been included in the 
State capital budget. The capital financing plan is rated 

PAT’s operating assistance plan is ccmsidered ’~dium." PAT 
has a good ~ of obtaLning r~ed funds to operate new 

wi~ the ~ for major service cuts and fare increases. 
In 1991 the average age of PAT’s bus fleet was 8.4 years, 
which is ccm~arable to the national average. Pail vehicles 
averaged 14.3 years old. 
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South IRT 
Salt Lake City, Utah 

(January 1993) 

Description ~he Utah Transit Authority (UIA) plans to construct a 15- to 
17-mile at-grade light rail line from downtown Salt Lake City 
to suburban areas to the south. The line would follow a 
lightly used Union Pacific Railroad alignment. The project 
is oxrently to $230 million (   ated 
dolL.s). 

Status F~A approved the initiation of preliminary engineering in 
F~k~ry 1991. A supplemental draft EIS is being prepared. 

by July 1993 but, in light of recent develc~ (see 
below), this date may no longer be valid. 

UTA is n~ ccmsidering significant changes to the project in 
reaction to the November 1992 defeat of the sales tax 
referendum which was necessary t~ fund the local share of the 
project as originally defined. These modifications may 
include both physical and operational changes fruu the 
original plan. The requested federal share of the 
ocnstruction costs may ~. Because a decision on the 
future of this project has not been rode at this time, the 
information presented here will describe the locally 
preferred alternative rather than a revised LR~ plan. 

Section 3035(f) of ISTEA directs F~A to enter into a 
multiyear grant agreement with the Utah Transit Authority 
which includes $131 million to carry out the construction of 
the initial sagment of the locally preferred alternative. 
Congress has appropriated $21.1 million for advanoed right- 
of-way acquisition, engineering, and design. 

Pacific Railroad for the purchase of right-of-way for the 
project. F~A has issued a Letter of No Prejudioe for 
participation in the acquisition. An application is pending 
which would obligate all of the FY 1993 a~d prior year 
appropriations. 

Justification Mobility Improvements. The preferred alternative would 
increase transit trips in year 2010 to 96,800, cc~pared with 
90,800 for the T~4 alternative. The 1991 transit travel time 
between Sandy (the southern terminus of the proposed project) 
and Salt Lake City was 76 minutes. The LR~ would reduce this 
travel time to 59 minutes in the year 2010~ The projected 
difference in travel time in 2010 between the TSM and LPA 
alternatives is 6 minutes. However, these numbers r~ 
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the a~mra~ change in travel time. Some riders will have 
longer travel times -- for instance, those who must transfer 
my find that travel time incre@~ as a result of 

Cost Effectiveness. Tne locally preferred alternative b~ a 
cost effectiveness index of $7 per new transit trip (2005 
r~_~vship, 1992 dollars). The IR~ cost estimate assumes a 
bare bones design with a projected cost-per-mile lower than 
the actual costs of any other LR~ system already constructed 

Envirunmsntal Benefits. ~he Salt Lake City region is a 
’~oderate" ncmattaimment area for ozone and a "not 

quality analysis for the draft EIS fourd that the build 
alternatives wDuld reduce regional emissions by no more than 
1 percent, and would have negligible impact at local 

Operatin~ Efficiencies. The systemwide operating cost per 
passenger in year 2010 (1992 dollars) is estimated to be 
$2.04 for the No Build alternative, $2.73 for the TSM 
alternative, and $2.36 for the locally preferred alternative. 
~he current cost per passenger is $1.84. 

Local T~e locally adopted finance plan anticipated a 50 percent 
Financial ncn-F~deral share. The plan, as designed, depended upon 
C~a~itment passage of a referendum to raise UTA’s current 1/4 cent sales 

tax by 3/16 cent. The referendum was defeate4_ in the 
November 1992 election. As described earlier, UTA is nuw 
considering significant physical and q~rational d%~nges to 
the project. The agency may also seek a second vote on the 
sales tax. Until its Board makes a decision regarding the 
future of this project, the only information available is the 
original finan  plan. 

The original plan anticipates that Salt Lake City wDuld 
receive 50 percent Section 3 f~nding for the rail project 
plus 50 percent Section 3 ~ for b~S replacement and bus 
fleet expansion after all Section 9 funds are ~sed. Some 
funding for the requisite bus expansion w~s authorized cut of 

UTA’s capital finance plan is vulnerable to increases in 
project cost and/or declines in projecte4_ rates of revenue 
gruwth. FEA’s financial consultant considers the revenue 

the project and/or the funding plan in response to the recent 
referendum defeat. Pending resolution of these .concerns, the 
capital financing plan is rated "luw." 
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Salt "i’.-~’k,,O C.i.ty :L"O(~.it,’~ a "io~’ rating for the stability and 
reliability of local operating fur~s. Without the additional 
revem/e of the defeated increase ,in the sales tax, UTA may 

system. UI~ will ~ to __~strate that it ban a stable 

transit sy~. 

In 1991 the average age of U~A’s bus fleet was 8.1 years, 
which is c~%~rable to the naticr~l average. 
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San Francisco, Califcr~La 
( Jar~/ary 1993) 

Description Tne Bay Area Rapid Transit (BAR~), San Mateo County 
(Sam~rans), and the Metropolitan Transportation O~ission 
(MIC) plan to build a 6.36-mile, three station BART extension 
from Colma to an external ~ station at San Francisco 
International Airport. Tne project is estimated to cost $960 
million (escalated dollars). 

Status The draft EIS was cumpleted in 1992 and a locally preferred 

completion of the environmental process is abuut to 

Section 3032 (c) of ISTEA directs PTA to approve the 
ccr~x~tion of the locally preferred alternative for the 

Section 3032(c)(2) mandates the execution of a multiyear 
grant agreement with BAR~ to permit expenditure of funds for 
the construction of the BAR~ airport extension. The Federal 
share of the project is not to exceed 75 percent of the 
project cost unless Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
Resolution 1876 is modified to state otherwise. 

ISTEA authorized $500 million in fiscal years 1992 ~ 
1997 for the Colma, Tasman and BAR~-Airport projects. The 
Metrupolitan Transportation C~L,,dssion must divide this money 
between the projects, which it has not yet done. Between 
FY 1991 and FY 1993, $225.9 million has been appropriated 
for the three projects. 

Justification Mobility Improvements. The BAR~ extension to the Airport 
would improve transit access from San Francisco and the E~st 
Bay to the Airport and would also improve transit service 
along the Peninsula to San Francisco. The project w~uld save 
2.25 million hours of transit travel time over the TSM 
alternative in 2010. 

Cost Effectiveness. The cost effectiveness index for t!lis 
project is between $26 and $28 per new trip, depending upon 
whether the high or lc~ capital oost estLmate is used (1991 
dollars, 2005 ridership). 

Environmental Benefits. Tne San Francisco Bay Area is a 
’%noderate" nonattainment area for ozone ~nd a ’~oderate <= 
12.7" nonattainment area for carbon monoxide. The Airport 
BAR~ extension is forecast to reduce regional vehicle miles 
travelled by less than 1 percent over the No-Build 
alternative, and only 0.1 percent cumpared with the TSM 
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alternative. ThUS it would have minimal impact on regional 
air quality. In addition, the project would have serious 
adverse impacts on wetlands ard er~_angered and threatened 
species. 

Operatinq Efficiencies. Cumpared with the TSM alternative, a 
BART-Airport extension would increase systemwide operating 
costs from $1.62 to $1.65 per rider (1991 dollars). 

~ A regional financing agreement has tied this project to 
Financial other fixed guideway projects in San Francisco, Alameda, 
O~itment and Contra Costa Counties. The regional plan calls for 

100 percent local funding of East Bay projects and 75 percent 
FI~ funding of this project, resulting in a 28 percent 
Section 3 funding share of the entire region’s fixed guideway 
extension program of projects. 

Many of the local and state funding mechanisms called for in 
the original regional capital financing plan are in place. 
However, Proposition 156 bonding authority failed in a 
November 1992 referendum, and no funding source has been 
identified for the $173 million cost of alignment 
modifications to the project requested by the cities of South 

for many of the other projects have escalated substantially, 
while expected State revenues have failed in refer~ and 
additional local funding will be required. Tne Bay Area is 
currently revising the financing plan to address the 
shortfall. Tne capital financing plan is currently rated 
"io~’ pending cumpletion of a new plan.. 

Existing dedicated sales taxes could support a modest 
SamTrans and BAR~ expansion. Therefore, the stability and 
reliability of operating assistance have been rated ’~edium." 
However, there is some conoern because the capital shortfall 
my negatively impact operating assistance in the cut years 
of the financial plan. 

In 1991 the average age of SamTrans bus fleet was 7.1 years, 
which is hatter th~n the national average. BAR~’s rail 
vehicles averaged 13.7 years old. 
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T~-~m~n L~ 
San Jose, California 

(Janizary 1993) 

Description    Santa Clara County Transit District (~) plans to build a 
12.2-mile surface light rail transit (LR~) line frem Milpit~.~ 
to Mountain View, with a connection to the existing Guadalupe 
~ in northern Santa Clara County. Tne project would also 
connect with the Caltrain co,~-,~ter rail system. 

~e estimated capital cost of the LR~ portion of the Tasman 
project is $480 million (escalated dollars). The project 
includes another $9 million in bus purchases. 

Status Preliminary engineering has essentially been ccmpleted. The 
final EIS was approved in December 1992. 

Section 3032 of ISTEA directs ~TA to approve the construction 
of the locally preferred alternative not later than 90 days 
after the completion of preliminary engineering, and to enter 
into a multiyear grant agreement for 50 percent of the 
project’ s cost. 

Through FY 1993, $226 million of the $568.5 authorized by 
ISTEA in Section 3 New Start funds has been appropriated for 
metropolitan San Francisco with the provision that the 
Metropolitan Transportation Co~ission (MTC) allocate the 
funds among the Colma BART extension, the BART Airport 
project and the Tasman LR~ project. M~C has not yet made 
this allocation. 

Justification Mobility Improvements. The proposed project serves the work 
trip market between southern Alameda county and Silicon 
Valley where high levels of freeway congestion currently 
exist. The project will not have a significant impact on 
this congestion, but some trips will experience significant 
time savings. F~A has no information on the total time 
savings t_hat would result from the project. 

Cost Effectiveness. The project has a cost per new trip of 
$40 (2005 riders, 1993 dollars). The index reflects a 
relatively low number of new riders. The new riders are low 
because of the land use characteristics of the corridor, 
which include free employee parking at numerous low density 
and dispersed eaployment locations along the transit line. 

Environmental Benefits. San Jose is a "moderate" 
nonattainment area for ozone and a "moderate <= 12.7" 
nonattainment area for carbon monoxide. Compared with the No 
Build alternative, the Tasman project would reduce vehicle 
miles travelled in the study area by less than 1 percent. 
Compared with the TSM alternative, vehicle miles would be 
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impact on regional emissions. 

Operatinq Efficiencies. The project is expected to lead to 

Estimates for the year 2005 are $3.36, $3.48, and $3.79 for 
the No-Build, TS~ and Locally Pr~.erred Alternatives (1992 
dollars). 

Local SCCID is seeking Section 3 New Start funds for about 
Financial 50 percent of the capital cost of the project. ~he County 
O~tment has an existing 1/2 cent sales tax for transit. With passage 

of Measure A in November 1992, another 1/2 cent sales tax 
will also be collected for rail transit projects beginning in 
1995. The second half-cent tax will adequately fund the 
Cuunty’s 25 percent share of the capital cost of the project. 
However, the failure of Proposition 156 in the November 
election h~s created a shortfall of $59.8 million in the 
State’s contribution to the project. The capital finance 
plan has been rated "1o%~’ pending the development of a new 
financial plan or re~rcgr~ of State funding to make up 
for the $59.8 million shortfall. 

SCCTD currently covers less than 15 percent of its uperating 
costs out of the farebox. Adding more light rail and buses 
will reduce the operating ratio further. The M~a~re A sales 
taxes are reserved for the operation of IR~ expansions, 
including the Tasman project, and cannot be used to cover 
existing service. The existing 1/2 cent sales tax cannot 
cover existing service levels whic/~ must be cut by 10 percent 
this year (on t~p of a 5 percent cut last year). Further 
cuts in the existing service will be required unless sales 
tax revenues grow faster than operating costs, which is 
contrary to past trends. Therefore,. the st_~hility and 
reliability of q~rating assistance for the SCCID has been 

In 1991 SCCID’s bus fleet averag~ 7.2 years old, which is 
better than the national average. 
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Austin, Tewa~ 
(Jannavy 1993) 

Description Capital Metro has resumed its alternatives analysis t~ 
evaluate transit alternatives in the 14-mile Northwest/North 
Central Corridor. Tne light rail alternative would use an 
at-grade alignment that will make use of both street and 
railroad right-of-way. Alignment options exist in the 
downtown area, the State Hospital area, and various State 
office cumplexes. The total estimated cost of the light rail 
alternative is about $200 million (escalated dollars). 

Status FTA approved the resumption of alternatives analysis in 
November 1992. Approval of a draft EIS is not expected 
before late 1993. Capital Metro has tentative plans t~ hold 
a bond referendum in November 1993. 

Congress b~ not authorized or appropriated any funds for 
this project. 

Justification Mobility Improvements. The North Central/Northwest 
corridor has an exceptionally large number of jobs for a 
city the size of Austin. Information on the mobility 
improvements of the v~rious alternatives will be developed 
during alternatives analysis. 

Cost Effectiveness. In the prior alternatives analysis 
study, the most cost effective light rail alternative had an 
index of $15/new rider. Hc~ever, the cost of the project has 
been scaled beck considerably, from $240-$280 million to 
$200 million. Updated indices will be developed during 
alternatives analysis. 

Environmental Benefits. Austin is in attainment of t_he 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for ozone and carbon 
monoxide. PTA has no information about the reduction in 
emissions that would result from any of the alternatives. 

Operatinq Efficiencies. PTA has no information on the 
operating efficiencies that would result from the 
alternatives. 

Local Capital Metro is expected to seek Section 3 New Start 
Financial funding for 50 percent of the oost of a 14-mile starter 
O~,~itment system. When Capital Metro was formed back in 1985, it was 

authorized to collect up to one cent in sales tax to support 
operations and capital programs. Presently, three q,a~ters 
of one cent is being collected. Early projections indicate 
that a 50 percent local share of the capital investment could 
be generated without an increase in the 3/4 percent sales 
tax. A bond referendum is planned for the Fall of 1993. 
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Capital Metro’s Board recently raised its fixed guideway 
reserve fund from $5 Million to $8.5 Million. F~A has rated 
Austin’s capital financing plan as "high" since a fundin~ 
source for the local share is already in place. 

The st_~bility and reliability of Capital Metro’s operating 

the 3/4 percent sales tax, farebcx revenues, and Federal 
assistance. Capital Metro’s system is being more than 
sufficiently maintained and replaced through continuLng 
reinvestment. In 1991 the average age of Capital Metro’s bus 
fleet was 5.2 years, which is better than the national 
average. 
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Boston, Massachusetts 
(Jar~ ~avy 1993) 

Description The Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA) is 
proposing to build an und~ transitway between the 
MBTA’s existing transit system and the South Boston Piers 
area, located on the fringe of duwn~. The transitway 
would use either electric trolley buses or dual mode buses. 
The cost of the project is estimated to range bet%~n 
$350 million and $700 million (escalated dollars) 4e~ending 
upon the termini, alignment, and vehicle technology chosen. 

The downtuwn Boston office market was quite strong during the 
1980’s, le~ng to interest in devel~ping neglected ar~s 

attention was the South Boston Piers/Fort Point Channel area. 
The timing and intensity of development project~_ for this 
area is highly speculative. 

Status FTA approved the initiation of alternatives analysis in 
Aug~ 1990. ~TLiS phase of the study is nearing c~pletion. 
The draft EIS was made available to the public on 
November 20, 1992. The MB~A’s schedule anticipates the 
selection of a locally preferred alternative by Jar~avy 1993 
and completion of the final EIS by May 1993. 

Section 3035 (j) of ISTEA directs PTA to enter into a 
multiyear grant agreement with the MBTA for $278 million. 
The agreement would cover construction of the project between 
South Station and the World Trade Center (M3S-2). Congress 
ba~ appropriated $48.8 million for this project. 

Justification Mobility Improvements. The project would significantly 
reduce travel time to the Piers area frcm near-in areas 
without direct service to South Station. It would also 
reduce travel time fr~ outlying areas to the north which are 
served by c~,,,uter rail service to North Station. Smaller 
travel time savings (under 5 percent) are projected from both 
near-in and distant areas that have service to South 
Station. 

Cost Effectiveness. To address the uncertainties regarding 
the timing and intensity of future development, the draft EIS 
analyzed two growth scenarios. The cost effectiveness 
:indices for the MOS-2 alternative is $20 in the luwer growth 
scenario and $13 in the high growth scenario. Project 
justification is highly dependent on a r~sumption of gr~ 
and development. Vacancy rates are currently in the 20 to 
25 percent range. The lower growth scenario my be 
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Environmental Benefits. Metropolitan Boston is a ’%~oderate" 
nonatta~t area for carbon monoxide and a "serious" 
nonattainment area for ozone. ~ed with the TSM 
alternative, the MDS-2 transitway alternative is expected to 
reduce the number of vehicle miles travelled by 55,100 in the 
high growth ~io and 35,400 in the lower grc~th scenario. 
Hc~ever, it is highly unlikely that any of the alternatives 
would have a noticeable effect on pollution levels at the 
regional scale. Tnere may be a small but positive effect on 
carbon monoxide in the central business district. 

Operatin~ Efficiencie~... Tne systemwide oost per passenger is 
projected to be $2.29 for the No-Build alternative, $2.31 for 
the TSM alternative and $2.32 for MOS-2. 

local The MBTA is proposing a Section 3 share of 80 percent. In 
financial the past, the MBTA had agreed to seek 50 percent or less from 
C~.~tment Federal sources, and was expecting that the private sector 

would contribute up to 25 peroent of the project’s capital 
cost. 

A "medium" rating for the capital financing osmmitment is 
appropriate. While the MBTA has adopted a financing plan, 
the State is currently facing a $3 billion shortfall for top 
priority transportation projects. Tnerefore, the 
availability of State funding for the transitway is 
uncertain. F~A suspects that the cost estimate may 
understate the actual cost of the project. 

FPA ba~ assigned a ",medium" rating for the st_ability and 
reliability of MBTA operating funds. In recent years, the 
State hms strongly supported the operation and enhancement of 
the MBTA system. Tne MBTA system is being adequately 
maintained and replaced through continuing reinvestment. In 
1991 the average age of the MBTA’s b~s fleet was 8.8 years, 
slightly above the national average, and its rail fleet 
averaged ii years. 

Other Factors Parkinq Policy. To reduce air pollution, Boston has 
established a cap on the number of parking spaces to be 
provided in dc~n~. Tne effect of the cap is to increase 
the cost of c~u~ting by private auto, thus pr=moting transit 
ridership. 
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~)~1 }IL1b Ogrrid~r 
Cleveland, Ohio 
(Jann~ry 1993) 

Description    Tne Dual Hub oorridor Connects two major employment centers, 
d~cntcxcn Cleveland and University circle, which are 5.6 miles 
apart. Cleveland’s existing Red v.~ne just touches the edges 

follows an old industrial railroad alignment well south of 
the busiest transit corridor on the eastside. Tne I~r-like 
Red T.~ne and the Shaker Heights I/~ lines serve only a single 
station in d~wntc~n. Tnis study is considering alternatives 
for relocating the e~cside R_~ T.~ne farther north and 
connecting in the Shaker Heights lines so that all lines 
serve the major employment sites at University Circle, then 
follc~ the busiest ea~tside ~s route to d~wntmwn with 
multiple stations in the heart of downtown. 

Tne alternative considered most likely to be selected the 
locally preferred alternative follows Euclid Avenue. It 
would be in su~cay dc~ntc~n and on the street outside of 
downtc~n. Tne latest capital cost estimate is $300 to 
$800 million (escalated dollars). 

Status The Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority (GCRTA) is 
using a tiered approach to project decision making. A draft 
EIS has been prepared to help narrc~ the large number of rail 
alignment alternatives. In a second phase of alternatives 
analysis, GCR~A will correct deficiencies in its traffic 
demand models, ridership estimates, cost effectiveness 

EIS evaluating the No-Build, T~, and best rail alternatives. 
The estimated completion date of this phase is late 1993, 
after which GCR~A will proceed with preliminary engineering 
on a locally preferred alternative. 

Section 3035(t) of ISTEA directs FrA to negotiate and sign a 
multiyear grant agreement with GC~EA to camplete the 
alternatives analysis. Through FY 1993, Congress has 
appropriated $10.4 million in New Start funds for the 
project. 

Justification Mobility Improven~ts. It is not yet known whether the 
relocation of the rail line will attract sufficient new 
riders and save present riders enough travel time to justify 
the major expense. A well-designed TSM alternative 
may aoccm~lish the same objectives at a ~!ch lower cost. The 
rationale for the project is that: (i) the rail system does 
not serve the entire downtown, so many rail passengers must 
use the downtown loop buses to reach their final 
destinations, (2) the current eastside alignment misses the 
best transit corridor on that side of town, (3) .dwindling 
ridership has resulted in underutilization of a rail system 
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that is expensive to maintain and operate, and (4) the city 
w~uld like to focus new develqm~e~nt in the Dual Hub Corridor. 
However, because the realigned trains w~uld operate cm 
surface streets cutside of ~, existing riders to the 
important To~_r City area of downtown w~lld be subject to 
longer travel times than at present. Tne eastside corridor 
is nuw well served by buses and not so congested that a train 
operating at street level wDuld improve travel times. 

cost effectiveness of a major transit investment in the 
corridor. Such information will be developed in the second 
pba~e of alternatives analysis. 

Environmental Benefits. EPA classifies Cleveland as a 
’~oderate" nonatta~t area for ozone and as a ’~m~derate" 
nonatta~t area for carbon monoxide (CO). Although the 
VM~ analysis is incumplete, FTA expects the project to have 
minimal impact on regional pollutants such as ozone because 
of its relatively small attraction of new transit riders.. 
However, the project may have a measurable impact on peak- 
period CO concentrations in downtuwn because it would 
eliminate the need for most downtx~n loop and Euclid Avenue 
buses in dowr~x~n. 

Operatinq Efficiencies. ~TA does not have information on the 
operating efficiencies of a major transit investment in the 
corridor. Such information will be developed in the second 
~ of alternatives analysis. 

Local GCR~A’s preliminary financial plan calls for funding from 
Financial FTA (50 percent), the State of Ohio (i0 to 12 percent), 
O~itment the City of Cleveland (5 percent), GCR~A (25 to 35 percent), 

and benefit assessment taxes (i0 to 20 percent). 

The capital financing plan for the project ba~ been proposed 
but has not been adopted. The draft plan is rated ’~Kiium" 
for this stage in F~A’s project development process. No 
c~.~tments have been made by any funding partner, and State 
legislation to impose the special transit benefit tax 
assessments is not in place. Both capital and operating 
expenses are supported by a 1 percent sales tax in Cuyahoga 
County which all~s C43qEA to have a modest, i00 percent 
locally funded capital program. However, the sales tax 
revenue is c~,,dtted to operating and maintaining the 
existing system for the most part, with little left over for 
new initiatives. 

The stability and reliability of GCR~A’s operating assistanoe 
are rated as ’~,edium." The 1 percent sales tax revenue 
covers 64 percent of the operating expenses, and farebox 
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revenue covers another 25 percent. The remainder is provided 
~ FTA (6 perce~t) a~d the ~.ate (5 peroe/It). ~he reoession 

In 1991 G~EA’s existing k~s fleet averaged 6.1 years old, 
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Dallas, ~ 
(Ja~,a~y 1993) 

Description Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DAR~) has initiated alternatives 
analysis to e~aluate transit alternatives in the ll.2-mile 
North Central Corridor. The corridor, which extends beyond 
the terminus of the light rail line DAB~ is presently 
building, includes portions of three cities: Dallas, 
Richardson, and Plano. Alternatives to be considered include 
a n~ build alternative; two transportation system management 
(TS~ alternatives with HOV elements, and two light rail 
transit alternatives. The estimated cost of the light rail 
alternative is $200 million (escalated dollars). DA~ 
estimates that ridership will be 24,300 in the corridor. 

Status FTA approved the initiation of alternatives analysis in 
~ 1992. Approval of a draft EIS is not expected 
before Fall 1993. 

Congress has not authorized or appropriated any funds for 
this project. 

Justification Mo~hilit7 Improvements. The North Central Corridor is the highest populated of any transportation corridor within the 
DAR~ service area. Employment and population are expected to 
grc~ 34 percent and ii percent respectively by the year 2010. 
It is not known whether the transit alternatives will save 
any travel time. 

~ Effectiveness. The preliminary cost effectiveness index 
is $7 per new trip. 

Environmental Benefits.. Dallas is a ,~oderate" nonattainment 
area for ozone and an attainment area for carbon monoxide. 
The alternatives analysis will generate information on the 
extent to which a transit iI~es%~ent wc~Id reduce emissions. 

Operat~n~ Efficiencies. FEA has no information on the 
c~erating efficiencies that would result from a major transit 

Local DAR~ is seeking Section 3 NeW Start funding for 80 percent 
Financial of the cost of whatever project results from the alternatives 

With a 1 percent sales tax, DAR~ is in very good financial 
condition and enjoys sufficient surplus to build the 
20-mile system. The sales tax has consistently provided 
DAR~ with a cash surplus after systemwide operating and 
capital expenses. ~ has no long term debt. However, 
whether the 1 percent sales tax alone is sufficient to build 
the s~a~ter line as well as b~ild future extensions without 
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Federal assistance and future cash infusions is something 
that should be seriously considered. PTA b~-~ rat~4_ DART’s 
capital financing plan as ’%~edium" given the preliminary 

~he stability and reliability of ~Rr’s operating revenues 
are rated ’~ligh" because of their continuous ability to 

~ a timely basis. In 1991 DAR~’s h~s fleet averaged 6.8 
years old, which is better than the naticr~l average. 
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Denver, Color~ ~ao_ 
(January 1993) 

Description An ongoing alternatives analysis will evaluate light rail, 
busway, cc~m2ter rail, ar~ TSM alternatives in the 14-mile 
corridor between the edge of duwntcwn Denver and the 

The capital cost of the busway q~,icm developed in system 
planning was $97 million (1988 dollars) ar~ the capital c~st 
of the I!~ c~_icn was $200 million (1988 dollars). 
the Regicr~l Transit Distric~ (RID) recently decided t~ 
extend its Metro Area Connection (MAC) light rail system to 
the vicinity of the intersection of 1-25 and Santa Fe Drive. 
~ ~ will reduce t_he cost of the alternatives to be studied 

Status The alternatives analysis is in the very early stages. 
C~pletion is not expected before August 1994. 

Congress b~ not authorized or apprqsriated any funds for 
this ~j~. 

Justification Mobilit7 Im~rovm~s. F~A ba~ no quantitative information 
on the mobility benefits of a major transit investment in the 
corridor. The proposed fixed guideway would be parallel and 
adjacent to the HOV lanes being developed along South 
Santa Fe Drive. It is not clear what m~bility benefits this 
~iU~ay w~nd provide. 

Cost Effectiveness. In system planning, RID calculated a 
preliminary cost-effectiveness index of $I per new trip for 
the busway and $6 for LRT. FI~ questioned a number of 
assumpti~s underlying this analysis. In eddition, smm of 
the benefits identified in system planning will be achieved 
by the MAC extension to 1-25. 

Environmental Benefit. Denver is classified as a 
"transitional" nonattainment area for ozcme and a ’%rderats" 

analysis will generate information on the extent to which a 
transit inves~ent w~uld reduce emissions. 

ODeratinq Efficienc~. FEA has no information on the 
operating efficiencies that would result from a major 
~ in the corridor. 

Local The Federal share of this project, is assumed to be 
Financial 80 peroent. A financial plan will be develq~d ~uring 
C~L,~itment alternatives analysis. 
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Denver’s capital financing plan is rated as "io~’ at this 
point in project development. RID has not yet identified a 
fudging strategy to build and operate a major ~ in 
the ~ Corridor. 

The stability and reliability of its operating plan is rated 
as ’%~edium". It is anticipated that RID will be able to 
ocntinue operating its existing fleet without service 
cutbacks. In 1991 the average age of RID’s bus fleet was 7.4 
years old, which is better than the national average. 
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Suuth 
Kansas City, ~ 
(jar~ ~avy 1993) 

Description The Kansas city Area Transportation Authority (KCATA) is 
performLng an alternatives analysis in the South Corridor. 
The corridor extends from the riverfront and downtmwn 
Kansas City south to 1-435. The alternatives being 
considered include several LR~ options and busway/HOV 
lanes. 

KCATA’s preliminary capital cost estimate for a i0- to-ll- 
mile iR~ alternative is $245 million (1990 dollars). 

Status ~ study is in the early stages. KCATA expects to select 
a locally preferred alternative in June 1993. 
considers the s~hedule to be highly optimistic. 

Section 3035(k) of ISTEA ~rects FTA to enter into a 
multiyear grant agreement in the amount of $5.9 million 
with the KCATA to provide for the completion of 
alternatives analysis and preliminary engineering. In 
1993, Congress appropriated $i.I million for the oumpletion 
of alternatives analysis and preliminary engineering. 

Justification Mobility Improvements. According to KCATA’s earlier system 
planning studies, few transportation problems solvable by 
LR~ currently exist in the study area. Quantitative 
information on each alternative’s mobility benefits will be 
developed in the current alternatives analysis study. 

Cost Effectiveness. Earlier studies indicated that LR~ 
would cost at least i0 times as much as .an all-bus 
alternative and attract no more than 4 percent more riders, 
thus generating few transportation or other benefits. 
Preliminary cost-effectiveness indioes were $50 to $89 per 
new trip for the two LR~ alignments being studied. The 
indioes for the busway/HOV alternatives for the same 
ali%,’,L~nts were $1747 and $2261 per new trip. 

is in attainment of the ozone and carbon monoxide 
sta~ds. Tne alternatives analysis will generate 
information on the extent to which a transit investment 
wc~Id affect emissions. 

Operatir~ Efficiencies. F~A has no information on the 
operating efficiencies that would result from a major 
transit investment in the oorridor. Such information will 
be developed in the current alternatives analysis. 
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Local The Federal share of this projeu~ is assumed to be 
Financial 80 percent. No source of local capital funding has yet 
C~L~itment been identified. The capital financing plan is rated as 

"l~-medium" sinue KCATA does nut yet have a financing 

assumptions made in the K~’s financial analysis in 
system planning to be highly questionable. Moreover, the 
analysis concluded that KCATA lacks the resources to build 
and operate a mjor transit ~roject. 

In 1991 the average age of KCA~A’s bus fleet was 7.6 years, 
which is c~mrable to the national average. 
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Los Angeles, Califorr~[a 
(January 1993) 

Description The E~st Central Corridor project is one of three proposed 
extensions to the Los Angeles Metro Pail System which 
together constitute MOS-3. Tne corridor extends fr~n the 
eastern terminus of the Red T0~e at Union Station to Atlantic 
and Whittier Boulevards in ~’~t Los Angeles, a distance of 

$1.8 billion (escalated dollars)o Six separate alignments 
are being considered. 

Status ~TA approved the Los Angeles County Transportation 
O~a~dssion’s (LACTC) request to initiate alternatives 
analysis in July 1991. The study is currently in the very 
early stages. 

Section 3034 of ISTEA directs F~A to amend the full funding 
contract for Metro Rail segment MDS-2 for $695 million for 
constructing the three segments of M~S-3. ISTEA also 
exempted MOS-3 from PTA’s new start criteria and provided for 
advanced construction authority. 

Through FY 1993, Congress ba~¯ appropriated $60 million for 
MOS-3, including $20 million for the initial three miles of 
the East Side Extension. 

Justification Mobility Improvements. The project would connect t_he Red 
T.~ne to the largely Hispanic East. Side. Transit users wotlld 
thereby avoid the congested surface streets which currently 
connect duwntuwn to the E~st Side. Quantification of these 
benefits will be done in the ongoing alternatives analysis. 

Cost Effectiveness. IACTC ba~ calculated preliminary cost- 
effectiveness indices for the ccmbined East and West Central 
Corridor project. The preliminary indices vary between $9 
and $i0 per new rider and depend on the alignment selected. 
These indices will be recumputed as the alternatives analysis 
produces more refined estimates of cost, ridership, and 
travel time. 

"extreme" nonatta~t area for ozone and a "serious" 
nonattainment area for carbon monoxide. It is unlikely that 
any of the alternatives would have a significant effect on 
pollution levels at the regional scale, because such a small 
percentage of regional auto trips would be diverted to 
transit. The project couldhave a small positive effect on 
carbon monoxide levels in the central area. In addition, the 
project is part of a larger o~L~,d.tment to meeting air quality 
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goals through the Regional Mobility Plan which incl~des an 
extensive network of rail lines, electric bus lines, and high 
oocupancy vehicle facilities. 

~O~erat~nq Efficiencies. F~A has no information on the 
uperating efficiencies that w~xtld result from a major transit 
investmant in the corridor. 

Local LACTC is proposing a Federal share of ab3ut 50 percent, 
Financial similar tm MDS-1 and -2. In addition, IACTC is financing 
O~itment several major transit ~ withuut any Federal 

assistance. These projects include: the Blue Line ~ 
Los Angeles and Long Beach; a planned Blue T.~ne Extension to 
Pasadena; the Green 7.1he from Norwalk to E1 Segurdo; a 
planned Green Line Extension from E1 Segundo past the 
Los Angeles International Airport to West~hester; and several 
c~L~cer rail projects included in the region’s Metrolink 
cumuter rail service. 

Los Angeles’ transit programs benefit fr~ several State and 
local dedicated revenue resources. The primary local 
resource is a 0.5 percent cuunty wide sales tax, knuwn as 
Proposition A, which was adupted in 1980. ~hirty-five 
per~mt of this tax, a~ut $130 million annually, is 
dedicated to the ccr~cruction of a cc~mty wide rail ~. 
An additional 0.5 percent sales tax dedicat_~_~_ to transit and 
transit related highway i~;rc~m~ents was enacted in November 
1990 under Proposition C. 

In June 1990, fur~ng for public transit in California w~s 
~ by the passage of Propositions 111, 116 and 108. 
Pruposition 111 increases the State’s m~tor fuels tax by a 
total of 9 oents over 5 years, providing $18.5 billion for 
tranmp~zT~tion projects ~ver the next i0 years. Preposition 
108 authurized $1 billion in general obligation bc~%s for 
rail transportation facilities and req,~ed ref~ on 
additicr~l $1 billion in bonds in both 1992 and 1994. 
Proposition 116 a~ized an a~liticnal $1 billion in 
general obligation bonds for the acquisition of right-of-way, 

o~L,¢uter, and intercity rail. In November 1992, Pruposition 
156 which wuuld have authorized another $i billion in general 
obligation boncls failed. Huwever, plans are being develuped 
to seek an additional $2 billion in 1994 ir~t_~ of the 
previously scheduled $1 billion. 

The revenues fr~ State and local ~ currently a~m~r 
adequate to finance all segments of the Red ~.ine and the 
operating deficits of the ~as and rail systems. H~wever, 
other elements of the countywide system currently being 
planned will require new fur~ng sources for their 
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construction, operation, and mintenance. Even before the 
failure of Preposition 156, oounty officials were facing a 
significant budget sb_ortfall. Financial ratings for th~ 
project have not yet been established. 

In 1991 the Los Ar~eles bus fleet averaged 7.6 years old, 
whic~ is c~mK~3r-able t~ the national average. Rail vehicles 
averaged 2 years old. 
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West ~ ~ 
Los Angeles, California 

(January 1993) 

Description The West Central Corridor project is one of several proposed 
extensions t~ the Los Angeles Metro Rail System. 
corridor extends frcm the proposed Pico/San Vicente station 

campus, a distance of ab~x~ 7 miles. ~he project, which is 
entirely in sukway, is estimated t~ cost about $2.8 billion 

Cm~ion’s (IACIC) request to .initiate alternatives 
analysis in July 1991. Tne study has not yet been initiated. 
IACTC ba~ been awaiting the outcome of the EIS reevaluation 
on the Mid-City Extension before ~ndertaking this 
alternatives analysis. 

Congress b~ not authorized or appropriated any funds for 
this proje~. 

Justification Mobility Improvements. Tne project would connect the Red 

project would reduoe travel time for transit users who 
currently ride buses on congested surface streets between 
downtown and the west side. Quantification of these benefits 
will be done in the alternatives analysis. 

Cost Effectiveness. LACTC ba~ calculated preliminary cost 
effectiveness indices for the oumbined ~t and West 
Extensions of the Orange L~ne. These preliminary indices 
vary between $9 and $i0 per new rider depending on the 
alignment selected. These indices will be recumputed as the 
alternatives analysis generates more refined estimates of 
cost, ridership, and travel time. 

"extreme" nonattainment area for ozone and a "serious" 
nonattainment area for carbon monoxide. It is unlikely that 
any of the alternatives would have a significant effect on 
pollution levels at the regional scale, because such a small 
percentage of regional auto trips would be diverted to 
transit. The project could have a small positive effect on 
carbon monoxide levels in the central corridor. In addition, 
the project is part of a larger commitment to meeting air 
quality goals through the Regional Mobility Plan which 
includes an extensive network of .rail lines, electric bus 
lines, and high occupancy vehicle facilities. 

Operatin~ Efficienci~. FEA has no information on the 
operating efficiencies that would result from a major 
investment in the _corridor. 
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Local IACTC is proposing a Federal share of about 50 percent, 
Fir~3r~ial similar to MOS-I and ~2. In addition, IACTC is financing 
C~mi~itment several major transit inve~H~ents without any Federal 

assistanoe. These projects include: the Blue Line between 
Los Angeles and Long Beach; a planned Blue Line EKtension to 
Pasadena; the Green T.~rle fram Norwalk to E1 Segundo; a 
planned Green T.~ne Extension from El Segundo past the 
Los Angeles International Airport to Westchester; and several 
pl~ulned ccmmEfcer rail projects for the region’s Metrolink 
ccmm~er rail service. 

Los Angeles’ transit programs benefit from several State and 
local dedicated revenue resources. Tne primary local 
resource is a 0.5 percent county wide sales tax, known as 
Proposition A, which was adopted in 1980. Thirty-five 
peIce/~ of this tax, about $130 million annually, is 
dedicated to the construction of a county wide rail System. 
An a~~tional 0.5 percent sales tax dedicated to transit and 
transit-related highway i~provements was enacted in November 
1990 under Proposition C. 

In June 1990, funding for public transit in California was 
enhanced by the passage of Propositions iii, 116, and 108. 
Proposition iii increases the State’s motor fuels tax by a 
total of 9 cents over a 5-year period, providing 
$18.5 billion for transportation projects over the next I0 
years. Proposition 108 authorized $i billion in general 
obligation bonds for rail transportation facilities and 
req1~red referendums on additional $I billion in bonds in 
both 1992 and 1994. Proposition 116 authorized an additional 
$i billion in general obligation bonds for the acquisition of 
right-of-way, rolling stock, and other capital expenditures 
for urban, c~L,~ter, and intercity rail. In November 1992, 
Proposition 156, which would have authorized the second 
billion in general obligation bonds, failed. However, plans 
are being developed to seek $2 billion in bonds in a 1994 
referendum instead of the previously scheduled $i billion. 

The revenues from State and local resources currently appear 
adequate to finance all segments of the Red T.~ne and the 
operating deficits of the bus and rail systems. H~wever, 
other elements of the countywide system currently being 
planned will require new funding souroes for their 
construction, operation, and maintenance. Even before the 
failure of Proposition 156, county officials were facing a 
significant budget shortfall for the current fiscal year. 
Financial ratings for this project have not yet been 
esta_blished. 

In 1991 Los Angeles’ bus fleet averaged 7.6 years old, which 
is comparable to the national average. Rail vehicles 
averaged 2 years old. 
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(January 1993) 

Description This project would initiate o~t_er rail service between 

passenger rail service is provided on much of this 114 mile 
rc~.e. The first 36 miles of track, betw~e~ Boston’s North 

   chusetts Bay Transportation Authority This 
segment of the track is well maintained. The remaining 78 
miles are uwned by Guilford Transportation Industries (GTI) 
where a substantial amount of rail rehabilitation would be 
required. 

Preliminary feasibility studies have f~und that the project 
wDuld cost $50 million in 1991 dollars -- $30 million for 
track, signals, etc. and $20 million for rolling stock. The 
oost of stations, parking lots, feeder buses, etc. are not 
included in tb~ estimate. Amtrak estimated over $5 million 
in annual operating costs. Ridership is estimated at i, 000 
trips per day. 

Status F~A has made a grant to the Maine Department of 
Transportation (MeDC~) for further planning, eng~ing and 
environmental impact assessment. The study will develop 
refined estimates of project costs and benefits and identify 
station locations. The study will satisfy requirements for 
alternatives analysis and preliminary engineering. Because 
of the relative simplicity of the project, MeDOT expects the 
alternatives analysis phase to be completed in early 1993. 

Section 3035(pp) of ISTEA authorizes $30 million for the 
project. Congress appropriated $25.5 million in FY 1993. 

Justification Mobility I~r~vem~nts. C~,tuter rail would reduce transit 
travel time fr~ Southern Maine and Southern New Hampshire to 
dc~cuwn Boston. FTA b~ no quantitative information on the 
mobility benefits of the proposed project. Additional 
information will be developed in the current studies. 

Cost Effectiveness. F~A has no information on the cost 
effectiveness of the proposed rail project. Cost 
effectiveness indices will be calculated in the current 

Environmental Benefits. For ozone, Boston is a "serious" 

area. For carbon monoxide, Boston is a ’~derate" 
nonatta~ area and Portland has not yet been classified. 
In the short term, this type of project may result in very 
small decreases in the emission of air pollutants. In the 
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E t-W t corrk  
Milwaukee, Wisoonsin 

(January 1993) 

D ripti  The Wisc in Depar  t of  tion is 
perfurmLng alternatives analysis in the Cantral Milwaukee 

university of Wisconsin-Milwaukee s uthw -t thr =  
City of Waukesha. A ~ operable se~nent (MDS) could 

~he alternatives analysis is evaluating various I/~ 
aligrm~_nts ar~ termini, a busway alternative, as wall as a 
TSM/HOV-lane and a No-Build alternative. At least one of 
the variations wuuld extend ~ to the City of Waukesha. 

The estimated construction cost of the ~DS segment of ~ 
in the corridor is $332 million (1990 dollars). 

Status The ~t-West Corridor is in the alternatives analyis phase 
of study. Updated information on ridership and costs will 
be ccmpleted within the next few months, but was not 
aveilable for this report. A locally preferred alternative 
is expected to be selected in November 1993. 

Section 3035(oo) of ISTEA directs FEA to enter into a 
multiyear grant agreement with the State of Wisconsin for 
$200 million. The grant agreement would cover construction 
of an initial segment of the locally preferred alternative 
identified in the alternatives analysis. 

Justification .Mobility Improvements. The portion of 1-94 between the CB~ 

whic~ a mjor transit investment w~ald reduce traffic 
congestion or provide travel time savings is unknown. 
Quantitative information is being developed in the current 
 omy. 
Cost Effectiveness. In system planning, WisDOT ccmputed a 
cost effectiveness index in the range of $8 to ii (1990 
dollars). FTA took issue with the method and assumptions 
WisDOT used to produce the index. The index could change 
significantly once alternatives analysis results are 
available. 

Environmental Benefits. Milwaukee is a "severe" 
nonattainment area for ozone and an attainment area for 
carbon monoxide. It ba~ yet to be determined whether a 
transit improvement would have a noticeable effect on 
pollutant emissions. 
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O~_ratinq Efficiencies. F~A has no information on the 
operating efficiencies that would result from a major 

~ WisDOr’s preliminary funding strategy ~ a 
Fir~31~ial $332 million project (i.e., the light rail ~DS) to be 
C~itment funded by three sources: (a) $125 million of Interstate 

Cost Estimate (ICE) funding, (b) $141 million of Section 3 
New Start f1~K~s, ard (c) $66 million in State/local fiinds. 

~be capital financing plan is rated as ’M~dium". ~he plan 

information available at this time. ~hen the project costs 
are finalized within the next f~ munths, the financing 
plan (and FEA rating) my be revised. 

are assumed to remain at a ccr~-tant level~ The State has a 

being still being investigat~ at this stage in the study, 
the existin~ transit system _~ been well mainta’ _~m~_ and it. 
is anticipated that adequate fu~ will similarly be 

In 1991 the average age of the Milwaukee bus fleet was 9.1 
years, which is slightly above the nati~l average. 
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Cm~cral O~L ~Mr 
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minnesota 

(Jannavy 1993) 

Description ~he Minnesota Department of Tran~tion ~4innDOT) and the 
Railroad Authorities of Hennepin and Ramsey Counties are 

and St. Paul. ~he light rail alternative w~uld be largely 
within the right-of-way of 1-94 and also serve the twD 
~ and the University of Minnesota. A very 
preliminary cost estimate is $470 million (1992 dollars). 

c~lete a draft EIS and select a locally preferred 
alternative by Su~er 1993. 

Since FY 1991, when $2 million for planning was earmarked, 
Congress has not appropriated nor authorized any moray for 
t~s p~j~. 

Justification _Mobility Improvements. The Central Corridor is one of the 
most densely developed and highest transit ridership 
corridors in the region. Information on m~bility 
i~!x~m~-nts is being developed in the alternatives 

Cost Effectiveness. Information on t_he cost effectiveness of 
this major transit investment will be developed in the 

Envirorm~ntal Benefits. The TWin cities are a ’~derate" 

for ozone. Information on the impact of this ~ 
project on air quality is being developed in the alternatives 

Operatin~ Efficiencies. Information on the impact of this 
project on operating efficiencies will be developed in the 
alternatives analysis. 

Local The TWin cities are investigating several strategies for 
Financial generating local funds for the capital costs of this 
O=mdtment project. The financing plan is rated as ’~medium" at this 

early planning stage. 

The State and local govez,.,ents have traditionally funded a 
good transit system in the TWin cities area with a 
c~ubination of dedicat_~__ taxes and general revenues. In 1991 
the average age of the buses in the TWin Cities was only 3.6 
years, far better than the national average. The st_~bility 
and reliability of c~erating assistance is rated as 
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ca.~1 Street O~i~ur 
New Orleans, Louisiana 

(Ja~)avy 1993) 

Description Tne Regional Transit Aut~_ority (REA) has initiated 
alternatives analysis to evaluate transit alternatives on 
the 4.9-mile Canal Street Corridor. The light rail 
alternatives w~uld follc~ the current Canal Omnetaries bus 
ruute from the Mississippi River to City Park Avenue. An 
additional leg of the route wDuld connect Canal Street with 
the Union Passenger Terminal and the Armstrong Park/Municipal 
A,~itovi~ complexes. A preliminary estimate of the ~pital 
cost is $90 million. 

Status Alternatives analysis was initiated in September 1992. 
Completion of a dz-aft EIS and selection of a locally 
preferred alternative is expected ~y December 1993. 

Section 3035(fff) of ISTEA directs PTA to negotiate and sign 
a multiyear grant agreement with the City of New Orleans in 
the amount of $4.8 million for the cumpletion of alternatives 
analysis, preliminary engineering, and an environmental 
impact statement for the prc~ project. Congress has not 
yet appropriated any of these funds. 

Justification M~_bility ~Improvements. Daily ridership on the Canal Street 
bus line is 22,000. It is a route that experiences a large 
amount of transfers from interconnecting routes as well as 

heavily impacted during peak hcurs with an unpredict~ahle 
number of riders, resulting in high incidenoes of 
overcruwded vehicles and people left at the strop to wait for 
the next vehicle. The study is evaluating bus and rail 
alternatives which would help acc~-~date peak demand. 
Information on travel time savings is not yet available. 

Cost Effectiveness. Preliminary cost effectiveness i~oes 
are in the $7 to $9 per new trip range. The R~A is refining 
the underlying oost and ridership forecasts as part of the 
ongoing alternatives analysis. 

_has not violated the ozone ~vd in tbm last several 
years, making it a transitional nonattainment area for 
ozone. The area is in attainment of the carbon monoxide 
star~a~d. The alternatives analysis will generate 
information on the extent to which a transit investment would 

Operatin~ efficiencies. FTA has no information on the 
operating efficiencies that would result from a major 
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Local REA is seeking F~A funding for 80 percent of the cost of 
Financial the 4.9-mile light rail alternative. The local share w~uld 
O~itment consist of a $1.2 million grant from the City of New Orleans’ 

Economic Develop Trust Fund. This local appropriation was 
ap~ in November 1992. ~%e State of L~iana has 
pledged $3.2 million per year for six years once the project 
begins c~mstruc~ion. The capital financial plan is rated 
’~%igh" since the local sba~e is in place. 

In terms of s~ahility and reliability of operating revenues a 
’M~Kiium" rating ba~ been given. REA’s operating revem~ are 
suppcrt__~__ by a city sales tax, fare revenues, and a small 
portion of Federal and State assistance. In 1991 the avez-age 
age of R~A’s bus fleet was 8.4 years, which is comparable to 
the national average. 
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(January 1993) 

Description New Jersey Transit is studying several light rail transit 
(IR~), autcm~t~a__ guideway transit (AGT) and husway 
alternatives including several park-and-ride options for a 
north~ corridor along the Hudson River waterfront. The 
most expensive alternative consists of 5.5 miles of busway 
and 15.4 miles of IR~ cn the same right-of-way. These 
alternatives would serve the planned redevelopment along the 
Hudson River waterfront across from Manhattan, as well as 

The capital costs of the alternatives range frcm 5524.4 
million t~ $1.13 billion (19905). 

Status Alternatives analysis was initiated in November 1988. The 
draft EIS is now in circulation for public oa,~ent. The 
locally preferred alternative could be selected by Feh~_ m~y 
1993. 

Section 3031 of ISTEA requires FEA to negotiate and enter 
into a full funding grant agreement providing $634 million 
for those elements of the New Jersey Urban Core Project which 
can be fully funded in FY 1992 through FY 1993. The 
Waterfront Project is identified as one of seven elements 
which would be eligible for funding. ISTEA further states 
that the Urban Core project is not subject to the New Starts 
criteria. 

Congress appropriated $160.8 million in FY 1992 and 1993 for 
the New Jersey Urban Core Project. The proportion of this 
funding to be allocated to the Hudson River Waterfront 
Project is unknown. F~A und~ that the Secaucus 
Transfer Project is a higher local priority. 

Justification M~bility Lmprovements. Tne proposed project would provide 
guideway transit service to the waterfront, would provide 
internal transit circulation along the waterfront, and would 
connect with NJ Transit C~L~ter service at Hoboken and with 
PATH trains to Newark and Manhattan. FEA has no information 
on the travel time benefits that would result from the 
alternatives. 

Cost Effectiveness. The cost effectiveness indices for the 
alternatives range from $3 to $27 .per new trip. The 
alternative most likely to be chosen as the’ locally preferred 
alternative has an index of $7 per new trip. 

Environmental Benefits. Northern New Jersey is a "severe" 
nonattainment area for ozone. The region is categorized as a 
’h~oderate > 12.7" non@_tta~t area for carbon monoxide. 
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Aocording t~ the draft EIS, the alternatives would reduce 
carbon monoxide, hydrocarbon, and nitrogen oxide emissions in 
Hudson and Bergen Counties b~ 0.2 to 0.6 percent. 

Operatinq Efficiencies. PTA does not have information en 
h~w the alternatives would affect NJ Transit’s operating 

Local Originally the project was proposed for private sector 
Financial funding. It nc~ appears that NJ Transit will want to 
O~itment maximize Federal financial participatien, th~ modest 

private sector participation in this project is possible in 
the form of right-of-way easements. 

NJ Transit hopes to use locally fur~___~_ projects such as the 
Kearny, Waterfront Connections, ard New Jersey Turnpike as 
local match for Secaucus Transfer, Waterfront and the Air 
T.~nk projects, as authorized in ISTEA Section 1044 and 3031. 
It is expected that New Jersey Transit will seek FI~ funding 
for i00 percent of this project’s capital oost. A financing 
plan for the overall Urban Oore Project identifying 
priorities has not yet been adopted. 

Tne sta_bility and reliability of uperating assistance for an 
expander system are rat~ ’~edi~m" because, despite its 
current financial difficulties, NJ Transit has a good history 
of furding transit service. In 1991 the average vehicle age 
of NJ Transit’s bus fleet was 7.6 years, which is cc~parable 
to the national average. 
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OSCAR 
Orlando, Florida 
(January 1993) 

Description: The City of Orlando is seeking F~A funds for a proposed 
transit project which would serve downtown Orlando. The 
Orlando street~ (OSCAR) project would consist of an 
electrified trolley system or busways separated frcm 
traffic. The 1.7- to 3-mile system would circulate 
passenge/s in the downtown and would connect to regional 
tf-ansit centers and parking facilities on the fringe of the 
downtown core. 

Early capital cost estimates for the fixed guideway 
alternatives range from about $43 to $48 million (1991 

Ridership on OSCAR is projected to be in the range of 4800 
to 8200 passengers daily in 2010, depending on the 
alternative. Free shuttle buses currently serve the same 
market, carrying about 1700 riders per day. 

Status Tne City of Orlando is conducting an alternatives analysis 
and environmental assessment. Completion is expected in 
March 1993. 

Section 3035(1) of ISTEA directs PTA to enter into a 
multiyear grant agreement with the City of Orlando in the 
amount of $5 million for alternatives analysis and 
preliminary engineering. Congress has appropriated 
$2.5 million, primarily for final design and engineering. 

Justification Mobility Improvements. The proposed trolley system would 
increase transit speeds in the oentral business district by 
approximately3 miles per hour. Buses in the TSM 
alternative were assumed to operate in mixed traffic. The 
trolley alternatives preduminantly assume exclusive lanes, 
although some portions of the routes for scme alternatives 
may operate in mixed traffic. F~A does not have any 
information on the travel time savings that wo~id result 
from OSCAR. 

Cost Effectiveness. In system planning, preliminary cost 
effectiveness indices ranged from $6 to $16. Most of the 
new riders would be taking relatively short trips within 
the downtown or between the downtown and parking garages on 
the periphery of the CBD. The ridership projections assume 
a 250 percent increase in CBD employment during the period 
1985 to 2010. 

Environmental Benefits. Orlando is an attainment area for 
ozone and carbon monoxide and the project can be expected 
to have virtually no impact on regional emissions. 
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Operatinq Efficiencies. Within the downtown area, the 
operating cost per passenger is estimated to be $0.64 for 
the No Build alternative, $0.80 for the TSM alternative, 
and $1.06 for the most expensive Build alternative. 

Local %~%e F_~9_eral share of this project is assumed to be 
Financial 50 percent. Half of the non-Federal share could be funded 
Ommitment frcln a dedicated portion of State gasoline tax revenues via 

a transit capital program established by FDOT. Additional 
information will become available when the financial plan 
is finalized later in the study. Tne capital financing plan 
is rated as ’h~edium". 

OSCAR would be free to riders, and therefore, operating 
costs must be financed from sources other t_hen fare_box 
revenue. Potential local sources of funding could include: 
(a) tax increment financing based on new development and 
increased property values in the downtown, (b) a parking 
enterprise fund supported by parking revenues, (c) a 
transportation utility fee, and (d) other conventional 
sources such as motor fuel taxes and ad valorem taxes. 
operating plan is rated as "medium". 

OSCAR is not expected to affect the city’s appropriations 
to regional transit. The city plans to increase its 
overall financial support of regional mass transit. In 
1991 the average age of Orlando’s bus fleet was 5.2 years, 
which is better t_hen the national average. 

Other Parkinq Policy. A high number of parking spaces per 
Factors employee exists in Orlando’s CBD today. However, the city 

is imposing restrictions on the availablity of downtown 
parking and building parking facilities on the perimeter of 
the CBD. 
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Portland, Oregon 
(Jann~y 1993) 

Description Tne Metropolitan Service District (Metro) is conducting a 
study of bus and light rail alternatives in the Hillsboro 
Corridor. The corridor extends from 185th Avenue on the east 
to downtown Hillsboro on the west, a distance of about 6 
miles. The eastern terminus at 185th Avenue corresponds to 
the western terminus of the Westside I/~ project, now in 
final design. 

Metro estimates that a ~ extension to Hillsboro would cost 
$200 million (escalated dollars), assuming project completion 
in a 1998-1999 time frame. 

Status ~TA approved Metro’s request to undertake alternatives 
analysis in April 1990. The study is now in the final 
stages. ~TA expects to approve the draft EIS in early 1993. 

Section 3035 (b) of ISTEA directs FrA to enter into a 
multiyear grant agreement with the Tri-County Metropolitan 
Transportation District (Tri-Met) providing $515 million for 
the construction of the Westside ~ to 185th Avenue. This 
full. funding grant agreement was signed in September 1992. 
Tne full funding grant agreement indicates that it may be 
amended to include the Hillsboro extension once environmental 
and other applicable federal requkrements are met and 
Congress makes funds available for the project. 

congress has not authorized or appropriated any funds for 
the Hillsboro extension. 

Justification The Hillsboro extension can be viewed as being exempt from 
the new start criteria since the Section 3 share has been 
reduced to one-third of the segment’s capital cost. In 
addition, the Hillsboro proposal is part of a Program of 
Interrelated Projects which also includes the Westside 
project. Section 3011(a) of ISTEA requires that F~A consider 
the assessment factors of all elements of a program of 
interrelated projects to the extent that such consideration 
expedites project implementation. 

Mobility Improvements. Between downtown Hillsboro and 
Beaverton, the L~ alternative would reduce transit travel 
time by Ii minutes compared with ~he TSM alternative. Total 
daily time savings is projected to be 301 hours. A Hillsboro 
extension would attract about 1920 new transit trips on an 
average weekday in 2005. In total, the extension is 
projected to carry 4660 riders per day in 2005. 
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Cost Effectiveness. Tne c~st effectiveness index is 
approximately $24 per .new trip for the Westside and Hillsboro 
projects _~hined. For the Hillsboro extension alone it is 
$75 per new trip. 

Environmental Benefits. EPA has classified the Portland 
region as a ’~arginal" nonattainment area for ozone and a 

transit alternatives would have a very small effect ~n air 
quality. ~he LRT projects are expected to lead to a 
0.4 percent change in regional vehicle miles traveled (9,500 
daily reduction). 

0peratinu Efficiencies. For the Westside ar~ Hillsbcro 

passenger for the year 2010 is projected to be $2.04 for the 
No-Build alternative, $2.07 for the TSM alternative and $2. i0 
for the ~ alternative. FTA has no information on tbm 
operating efficiencies that would result frcm the Hillsboro 
project alone. 

Local Tri-Met is expected to seek Section 3 New Start funds for 
Financial 33 percent of the cost of a IRT extension. Other proposed 
O~L,,itment sc~roes of funding are $44 million in SIP fur~__~, $22 million 

in Section 9 funds, $67 million in local funding and 
$5 million in F~A research and development funding for 
floor cars. In November 1990, Portland voters authorized 
Tri-Met to issue $30 million in bonds for the project. Local 
govel,,~xfcs have entered into a regional cumpact which 
est_a_blishes the framework for local gove~,.Lent oontributions. 
State legislation was enacted in 1991 which put the State 
funding in place. YTA has given the capital finance plan a 
"high" rating. 

The st~hility and reliability of Tri-Met’s operating revenues 

place a~ are sufficient to operate the project as 
Tri-Met’s analysis shows that a Westside IR~ (duwntc~n to 
185th) could be operated wi~ a new funding souroe, 

contained at about 5.5 percent per year while payroll tax 
revenues gr~w at 6.6 to 7.4 peroent per year. This 
oonclusion is vulnerable to an econumic d~wnturn and other 

In 1991 the average age of Tri-Met’s bus fleet was 8.4 years, 
which is cumparable to the national average. Tri-Met’s rail 
fleet averaged 7 years old. 
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Other ~and Use. ~he Portland area has undertaken a ~_~r of 
Factors initiatives to link transit with urban develop~_nt. One 

n~c~wurthy example is a cap on the number of parking spaces 

promoting transit ridership, A goal of local land use plans 
is to focus develo~m~_nt near transit stations. ~ should 
eventually i~_~_ tm scmewhat~higher transit ridership and 
farebcx revenues. Tri-Met’s ridership forecasts and cost- 
effectiveness irdices take these parking policies and higher 
station area densities into account. 
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South Curridur 
Sacramento, California 

(Janna~y 1993) 

Description Tne Sacramento Regional Transit District (R~) is 
considering a major transit investment in the South 
Corridor. Tnis corridor extends from downtown Sacramento 
to Elk Grove, a distance of about 13 miles. Alternatives 
being considered include light rail, high~x~upancy vehicle 
lanes, TSM and No-Build. A preliminary capital cost 
estimate for the IRT option is $200 million (escalated 

Status R~ has initiated alternatives analysis and expects to 
complete a draft EIS in the spring of 1994. 

Section 3035(xx) of ISTEA a~rects FEA to enter ~ a 
multiyear grant agreement with the Sacramento Regional 
Transit District for $26 million to provide for the 
ccmpletion of alternatives analysis, preliminary 
engineering, and final design. Of that amount, $i million 
was appropriated in FY 1993. 

Justification Mobility Improvements. Tne population of the Sacramento 
region is expected to grow by 51 percent by the year 2010. 
Employment is projected to increase regionally by 
50 percent. Employment in the CBD is projected to increa~e 
by 24 percent. Although most of the regional growth is 
expected to occur north and west of the City of Sacramento, 
the major roadways in the South Corridor (I-5, SR 99) are 
projected to reach or exceed capacity by 2010. 
Quantification of the mobility improvements will be done in 
the current study. 

Cost Effectiveness. Tne preliminary cost-effectiveness 
index for the IR~ option is $8 par new transit trip. This 
will be updated as new ridership and cost estimates are 
developed in the alternatives analysis. 

Environmental Benefits. Sacramento is a "serious" 
nonattainment area for ozone and a ’%~oderate" nonattainment 
area for carbon monoxide. The alternatives analysis will 
generate information on the extent to which the 
alternatives reduce emissions. 

Operatinq Efficiencies. ~TA has no information on the 
effect of a major transit investment on the operating 
efficiencies of the system. 

Local The Federal share is assumed to be 50 percent. Proposed 
Financial sources of local capital funds include: (a) formula 
Commitment funds for transit capital and operation which are allocated 
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based on sales tax dollars collected in a oounty, (b) a 1/2 
cent sales tax increase for road, transit, and air quality 
i~;ro~m~mts, and (c) ~_~lidate~__ Roadway and Transit 
Development Fees, to be used for specified roadway and 
transit capital im@r~vements. Five putential sources of 
State funds have been identified. Since RT ba~ a financing 

finance plan at this early stage. 

~’s ~li~a~7 fin~=ial ~is m~ui~s ~rath~ 
deficits for all alternatives s_~_~ied. Potential ne~ 
souroes of operating revenue whi~ will be investigated 
include p~king fees, devel~mmt impact fees, sales tax 

In 1991 the average age of the R~ bus fleet was 11.7 years, 
which is substantially above the national average. The 
rail fleet averaged 3.9 years old. The advanced age of the 
bus fleet is a concern since it suggests that the transit 
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Missouri sales tax distributed by. Bi-State for transit 
projects, and a dedicated sales tax at the county level for 
transit usage. 

Preliminary analyses by E~CC irdicate that the existing 
souroes of revenue are inadequate to implement a new major 
transit project. Local match may be difficult to obtain 
because existing sales tax funds are used to fund operations, 
and are insufficient to meet operating requirements. State 
funding depends on the willingness of the State of Illinois, 
which has already dedicated most of its available funds to 
the Chicago area transit systems. Tnere is no long-term 
financing strategy for this and other proposed major transit 
investments in the region. ~he capital financing plan is 
rated "low." 

The stability and reliability of the area’s operating 
assistance are also rated "low." Bi-State, the region’s 
transit operator, is projected to have difficulty funding the 
future operation of the Metro Link light rail line when it 
opens for service in 1993. Tnere is growing concern that bus 
service will need to be reduced to offset the rail line’s 
operating deficit. Tne St. Clair extension would lead to an 
additional $8 million increase in the annual operating 
deficit, and no funding sources have yet been identified. 

In 1991 Bi-State’s bus fleet averaged 8.7 years old, slightly 
above the national average. 
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M~st Corr~k~ 
San Diego, Califcrnia 

(January 1993) 

Description ~he Mid-Coast Curridcr extends ab~f~ I0 miles along I-5 near 
the Pacific Ocean from I-8 near Old Town north to the 
vicinity of the University of California San Dieqo and the 

Transit Devel ~o~nt Board 0~B) is studying several 
aligm~_nts and termini within this corridor for a possible 
IR~ extensicm. ~hree other possible build alternatives are a 

of express bus improvements, a high occupancy vehicle (HDV) 
lane alternative cn I-5, a~d a c~uter rail alternative. 

~be capital cost of the alternatives ranges from $60 million 
for the TSM alternative to about $350 million for the 
Genessee Averme I/~ alternative (escalated dollars). 

Status P~A approved the initiation of alternatives analysis in 
October 1989. The study is in the intermediate stages and a 
draft EIS is not expected to be cumpleted before mid-1993. 

Section 3035(u) of ISTEA ~vects FI~ t~ sig~ a m~Itiyear 
grant agreement with the MIDB providing $27 million for the 
c~pletion of alternatives analysis and the final EIS 
and to purchase right-of-way. Congress has appropriated 
$4.1 million for this project. 

JUstification Mobility Improv~-~nts. Freeways and arterial streets in the 
corridor are highly congested due ix) rapid growth and the 
lack of alternative routes. Existing bus service must 
contend with the same highway congestion as the private auto. 
MTDB estimates that, for an average transit trip, the I!~ 
alternative wc~Id reduce travel time by 8 minutes (compared 
with an expanded bus alternative). Transit ridership is 
projected to increase by 9,550 trips per day in the I-5 LR~ 

Cost Effectiveness. Preliminary cost-effectiveness indices 
for the IR~ alternatives range from $ii to $14 per new trip. 

Enviror~ental Benefits. Tne San Diego region is a "serious" 
ncmattainment area for ozone and a ’%~oderate" nonattainment 
area for carbon monoxide. It is unlikely that any of the 
transit alternatives would have a significant effect on air 
quality at the regional level. The air quality benefits of 
each alternative will be identified in the draft EIS. 

Operatinq Efficiencies. San Diego’s cost per passenger on a 
systemwide basis for the year 2005 is projected to be $3.00 
for the No-Build alternative, $3.08 for the TSM, $3.10 for 
the HOV and $3.04 for the I-5 IR~ alternative. 
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Local MIDB is expected__ to seek 80 percent Section 3 Federal 
Financial furding for a Mid-Coast Corridor project. If the project 
C~itment is viewed as part of MIDB’s overall fixed guideway 

construction program, the Federal share is expected to be 

projects without Federal fur~ng. These are a LR~ line from 
downtown to Old Town, a West Mission Valley T.~ne, and an 

MIDB’s c~pital financing plan is rated ’%~lium." In 1987 
San Diego voters approved a 1/2 cent local sales tax 

$750 million over 20 years, is earmarked for capital 
i~rovements to public transit, and a major share of this is 

the City of San Diego. The transit agency is in reascr~bly 
sound financial condition. However, MIDB faces a $i00 
million capital funding deficit over the next 20 years -- 
primarily due to a lack of funds for capital replacement. 

In terms of the stability and reliability of operating 

sources are in place which regularly provide a balanoed 
budget for the existing system. Existing transit facilities 
are adequately maintained and replaced through continuing 
reinvestment. The agency is likely to have sufficient 
resources to operate a fixed guideway facility in the Mid- 
Coast Oorridor, although additional operating revenues will 
be ~ed if the entire guideway system is built as planned. 

In 1991 San Diego Transit’s bus fleet averaged 12.3 years 
old, which is substantially above the national average. The 
agency has recently ~ 130 buses which will help 
reduce the average fleet age. 
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Altoona, Pennsylvania 
( January 1993) 

Description This proposed project is to construct a pedestrian crossover 
at 14th Street in Altoona, Pennsylvania. 

Status ~ pruposal is currently considered to be in the system 
planning phi_ _~e of develo~-nt. 

Section 3035(c]c]d) directs F~A to sign a ~/itiyear gra~t 
agreement for $3.2 million with the City of Altocna for 
ccr~truction of the pedestrian crossover. No funds have yet 

Justification Since the Section 3 share is less than $25 million, this 

the m~bility benefits of this proposal. 

Cost Effectiveness. This proposal would not lead to an 
increase in transit ridership and thus would not be cost 
effective. 

~i Benefits. The Altoona area is classified as a 
,~%rginal" nonatta~t area for ozone and has not been 
classified for carbon monoxide. It is unlikely that this 
project wuuld have a significant effect on pollution levels. 

Operational Efficiencies. This project would have no effect 
on the operating efficiency of the transit system. 

Finanuisl     cost of this ,~, the proposed Federal share, or the 
O~itment    sources of State/local funding for capital and operatic. 

~he average age of Altocna’s bus fleet is 17.1 years, far 
above the national averages.      .. 
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Atlanta, Georgia 
(January 1993) 

Description ~he Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) is c~nducting 
ocnceptual engineering of a peuple mover system in the 
Buckhead area of Atlanta, Georgia. Buckbe~d ba~ 60,000 
resi_~_ents, 9 million square feet of office space, 4 million 
square feet of retail space, and 3,000 hotel rocms, and will 

~TA has no information on the cost of the project. Such 
info~-~-~tion will be developed in the ccnc~ engineering 
s my. 

~I~ has no estimate of ridership on the proposed people 

Status The project is considered to be in the system planning phase 
of project develqm~ent. 

Section 3035(s) of ISTEA Of 1991 requires that F~A enter into 
a multiyear grant agreement with ARC for $0.2 million to 
ccmplete a conceptual engineering study of the proposed 
system. Congress has not appropriated funds for the study. 

Justification Mobility Improvements. FI~ does not have any information on 
the mobility benefits of the proposed project. It is 
presumed that preliminary information will be developed 

Cost Effectiveness. F~A does not have any information on the 
cost effectiveness of the proposed project. It is presumed 
that preliminary information will be developed during the 

Environmental Benefits. EPA ba~ classified ~Atlanta as a 
"serious" nonattainment area for ozone and as atta~ for 
carbon monoxide. It is unlikely that this project w~uld have 
a significant effect on pollution levels at the regional 
scale. 

O~_ratinq Efficiencies. FEA does not currently have any 
information on the operating efficiencies of the proposed 
project. It is presumed that prel~h~inary information will be 
developed during the conceptual engineering study called for 
in ISTEA. 

Local PTA does not have any information on the cost of the people 
Financial msver, the proposed Federal share, or the sources of 
Commitment non-Federal funding for capital and operations. It is 

presumed that such information will be developed during the 
conceptual engineering study called for in ISTEA. 
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In the past, MARIA’ s rail rapid transit program has been the 
region’s highest priority req,~ing all of the 
Section 3 New Start fur~ ~ng available to Atlanta. MARI~ 
receives the revenue of a 1 percent sales tax which it uses 
to subsidize its uperations and support its construction 
program. Fluctuations in the gruwth of sales tax revenue and 
incre~__~ing demands ~n the rever~ are major concerns. A 
maximm of 50 percent of the sales tax revenue may be 
dedicat_~ to capita_] expenditures. MAREA has two rail 

o~2surate increase in ~rating subsidy. As a result, 

In 1991 MARiA’s bus fleet averaged 5.6 years old, which is 
better than the national average. Rail vehicles averaged 
7.9 years old. 
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Atlanta, Georgia 
(January 1993) 

Description ~he Atlanta Regiunal O~issicn (ARC) is considering the 
feasibility of instituting o~xter rail service ~ 
Gre~__~-,~, Georgia, and duwntmwn Atlanta. The corridor is 
~tely 70 miles long. 

F~A has no information cn the cost of the project cr 
ridership cm the pr~x~d line. 

Status Sectic~ 3035(rr) of ISTEA requires F~A t~ enter into a 
multiyear grant agreement with ARC. for $0.1 million to study 
the feasibility of the pruposed ccmm~r rail line. No funds 
have been appropriated for the feasibility study. 

the mobility benefits of the proposed project. 

cost effectiveness of the proposed project. 

Environmental Benefits. EPA ba~ classified Atlanta as a 
"serious" nonatt2dnment area for ozone and as attainment for 
car~-uun monoxide. The effects of the pruposed c~,uter rail 

term, this type of project may result in very ~all decreases 
in the emission of air pollutants. In the long term, 
~, a project of this length, serving an area well 

and the increased pollutant emissions associated with very 
luw density urbanization. 

ODeratinu Efficiencies. PTA does not have any information on 
the operating efficiencies of the proposed project. 

Local F~A does not have any information on the cost of the 
Financial o~,.,~ter line, the proposed Federal share, or the sources of 
C~itment non-Federal funding for capital and operations. It is 

presumed that preliminary information w~uld be develuped 

In the past, MARiA’s rail rapid transit program has been the 
region’s highest priority requiring all of the 
Section 3 New Start fu~ing available to Atlanta. MARI~ 
receives the revenue of a 1 percent sales tax which it uses 
to subsidize its operations and support its construction 
program. Fluctuations in the ~ of sales tax revenue and 
other increasing demands on the revenue are major concerns. 
A maximum of 50 percent of the sales tax revenue may be 

extensions now under construction and one in final design. 
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9~en these segments, totalling 9 miles, are ocmpleted, MARI~ 
will incr~ its operating rail system to 44 miles with a 
~r~urate increase in operating subsidy. As a result, 
MARI~’s wurking capital ~rill continue to decrease. MARI~ is 
aRoroaching its lecjal debt capacity. 

In 1991 MAREA’s bus fleet averaged 5.6 years old, better than 
the raticr~l avel-age. Rail vehicles averaqed 7.9 years old. 
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(Ja~ar~ 1993) 

and permit Amtrak service nurth of Boston. Several 

preliminary capital oost estimate is $600 million to 
$I.0 billion. 

Status Section 3035(ii) of ISTEA directs FI~ to conduct a 
feasibility study of a proposed rail link between North 
Static~ and South Station in Bostmn. A kick off meeting was 
held in July 1992 and c~Itractor procurement has been 

1993. Ocr~ress b~-~ appropriated $250,000 for tb~. study. 

Justification M~biiit7 I~@rovements. The project would reduce travel time 
between suburban areas north of Boston and job locations in 
Boston’s financial district and Back Bay. In addition, the 
project could provide a transit alternative for some suburb 
to st~urb ~. ~he rail link would also permit 
Northeast corridor Amtrack service to extend ~ Beacon. 
to .New Hampshire and Maine. Quantitative information on the 
mobility benefits of this proposal will be develuped in the 

Cost Effectiveness. The F~A does not have any information on 
the cost effectiveness of this proposal~ Preliminary 
information will be develuped in PTA’s feasibility study. 

Envir~mental Benefits. The Boston area is a ’~oderate" 
nonattainment area for ozone and a "serious" ncnattainment 
for carbon monoxide. Preliminary information on the 
proposal’s air quality impacts will be develuped in the 

Operatinq Efficiencies. The FTA does not have information on 
the operating efficiencies of this proposal. 

Local The FI~ does not have any information on the proposed 
Financial Federal share or the sources of State/local funding for 
C~,dtment for capital and operations. The FI~ study will assess 

financing options. The State is currently facing a 
$3 billion shortfall for other transportation priorities, but 
has included the tunnel in its capital program. 
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Charlotte, North Carolina 
( Jant~3ry 1993) 

Description The City of Charlotte is studying the potential merits of 
light rail and other transit alternatives in several 
corridors. The study will lead to the selection of a 
priority corridor for more detailed study. A specific 
corridor or project has not yet been identified. 

Status ~ proposal is currently consi_r%e_r~ to be in the system 
planning pba~e of development. 

Section 3035(r) of ISTEA ~cts PTA to sign a m~itiyear 
grant a~ment with the City of C~rlott~ providing 
$0.5 million for tbm cumpletion of system planning and 
alternatives analysis for a priority corridor. The City of 
Charlotte has begun work on the system planning study. 

Justification Mobility Improvements. F~A does not have any information on 
the mobility benefits of a major transit inve~,ent. 
Preliminary information will be develuped in the system 

cost-effectiveness of major transit investment. Preliminaz~ 
information will be developed in the system planning study. 

~vironmental Benefits. The ~harlotte area is a ’%~oderate" 
nonattainment area for ozone and is not classified for carbon 
monoxide. Preliminary information on the air quality impacts. 
of a major transit i~vest~Tt will be developed in the 

Operatinu Efficiencies. F~A does not have any information on 
the operating efficiencies of a major transit investment in 

system planning study. 

local The F~A does not have any information on the cost of this 
Financial proposal, the proposed Federal share, or the sources of 
O~itment State/local funding for capital and c~_rations. A 

preliminary cost estimate and funding plan will be develq~d 
in the system planning study. 

In 1991 the Charlotte C~S buses averaged 9.8 years old, which 
is slightly above the national average. 
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Chattanooga, Tenressee 
(Ja~m~y 1993) 

(CARLA) is proposing a 3-mile, d~,rfcuwn trolley circulator 

puw~red, rubber-tired buses. Ri__~_~hip for the year 2001 is 
estimated at about 5000 trips per day. ~he cost estimate is 
$17 million. 

Status CARLA b~ submitted grant application for the $14 million in 
Section 3 kE%s fIEE]S ~iated for the trolley in 1993. 

late 1993. 

Section 3035(v) of ISTEA directs FTA to sig~ a ~ultiyear 
~nt agreement with CARI~ for $2 million to provide for the 
completion of alternatives analysis. 

Justification Mobility Improvements. FI~ has no information on the 
mobility benefits of the project. 

Cost Effectiveness. ~TA has no information on the cost 
effectiveness of the project. 

Environmental Benefits. The Chattanooga region is an 
atta~ area for transportation pollutants. 

Operating Efficiencies. FEA has no information on the 
operating efficiencies that would result from the project. 

Local CARI~ is seeking 70 peroent Federal funding under the 
Financial Section 3 bus p~-~m. State funding of 11.7 pe/cent is 
C~a~itment being set aside and local funding of 18.3 percent is being 

pro~ in the city’s capital budget. 

The stability and reliability of CARI~’s operating assistance 
plan have not been rated. Local officials are proposing to 
subsidize the trolley circulatcr’s operating cost with 
presumedly_ surplus revenues from the parking garages. 

In 1991 CARI~’s h~s fleet averaged 9.9 years old, which is 
slightly above the national average. 
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Cleveland, Ohio 
(J~y 1993) 

Description ~ proposal would extend the Blue T.’irle of Cleveland’s rail 
system from the existing terminus at the int_e~secticn of Van 
Aken Boulevard and Warrensville Center R~ad in Shaker Heights 

initiation of mere detailed planning cr project develop. 

Section 3035 (zz) of ISTEA directs F~A to enter ~ a 
~ultiyear grant agreement with the Greater Cleveland Regional 
Transit Anthcrity for $1.2 million to provide for the 
completion of alternatives aDa]ysis ~ preliminary 

Justification M~bility Improvements. FTA does not have any information on 
the mobility benefits of this proposal. Such information 
wuuld be developed in the alternatives analysis called for in 
ISTEA. 

Cost Effectiveness. F~A does not have any information on the 
cost effectiveness of this proposal. 

~I Benefits. The Cleveland area is a ’~oderate" 
ncna~ area for ozone and a ’~K~lerate" nonattainment 
for carbon monoxide. Information on the air quality impacts 
of a major transit investment would be developed in the 
alternatives analysis. 

Operatinq Efficiencies. FEA does not have information on the 
c~erating efficiencies that would result from this proposal. 

Local The FEA does not have any information on the cost of this 
Financial ~, the pruposed Federal sh~e, or the sources of 
C~tment Stats/local fu~ng for capital and uperaticms. 

In 1991 GCR~A’s existing bus fleet averaged 6.1 years old, 
which is better than the national average. 
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Cleveland, cPLio 
(Ja~mvy 1993) 

Descripti~ ~ Woposal involves o ..... ~_~ rail ~rvi~ t~ c~mect urban 
and ~ areas of n~2~astern Ohio. 

Sectio~ 3035(w) of ISTEA ~ects ~EA to sign a allltiyear 

Aqency in the amount of $1.6 million for a feasibility 

the ~ility benefits of a major transit investment in the 
corridor. Prel~ information will be developed in the 
feasibility study. 

Cost Effectiveness. FI~ does not have any information on the 
cost effectiveness of a major transit ~ in the 

f~sibility s~y. 

Envircrm~ntal Benefits. The northeastern region of Ohio is a 

Operatinu Efficiencies. FI~ does not have any information on 
the operating efficiencies that wDuld result from a major 
transit investment in the corridor. It is presumed that such 
information will be developed in the feasibility study. 

Local FEA does not have any information on the cost of this 
Financial proposal, the pr~ Federal share, or the sources of 
C~itment State/local fu~ng for capital and operations. A cost 

feasibility study. 

In 1991 GCR~A’s existing bus fleet averaged 6.1 years old, 
whic~ is better than the national average. 

B-156 



RArr.~RAN O ..... ~ ~] 
Dallas-Ft. Worth, Texas 

(Janizary 1993) 

Description    The RAILTRAN project would initiate c~uter rail service 
between Dallas and Fort Worth, with a spur serving the 
Dallas/Fort Worth (DFW) Airport. The plan calls for 
approximately 35 miles of service at a capital cost of about 
$120 million. 

Status In" 1984 the R~Tr.TRAN right-of-way between Dallas and Fort 

Congress. Since then the Union Pacific and Burlington 
Northern have been operating freight service on the tracks. 

Implementation of ocmmuter rail service is planned for three 
stages: i) Dallas to South Irving, 2) South Irving to 
Fort Worth, and 3) service to DFW Airport. An environmental 
assessment (EA) has been done for first phase of service and 
an EA is underway for the second pb~e. Complete service is 
expected to be offered in 1998. 

Section 3035(x) of ISTEA directs F~A to negotiate and sign a 
multiyear grant agreement with the cities of Dallas and 
Fort Worth in the amount of $5.7 million for preliminary 
engineering and oonstruction of improvements to the 
Dallas/Fort Worth RAILTRAN System. 

An initial planning study has been oumpleted for the project 
and it is expected that the earmarked FY 1992 funds will be 
obligated prior to the end of FY 1993. 

Justification M~bility Improvements. P~.n~AN project would provide 
c~LQ,~ter rail service to the downtowns of Dallas and 
Fort Worth and the cities in between and eventually from DFW 
Airport. FTA has no information on the travel time savings 
that would result from this new service. 

Cost Effectiveness. Newspaper reports indicate that c~R~uter 
rail service is expected to carry about 8,000 riders a day in 
the oorridor. F~A has no other information on the cost 
effectiveness of this proposed project. 

Environmental ~enefits. Dallas/Fort Worth is a ’h~derate" 
nonatta~t area for ozone and an attainment area for 
carbon monoxide. The RAILTRAN project, because of its low 
attraction of new transit ridership in comparison to total 
regional auto trips, is expected__ to have minimal impact on 
regional air quality. 
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Operatin~ Efficiencies. P~A has no information cm the 
uperating efficiencies that w~uld result fr~n this project. 
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WcoU~ard CurriUur 
Detroit, MI 

(Jar~1~ry 1993) 

Description    Tne Woodward Corridor extends for a distance of about 14 
miles northwest fr¢~ the Detroit C~D. T~e area has been 
advanced as a possible light rail corridor, although the City 
of Detroit ir~cates an interest in considering other 

or ridership forecast. In the early 1980’s, when planning 
for this proposal was suspended, the project had a cost 
estimate of $1.4 billion. 

Stat~s Section 3035 (m) of ISTEA directs FEA to enter into a 
~tltiyear agreement with the City of Detroit in the ammmt of 
$20 million for the completion of alternatives analysis and 
preliminary engineering for a light rail project. Tnis 
corridor has been identified ~f the City of Detroit to be the 
Woodward. Corridor. Congress ba~ appropriated $10 million 
for these studies. 

In the 1970’s and early 1980’s, Detroit conducted 
alternatives analysis and nearly cumpleted preliminary 
engineering for IR~ in the Woodward Corridor. Tne project 
became inactive in 1985 due to a lack of funding. 

Detroit and FEA have held initial discussions on a work scope 
for resuming this project. Much of the information developed 
in the earlier studies would ~ to be updated if project 
planning is resumed. 

Justification M~bility Improvements. FEA has no currant information on the 
mobility benefits of a major investment in the Woodward 
Corridor. Such information wou]d be developed in the 
alternatives analysis authorized in ISTEA. 

Cost Effectiveness. PTA has no current information on the 
cost effectiveness of a major investment in the corridor. In 
1984 a~d 1985, PTA rated the Woodward LR~ project and 
concluded that it would not be cumpetitive with other 
candidates for New Start fu~ng. 

Environ1 Benefits. Detroit is a ’%~oderate" 
nonattainm area for ozone and a "not classified" 
nonatta~t area for carbon monoxide. Information on the 
air quality impacts of a major transit inve~_nt w~uld be 
developed in the alternatives analysis. 

Operatinq Efficiencies. FTA ba~ no information on the 
~perating efficiencies that would result from a major 
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Local PTA does not have any current information cn the cost 
Financial of this prupcsal cr the sources of Statellocal fur~ng for 
C~itment ~pital and c~eraticms. 

~he Federal share of the project is assumed t~ be 80 percent. 
The city’s ability t~ generate sufficient local furore is 
questicr~hle. 

In 1991 the City of Detroit’s bus fleet averaged 9.8 years 
old, whic~ is slightly above the national average. 
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Metro 

(January 1993) 

Descripticm ~he project w~uld connect the Blue T.’ine with ~ and 

Mary may be sold and an adjacent taDurist attraction (the 
Spruce Goose) ba~ been moved to another location. 

Status Section 3035(0) of ISTEA directs FEA to enter into a 

FIX has received a letter from the Los Angeles C~unty 
~tion ~ion stating that they currently are not 
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sul  Tra.sit 
Lo~ Angeles, California 

(Janllavy 1993) 

Description The Los Angeles County Transportation C~dssion (IACIC) is 
~r~ertakir~ a study of highway and transit alternatives in 
the Santa M~nica Boulevard corridor. The study will 
initially oonsider alternatives in the corridor between Santa 
Monica and West Hollywood, then focus on a 2.5-mile segment 
of the oorridor between 1-405 and Beverly Hills. One 
al~ernative to be considered will be the reco~on of 
Santa Monica Boulevard to include a dedicated transit cr high 
occupancy vehicle lane. The estimated cost of t!ds initial 
segment is $30 million. 

Status The California Department of Transpcrtation (Caltrans) and 
the Federal Highway Administration (FH~A) issued a draft 
environmental impact statement (EIS) for oorridor 
i~@rovements in 1987. Caltrans’ proposals generated 
controversy and a final EIS was never developed. IACTC is 
nuw negotiating for the purchase of a railroad right-of-way 
in the corridor and is proposing to revive the consideration 
of alternatives. 

PTA and FH~A have agreed that FHWA will be the lead agency on 
this project. 

Section 3035(~) of ISTEA directs F~A to enter into a 
multiyear grant agreement with LACgC for $15 million. This 
agreement would cover the construction of the initial 
2.5-mile segment. These funds have not yet been 
appropriated. An a~itional $8.9 million was authorized in 
Section 1108 of ISTEA. 

Justification As currently proposed, the initial segment would be exempt 
from the new start criteria because the Section 3 share is 
less than $25 million. 

Mobility Improvements. The proposed project would connect 
several activity centers in the corridor. FTA ban no 
information on how a transit investment in this corridor 
would improve mobility. 

Cost Effectiveness. PTA has no information on the cost 
effectiveness of a transit investment in this corridor. 

Environmental Benefits. Metropolitan Los Angeles is an 
,’extreme" nonattainment area for ozone and a "serious" 
nonattainment area for carbon monoxide. It is unlikely that 
any of the alternatives would have a significant effect on 
pollution levels at the regional scale, because such a small 
percentage of regional auto trips would be diverted to 
transit. 
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Operatinq Efficiencies. PTA has no information on the impact 
of a transit investment on operating efficiencies. 

Local IACTC is proposing a Section 3 share of 50 percent and a 
Financial total Federal share of about 75 percent. It should be 
Cu~itm_nt noted, hsever, that IACTC is financing sevaral mj~r transit 

include: the Blue Line between ~ A~el~ a.~ I.~ Beach; a 
p~ Blue T.ine Extension to Pasadena; the Green T.i*~e ~ 
Norwalk to E1 Segundo; a planned Green Line Extension from El 

Westchester; and several planned ~,~uter rail projects for 

Los Angeles’ transit programs benefit from several State and 
local dedicated revenue resources. ~e primary local 
resource is a 0.5 percent countywide sales tax, known as 
Proposition A, which was adopted in 1980. An additional 0.5 
percent sales tax dedicated to transit and transit-related 
highway i~roveme~ts was enacted in November 1990. In June 
1990, funding for public transit in California w~s enhanced 
by the passage of Propositions 111, 116, and 108. In 
November 1992, Proposition 156 which w~lld have authorized 
another $1 billion in general obligation bonds failed. 

The revenues from State and local resources currently appear 
adequate to finance all segments of the Red Line and the 
operating deficits of the bus and rail systems. Huw~, 
other elements of the countywide system currently being 
planned will require new funding sources for their 
construction, operation, and maintenance. Even before the 
failure of Proposition 156, county officials are facing a 
significant b~get shortfall. Financial ratings for this 
project have not yet been established. 

In 1991 Los Angeles’ bus fleet averaged 7.6 years old, which 
is comparable to the national average. The rail vehicle 
fleet averaged 2 years old. 
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Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San Diego Counties, California 
(Janizary 1993) 

Description    Tne LOSSAN (or Metro Link)-project will enhance c~-~cer and 
intercity rail service throughout southern California. Local 
officials have identified the elements of the project for 
which they will seek Federal funds, including grade 
separations in Los Angeles, Orar~e and San Diego Counties. 

Status ~K currently operates eight round trip trains in the 

San Juan Capistrano and Los Angeles. The southern California 
O~,~uter Rail Regional System Plan (1991) calls for ~ 
service to three c~u~utar round trips in the fall of 1993 and 
to nine in the fall of 1994. This initial project is fully 
funded with $121.8 million in State/local funds. 

In addition, San Diego is in final design for upgrading 
ccm~uter rail service between Oceanside and San Diego. This 
$70 million project is fully funded with non-Federal monies. 
Implementation is planned to occur two years after local 
agencies buy the Santa Fe right-of-way. The right-of-way 
between Fulerton and San Diego has been purchased and will be 
~wned by Orange and San Diego Counties upon confirmation of 
the sales agreement in early 1993. 

The elements of the project to be proposed for PTA fur~_ ing 
are considered to be in the planning phase, as the F~A has 
not been involved and has not approved the initiation of more 
detailed planning or project development. 

Section 3035(g) of ISTEA directs PTA to enter into a 
multiyear grant agreement with the Los Angeles-San Diego Rail 
Corridor Agency to provide for track and safety improvements 
to the corridor. ISTEA authorized $20 million in Section 3 
new start funds for the project, and appropriated $10 million 
in FY 1992. No Section 3 money was appropriated in FY 1993. 

Justification As currently proposed, the project would be exempt from the 
new start criteria because the Section 3 share is less than 
$25 million. 

Mobility Enhancements. Local agencies expect that c~,a~uter 
rail ridership will increase from 3500 daily trips to over 
20,000 upon implementation of the Regional System Plan. F~A 
has no information on the travel time savings which may 
result from this project. 

Cost Effectiveness. FI~ has no information on the cost 
effectiveness of the overall project or the elements proposed 
for New S~a~t funding. 
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"extreme" nora-attainment area for ozone and a "serious" 
n~nattainment area for carbon monoxide. It is unlikely that 
any of the Federally funded im~r~v~nts would have a 
significant effect cn pollution levels at the regional 
scale. 

pruposed project wuuld impact uperating efficiencies. 

local Initial elements of this project are fully ~ with 
Financial State and local monies. The los Angeles area has a wide 
C~itment variety of funding sources potentially available for the 

local share of ~ i~roveEer~s. 
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MARC E~nsi~s 
Maryland 

(Jan, la~y 1993) 

Description Tne Ma~s Transit Administration (MTA) of Maryland is 
considering extensions of the Maryland C~L~,~ter Rail (MARC) 
system to provide service to Washington, D.C. frcm both 
Waldorf and Frederick, Maryland. The MARC system presently 
consists of two lines between Washington and Baltimore and a 
third line between Washington and Martins~, West 
vi  iniao 

Status FEA is providing planning funds tm the Tri-County Oouncil for 
Southern Maryland for a system planning study of transit 
alternatives. Tne corridor includes the Waldorf area, and 
c~,,,~ter rail is one of the alternatives to be studied. The 
preparation of an EIS has not been initiated. Depending upon 
the amount of Section 3 New Start funds to be sought for a 
Waldorf project, alternatives analysis may also be required. 

The Frederick extension, which would involve only track, 
signal, and station improvements on an existing freight line, 
would be exempt from the new starts criteria in Section 3 (i) 
if the Section 3 share (currently estimated to be 
$18.6 million) remains below $25 million. Project 
development studies and an environmental assessment are now 
underway. M~A expects that these studies will be oumpleted__ 
before the end of FY 1993. 

Section 3035(nn) (2) of ISTEA directs ~TA to enter into a full 
funding grant agreement with MTA totaling $160 million, 
including $60 million in fiscal year 1993 and $50 million in 
fiscal years 1994 and 1995, to carry out MARC service 
extensions and other improvements including the purcb~e of 
rolling stock and station improvements and expansions. In 
1993 Congress appropriated $i0 million for the MARC service 
extensions and other improvements. 

Justification The MARC extensions are part of a Program of Interrelated 
Projects which also includes three LR~ extensions in 
Baltimore and a Metrorail extension in the Maryland suburbs 
of Washington, D.C. Section 3011(a) of ISTEA requires that 
~TA consider the assessment factors of all elements of a 
program of interrelated projects to the extent that such 
consideration expedites project i~plementation. However, 
information on this program as a whole is not available. 

Mobility Improvements. FEA does not have ~ny information on 
the mobility benefits of the proposed MARC extensions. 

Cost Effectiveness. ~TA does not have any information on the 
cost effectiveness of the proposed MARC extensions. 
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EnviroD~al Benefits. EPA has classified the Wa~~n 
Metropolitan Area as a "serious" nonattainment area for ozone 

Possible effects of the MARC extensions on air quality have 
not been quantified. In the short term, this .t~pe of project 
may result in very small decreases in the emisslon of air 
pollutants. In the long term, huwever, a project of this 
iength, which serves an area w~ll beyond the existing 

urbanization. 

~va~n~ Efficiencies. F~A has no information on the 
operating efficiencies of the proposed MARC extensicms. 

Local FEA has n~ information on the total cost of the MARC 
Financial extensions, the proposed Federal share, or the sources of 
C~itment non-Federal funding for capital and operations. 

Tne National Capital Transportation Act of 1969, as amerded, 
req1~res a 37.5 percent local match of funds authorized for 
the four remaining segments of the 103-mile Washington 
Metrorail system. The State of Maryland has not yet 
identified sources of matching funds for the two 
unccnstructed se~ of the original Metrorail system in 
Maryland. Cumpletion of the 103-mile system has been the 
Washington area’s highest priority. Replacement and 
rehabilitation of the Metrorail system will require a growing 
c~,u~.~tment of regional resources. 
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New York, New York 
(January 1993) 

Description The New York city Department of Tran~tion (NYCDOT) h_~_~ 
pruposed initiating high spccd ferry service between Staten 
Island and Midtc~n Manhattan. The service would be operated 
by a private company without public c~_rating subsidies. 

Status Initial planning work has been cumpleted on this project. 
NYCDOT and the New York State Urban Development Corporation 
issued a request for proposals in September 1992. Responses 
are under review. 

Section 3035(d) of ISTEA directs PTA to negotiate and sign a 
multiyear grant agreement for $12 million to carry out 
capital improvements for this proposed project. Congress 
appropriated $i million in FY 1992. 

Justification since the proposed Section 3 share is less than $25 million, 
this proposal is not subject to the new start criteria in 
Section 3 (i) of the Federal Transit Act. 

_Mo_b~]~t7 I~9, rovements- Approximately 20,000 people cc~ute 
daily fr~n Staten Island to Midtuwn Manhattan. Of these, 
scme 25 to 30 percent use the existing Staten Island Ferry in 
cumbination with the subway. Ab~!t 12,000 o~Lu~dters travel 
in .h~ses and vans; 2000 c~,,Lute in cars. Most of the bus, 
van, and auto c~ters rely on the Gowanus Expressway in 

a 10-year period of reconstruction. The proposed project 
would provide an attractive alternative. PTA has no 
quantitative data on the travel time benefits of the 
project. 

Cost Effectiveness.. F~A has no information on the cost 
effectiveness of the proposed project. 

Envirorm~ntal Benefits. New York City is a "severe" 
nonattainment area for ozone. For carbon monoxide, the 
region is categorized as a ,~derate > 12.7" nonattainment 
area. 

Operatinq Efficiencies. PTA has no information on hc~ this 
project would affect operating efficiencies. 

Local PTA does not have any information on the sources of State/ 
Financial local fur~ng for the capital expenses of the project. 
O~,.dtment New York wc~id ~ to demonstrate that it has sufficient 

financial capacity before a grant could be made. The project 
would have a very small impact on the city’s overall budget, 
especially since the city expects all operating expenses to 
be oovered by the future private operator. 

B-171 



In 1991 the average age of ferry boats operated by the 
New York City DOT.was 15.4 years. Several of the older 
ferries are in r~ of replaoeme~t. 
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Northern Ne~ Jersey/New York 
(jar, lavy 1993) 

Description New Jersey Transit (NJT) has ~ the restoration of 
o~L~!ter rail service to-Warwick, New York, on the New York, 
Susquehanna & Western (NYS&W) rail line. The service would 
connect to the New Jersey Main T,~ne at Hawthorne, New Jersey. 
~he project would include equipment, station rehabilitation 
and construction, parking facilities, and station 
im;rovements at Paterson, New Jersey, etc. 

Status NJT has applied for a $1.5 million grant for conceptual 
design of the NYS&W line, envi~l asse~, and 
preliminary design and engineering of the Paterson station 

Section 3035(a) of ISTEA ~rects PTA to negotiate and sign a 
multiyear grant agreement with NJT for $46.9 million. Tne 
agreement would cover the construction of this project. 
Through FY 1993, Congress has appropriated $40.2 million in 
New Start funds for the project. 

Justification M~hility Improvements. F~A has no information on the 
mobility benefits of this proposal. 

Cost Effectiveness... FI~ has no information on the cost 
effectiveness of this proposal. 

Envirorm~ntal Benefits. Northern New Jersey is a ,,severe" 
nonattainment area for ozone. Tne region is a 
,%~x~erate >12.7" nonattainm t area for carbon monoxide. 

~O~vatin~ Efficiencies. FI~ h~ no information on the 
operating efficiencies that would result from this proposal. 

Local F~A has no information on the cost of this proposal, the 
Financial pruposed Federal share, or the sources of funding for 
O~L,~tment capital and operations. It is expected that NJT will seek to 

use toll revenue expenditures as a credit tmward the 
non-Federal matc!~ share, as permitted in Section 1044 of 
ISTEA. 

In 1991 the average age of the different types of c~u~iter 
rail vehicles operated by NJT ranged from 11.1 to 15.3 
y~vS. 
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Northern New Jersey 
(January 1993) 

Description New Jersey ba~ proposed initiating crmmiter rail service 
between. Lakewood, Freehold, and Matawan cr J~ cr 

Section 3035 (p) of ISTEA directs F~A to negotiate and sign a 
multiyear grant agreement for $1.8 million in FY 1992 and 
$3 million in both FY 1993 and FY 1994 for alternatives 

impact statement for the proposed project. In FY 1993, 
$4.8 million was appropriated for this project. 

Justification Mobility Improvements. FTA does not have any information on 
the mobility benefits of this PrC4~sal. 

Cost Effectiveness. PTA does not have any information on the 
cost effectiveness of this proposal. 

Envirormental Benefits. Northern New Jersey is a "severe" 
nonattainment area for ozone.. The region is a ’%~x~_rate > 
12~ 7" nonattainment are for carbon monoxide. The impact of 
the proposed project on regional air quality is not known. 

Operatinq Efficiencies. FTA does not have any information on 
the operating efficiencies that would result frcm this 
proposal. 

Local The PTA does not have any information on the cost of this 
Financial pruposal, the proposed Federal share, or the sources of 
O~dtment State/local funding of capital and operations. 

In 1991 the average age of the various types of o~.~uter rail 
vehicles operated by New Jersey Transit ranged from ii.i to 
15.3 years. 
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Northern New Jersey 
(Jan[lary 1993) 

Description    The cities of Newark and Elizabeth have proposed an 8- to 
9-mile fixed guideway system connecting the downtowns of 
those two cities by way of Newark International Airport. In 
a_~tion to No-Build and TSM, five alternatives are being 
considered including light rail, heavy rail, automated 
guideway transit and/or cc~ter rail. Capital oosts of the 
major investment alternatives range from $590 to $885 million 
(1992 dollars). 

Status In December 1989, F~A made a $2 million grant to support 
further planning. The first ~fmse, which is nearly ccmplete, 
oonsists of a detailed exploration of private sector 
financing possibilities and related planning and 

In FY 1989 and FY 1990, Congress appropriated $12 million for 
the project. In addition, in 1992 and 1993, $135.4 million 
was appropriated for the "New Jersey Urban Core Project" 
which includes this and other projects. It appears that the 
Secaucus Transfer Project is the top local priority and can 
absorb a significant portion of the ,,Urban Core" funding. 

The $5 million appropriation for preliminary engineering fr~ 
FY 1990 is still available and a funding application has been 
su~nitted to PTA for the preparation of an EIS and initiation 
of preliminary engineering. In addition, NJ Transit has 
applied for an additional $3.28 million in Section 9 funding 
for this effort. 

Section 3031 of ISTEA directs the F~A to negotiate and enter 
into a full funding agreement for those elements of the New 
Jersey Urban core Project that can be fully funded in fiscal 
years 1992 through 1997. ISTEA also exempted the Urban core 
Project from the New Start criteria. 

Justification Mobility Improvements. Tne alternatives would address the 
following problems: 1) access to the airport, 2) transfers 
between c~uLuter rail lines, 3) access to new development 
sites, and 4) internal circulation in downtown Newark. 
Preliminary estimates indicate that the alternatives could 
save 26,000 to 369,000 hours of travel time ann~ally. 

Cost Effectiveness.. PTA does not have information on the 
cost effectiveness of a major investment inthe corridor. 

Environmental Benefits. Northern New Jersey is a "severe" 
nonatta~ area for ozone and a ’%noderate > 12.7" 
nonattainment area for carbon monoxide. The impact of the 
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proposed project on regional air quality is not likely to be 
significant. 

the alternatives would affect NJ Transit’s operating cost per 
passenger. 

T.~k projects, as authorized in ISTEA Sections 1044 and 3031. 
It is expected that New Jersey Transit will seek F~A funding 
for I00 percent of this project’s capital cost. A financing 
p.l~n .f.c~. the oyez-all Urban Core Project identifying 
prm~rities ba.~ not yet been a~qsted. The capital financing 

The stability and reliability of operating assistance for an 
expanded system are rated ’%~lium" because, despite its 
current financial difficulties, NJ Transit b~ a good history 
of funding transit service. In 1991 the average vehicle age 
of NJ Transit’s bus fleet was 7.6 years, which is comparable 
to the national average. 
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(January 1993) 

Description The New Jersey Transit Corporation (NJ Transit) plans to 
ccr~cruct a commuter rail transfer station in Secaucus where 
its Main T.~ne intersects the Northeast Corridor (N~C) r.~ne. 
The new station w~uld alluw rail passengers on the Main Line 

Penn Station in Newark. At present, c~L,~ters on the Bergen 
and Main T.~ _n~ and on the P~scack Valley and Port Jervis 

The rail ~i-an~tion cc~ of this project are: 
(i) cordon of a three-level transfer station at the 
intersection of the N~C and Main lines; (2) expansion of 
2 miles of the NEC from two to four tracks; (3) upgrading of 
tracks and bridges on the Main Line near the new station; and 
(4) construction of a platform on the Bergen County 
connected by an elevated walkway to the new station. 

The Secaucus Transfer Station is estimated to cost 
approximately $400 million (escalated dollars). 

Status NJ Transit originally proposed to construct the station 
simultaneously with major office and retail develc~m~/~t of 
the area by the All~ed Junction Corporation (AJC). AJC has 
pr~ about $i00 million for the construction of certain 
cumponents of the rail project. Huwever, the AJC project has 
encountered problems. Although local businesses are 
advocates of the AJC develc~m~_nt, it ba~ generate~ some 
community q~osition. A new NJ Turnpike interchange is 
r~ to handle the traffic generated by the develo~m~ent but 
is opposed by scme air quality interests. The NJ Turnpike 
Authority is conducting the environmental studies necessary 
for approval of the interchange. 

Although the rail project is functionally independent of the 
AJC development project, NJ Transit’s attempt to proceed on a 

arrangements with AJC and the r~ to use AJC property to 
mitigate the wetland impacts of the rail project. NJ Transit 
expects to hold p~blic hearings during spring of 1993, in 
cooperation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. 
~viror~ental Protection Agency (EPA), and the Hackensack 
Mead~lands Development Cummission, on the .combined rail and 
development project. 

Section 3031 of ISTEA identifies the Secaucus Transfer 
Station as an element of the New Jersey Urban Core 
Project, along with the Kearny connection, the Waterfront 
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oonnection, the NEC signal system, the Hudson River 
Waterfront transportation system, the Newark-Newark 
International Airport-Elizabeth Transit T,-~nk, the Newark Penn 
Station-Broad Street Station rail connection, and the Penn 
Station New York Concourse. ISTEA req1~ves F~A to enter into 
a full funding grant agreement (FfGA) for those elements of 
the New Jersey Urban Core Project which can be fully funded 
in FY 1992 through FY 1997. The total amount of Section 3 
funds authorized by ISTEA for the NJ Urban Oore Project is 
$634.4 million. Through FY 1993, $161.3 million in Ne~ Start 
funds have been appropriate4~_ for the eight elements of the 

Justification Section 3031 of ISTEA states that the elements of the Urban Core Project, including the Secaucus Transfer project, are 
not subject to the new start criteria of ISTEA, nor are they 
subject to F~A’s major transit investment policy. 

M~b4]~ty Improvements. The Secaucus Transfer project would 
serve 26,700 daily trips. It would shorten the transit 
~L,~ting time to mi~ Manhattan from Bergen and Passaic 
c~unties by i0 to 15 minutes per day (5 to 8 minutes per 
trip). The Secaucus Transfer project has the potential of 
attracting additional c~u¢~ter rail riders because of the 
~ accessibility from these are~ to midtown Manhattan 
and downtown Newark. The project pr~,~s the ISTEA policy 
of providing conn tions by improving to 
Amtrak at Penn Station Newark and Penn Station New York. 
FTA has no information on the travel time benefits that would 
result from the project. 

Cost Effectiveness. A cost effectiveness index for the 
project is not available. 

Environmental Benefits. EPA has classified the New York 
metropolitan area, including northern New Jersey, as a 
,,severe" nonattainment area for ozone and as a ,~oderate" 
nonatta~t area for carbon monoxide (CO). It is unlikely 
that the Secaucus Transfer project will have a noticeable 
effect on pollution levels in northern New Jersey at the 
regional scale. However, environmental organizations 
monitoring cumplianoe with the Clean Air Act have targeted 
the New York metropolitan area and have issued notices of 
their intent to bring suit against the transportation 
agencies in that area. The Urban Core Project, which 
includes the Sec__~ucus project, evidences a c~L,Ldtment to 
meeting the mobility r~zls of the region through massive 
investments in transit with minimal degradation of air 
quality. 
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~he Secaucus Transfer project would destroy or seriously 
degrade about ii acres of w~tlands, but there is ample 

ODeratinu Eff~ciemc~_!~. The Secaucus Transfer project w~uld 
not affect the c~_rating and ma~ntenanoe (O&M) cost per 
passenger of the NJ Transit bus and rail system in northern 
New Jersey. 

Local Section 3031 of ISTEA directs F~A to oonsider non-Federal 
Financial ocntributicns to the capital cost of the Urban Core Project 
C~dtment made since 1987 as local match for the Urban Core project. 

NJ Trar~it im~ested $146.4 million of non-Federal funds on 
Urban Core elements between January i, 1987 and 
August 7, 1992. In addition, Section 1044 of ISI~A all~s 
certain highway toll revenues which are reinvested in 

the req,~ed local matc~dng funds for any Federally assisted 
highway or transit project. Although NJ Transit has not 
suEmitted a financial plan to ~TA for the Urban Core Project 
or its individual elements, it appears that sufficient non- 
Federal ~ t~ constitute local match for the Secaucus 
Transfer project, in accordance with Sections 1044 and 3031 
of ISTEA, have already been expended. 

The s~ability and reliability of uperating assistance for the 

current financial difficulties, NJ Transit has a history of 
funding transit uperations adequately. The Secaucus Transfer 
project w~uld not significantly :increase operating costs. 

In 1991 NJ Transit’s bus fleet averaged 7.3 years old, which 
is c~mparable to the national average. Its ccmm~r rail 
vehicles averaged 14.2 years old. 
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The State legislature has approved a series of taxes 
dedicated tm transit. SEPTA expects to receive $87+ million 
per year for capital and asset mintenance expenses from 

In 1991 the avez-age age of the SEPTA bus fleet was 6.8 years, 
which is better then the national average. 
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~be State legislature has approved a series of taxes 
dedicated to transit. SEPIA expects to receive $87+ millicm 

In 1991 the average age of SEP~A’s Eus fleet w~s 6.8 years, 
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Pi~, Pennsylvania 
( January 1993) 

Description This project would help rehabilitate Pit~-~_~r~jh’s light rail 
transit service between downtown Pittsburgh and the South 
Hills area of Alle~heny County. Stage II of this project 
involves the reconstruction of three existing trolley lines. 
The candidate lines are the T.’~l"~’al’y T.~e, Drake T.~e, a~d the 

Stat~s This proposal is currently considered to be in the system 

Section 3035(ss) of ISTEA directs FEA to sign a multiyear 
grant agreement with the Port Authority of Alle~heny Cuunty 
for $5.0 million to cumplete preliminary engineering for 
Stage II of the light rail rehabilitation project in 
Alle~heny County, Pennsylvania. Congress has not 
appropriated any funds for this project. 

Justification Mobility. Improvements. PTA has no information on the 
mobility benefits of this proposal. 

Cost Effectiveness. ~TA ba~ no information on the oost 
effectiveness of this proposal. 

Environmental Benefits. The Pittsbur~ area is classified as 
a ’~oderate" nonattainment area for ozone, and ba~ not been 
classified for carbon monoxide. Since this project is a 
reconstruction of an existing system, it is unlikely that it 
would have a significant effect on pollution levels at the 
regional scale. 

Operating Efficiencies. 9TA has no information on the 
operating efficiencies t_hat would result frcm this proposal. 

Local The PTA does not have any information on the cost of this 
Financial proposal, the proposed Federal share, or the sources of 
Commitment State/local funding for capital and operations. 

In 1991 the average age of PAT’s bus fleet was 8.4 years, 
which is comparable to the national average. Rail vehicles 
averaged 14.3 years old. 
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~ ~ia ~t 
Seattle, Washington 

(January 1993) 

Description ~he Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle (Metro) is studying 
an 86-mile, three-corridor, $6.2 cr more billion (19905) 
fixed guideway system in the Seattle area focused on duwntc~ 
Seattle. ~he project is known locally as the Regional 
Transit Project (RI?). The three corridors would converge on 
the CBD Bus Tunnel from Northgate, Bellevue and SeaTac 
Airport. Metro proposes to pay 66 percent of the capital 
costs with non-Federal funds. 

planning phase. Wa~dngton State law provides several local 
option taxes for the construction of fixed guideway transit 
facilities. These funding sources can be voted on only after 

FI~ and Metro have agreed that alternatives analysis can be 
performed in one corridor. PTA is awaiting a local decision 
on the priority corridor. 

Section 3035 (hhb___) Of ISTEA directs PTA to enter into a 
multiyear 9xant agreement with Metro in the amount of 
$300 million for this project. No funds have yet been 
appropriated. 

Justification Mobilit7 Improvements. F~A has no information on the 
mobility benefits that would result from a major investment 
in one or more of the corridors. 

Cost Effectiveness. ~TA has no reliable information on the 
cost effectiveness of a major inv~-~tment in one or more 
corridors. 

Environmental Benefits. Seattle is a ’%~arginal" 
nonattainment area for ozone and a "moderate" nonattainment 
area for carbon monoxide. PTA has no information on how a 
major transit investment would affect emissions. 

Operatinq Efficiencies. PTA bar no information on how a 
major investment would affect transit operating efficiencies 
in Seattle. 

Local Although Metro does not have voter approval for any of 
Financial the new taxes needed to construct the rapid transit system, 
C~,~itment it does have legislative authority to go to .the voters and 

also bar a strategy for financing the system. The capital 
financing ommzitment is rated as ’Stadium" at this early stage 
in the project development process. 
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Metro has adequate fur~ng resouroes t~ operate its existing 
~ and probably an expanded system. Thishas resulted in 
a rating at this time of ’M~dium" for the stability and 
reliability of operating assistance. However, in 1991 
Metro’s bus fleet averaged 10.8 years old, which is 
substantially above the naticmal average. The advanced age 
of the bus fleet is a concern since it suggests that the 
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Seattle, Washington 
(Jannary 1993) 

Description ~he Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle (Metro), with the 
support of Pieroe Transit of Tacoma, has proposed to initiate 
o~fcer rail service with stations every 5 miles along the 
appr~tely 40 miles of track between the two cities. 
Metro’ s mc~t recent estimate of the total capital cost of the 
project is $200 million. Metro has stated that it intends to 
request only $25 million from FI~ for this project. 

Status ~he project is currently in the system planning 
Wa~hin~ State law allows several local qstion taxes for 
the c~cn of fixed guideway transit facilities. These 
fu~ s~urces can be voted on only after system planning 

Section 3035(ccc) of ISTEA directs PTA to negotiate and sign 
a $25 million, multiyear grant agreement with the 
Municipality of Metrupolitan Seattle for the Seattle-Tacoma 
C~L, Luter Rail Project. In FY 1992 ar~ FY 1993, .$20.3 million 
w~s apprupriated for the project. 

Justification So long as the Section 3 New Start share remains belc~ 
$25 million, the new start criteria in Section 3(i) will not 
apply. 

_Mob~ 1~t7 ~vements. FEA has no quantitative information 
on the potential m~bility benefits of this proposal. 
Washington State DOT is developing HOV lanes along I-5 in the 
Seattle region. This wDuld allow for relatively fast express 
bus service in the corridor. A regional rail system (see the 
Profile for the Core Rapid Transit Project) may also serve 
the corridor. Adding a o~Li~uter rail line parallel to the 
~ lanes and rail system may not provide travel time 
advantages or attract substantial new ridership. 

Cost Effectiveness. F~A has no additional information on the 
oost effectiveness of this pr~i. 

Environmental Benefits. Seattle is a ’%m~rginal" 
ncnattainment area for ozone and a ’~,oderate" nonattainment 
area for carbon monoxide. The effects of the proposed 
o~,~-~ter rail line on air quality have not been quantified. 
In the short term, this type of project may result in very 
small decreases in the emission of air pollutants. In the 
long term, however, a project of this length, serving an area 

sprawl and the increased pollutant emissions associated with 
very low density urbanization. 
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Operatinq Efficiencies. F~A has r~ information ~n the 
c~erating efficiencies that w~uld result from this proposal. 

Local AI~ Metro does not have voter approval for any of 

Crmmitment project, it does have legislative authority to go to the 
voters and also ba~ a strategy for financing this project as 

a rating at this time of ’~m~lium" for stability and 
reliability of c~_rating assistance. Hu~=ver, in 1991 
M~ro’s bus fleet averaged 10.8 years old, which is 
substantially above the national average. The advanced age of 
the bUS fleet is a concern since it suggests that the transit 
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Vallejo, California 
(January 1993) 

Description    The City of Vallejo has proposed a demonstration program of 
capital improvements to the ferry service between Vallejo and 
San Francisco. ~he project would involve purc/%ase of two 
high speed ferries to replace conventional vessels for the 
service. 

Status ~he project is currently considered to be in the system 
planning ~hase. Huwever, ~eliminary analyses of mobility 
benefits and costs have been cumpleted. 

~he project currently faces a legal challenge from a local 
group which may modify the schedule and/or location of the 
terminal. 
Section 3035(c) of ISTEA directs PTA to negotiate and sign a 
multiyear grant agreement with the City of Vallejo for 
$8 million in FY. 1992 and $9 million in FY 1993 for capital 
inprovements to the ferry system. In FY 1992, $8 million w~s 
appropriated, but no funds were appropriated in 1993. 

Justification The project is not subject to the new starts criteria in 
Section 3 (i) becat%se the Section 3 share is less than 
$25 million. 

the increa~e in spccd which can be achieved from high spccd 
ferries result in a significant increa~e in patronage at 
relatively low cost. However, FI~ has no q;antitative 
information on the mobility benefits of .the proposal. 

Cost Effectiveness. PTA h~ no information on the cost 
effectiveness of this proposal. 

is a ,%noderate" nonattainment area for ozone and a ,~ode/ate 
<= 12.7" nonattaLnment area for carbon monoxide. While the 
impact of this proposed project on air quality is not known 
at this time, it is likely to be very small considering the 
~all percentage of trips that would be div~ frcm autos. 

Operatinq Efficiencies. FEA has no information on the 
operating efficiencies that would result from this proposal. 

Local The PTA does not currently have any information on the 
Financial sources of Stats/local funding for operations. 

Local share for the capital is provided frcm Proposition 116 
funds. Therefore the capital finance plan is rated "high." 

B-191 



Washi~, D.C. Metropolitan Area 
(January 1993) 

DescriptioD A rail link has been proposed between the West Falls Ch~ 
Metrcrail Station and Dulles International Airport. 
Currently, shuttle bus service is provided from this station 
to the airport on an exclusive airport access highway. The 
proposed rail project would cost approximately $i billion. 

Status ~ proposal is currently considered to be in the system 
planning of development. Studies of transit 
alternatives have previously been performed with PTA 

ride lots, bus stations, and express buses routes. Tnese 
imrrovm ante would help develop a transit market in the 
corridor. In a~dition, the park-and-ride lots would serve as 
stations in the event that a rail line is built in the 
corridor. However, recently the Airport Authority reported 
that no additional buses will be permitted to operate on the 
Dulles Access Road. Since the recently constructed HOV lanes 
on the Dulles Toll Road have been converted to general 
purpose lanes, this raises serious questions about the 
operation of an express bus system in the Dulles Corridor. 

Section 3035(~_a_) of ISTEA dire~ F~A to enter into a 
multiyear grant agreement with the State of Virginia in the 
amount of $6 million for cumpletion of alternatives analysis 
and preliminary engineering. No funds have yet been 
apropriated for this study. 

In FY 1993, Congress appropriated $7.6 million for the Dulles 
corridor bus program. This supplements $18.4 million which 
was already granted in FY 1991. 

Justification Mobility Improvements. The rail alternative would offer few 
transition benefits beyond those achievable with express 
buses operating in the aocess road. 

Cost Effectiveness. A 1989 study conducted by Fairfax County 
computed a prelh%inary cost effectiveness index of 
approximately $25 per new trip for a rail alternative. Tnis 
information would be updated in the alternatives analysis 
called for in ISTEA. 

Environmental Benefits. The Washington Metropolitan area is 
a "serious" nonattainment area for ozone and a ’%~oderate" 
nonatta~t for carbon monoxide. Information on air 
quality impacts would be developed in the alternatives 
analysis authorized in ISTEA. 
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Operat~n~ Efficiencies. FEA has no information on the 
c~!ating efficiencies that wmUld result from a major 

develuped in the alternatives analysis called for in 
ISTEA. 

Local One potential ~ of fur~ng may be surplus toll 
Financial revenues from the Dulles Toll Road. However, there has 

~ National _~_pital TraD~p~tic~1 Act of 1969, as ame~, 
re~14res a 37.5-percent local match of funds authorized for 

of 103 le M =u dl 
Until nuw, ocmpleticn of the 103-mile system _bg~ been the 

reb~_ _hilitaticm of the Metrcrail system will re~1~ve a growing 
c~m~dtment of regional resources. 

In 1991 the average age of the W~~n Metropolitan Area 
Transit Authority’s bus fleet was 13.9 years old, which is 
substantially above the national average. The advanced age 
of the bus fleet is a concern since it suggests that the 
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i~ Cold.or 
Washi~, D.C., Met~litan Area 

(January 1993) 

Description The State of Maryland_De~ of Transportation (MgEX~T) is 
considering an extension of the Washin~n Metrerail system 
and other transit alternatives for. the oorridcr between the 

~ extension is beyond the 103-mile Metrorail system 
authorized by the National Capital Transportation Act of 
1969, as ~. 

Preliminary estimates put the capital cost of a Metrcrail 
extension between $250 and $400 million (1991 dollars), 
depending on the length of the extension and the number of 
stations, FTA ba~ no estimate of ridership. 

Status M~DOT is conducting a preliminary study prior t~ the 
initiation of the Federal alternatives analysis process. T~ 
study is examining a number of alternatives including a 
Metrorail extension t~ Tango, a busway, and light rail for 
all or part of a corridor extending as far as Bowie. FTA has 
had little involvement in this study. 

Section 3035(I~n)(3) ISTEA directs FTA to enter into a full 
furding grant agreement with the State of Maryland or its 
designee for up to $5 million to carry out an alternatives 
analysis and preliminary engineering for the proposed rail 
extension. Congress has not appropriated any funds for 
alternatives analysis or preliminary engineering. 

Justification The Metrorail extension is part of a Program of Interrelated 
Projects which also includes three LR~ extensions in 
Baltimore and MARC C~L...uter Rail extensions to Waldorf and 
Frederick, Maryland. Section 3011(a) of ISTEA requires that 
FTA consider the assessment factors of all elements of a 
program of interrelated projects to the extent that such 
consideration expedites project ~mplementation. Huwever, 
information on this program as a whole is not available. 

Mobility Improvements. F~A does not have any information 
on the mobility benefits of a major transit investment in 
this corridor. It is presumed that such information would be 
developed during the alternatives analysis called for in 
ISTEA. 

Cost Effectiveness. FEA does not have any information on the 
cost effectiveness of a major transit investment in this 
corridor. It is presumed that such information would be 
developed during the alternatives analysis called for in 
ISTEA. 
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Environmental Benefits. The Washington area is a 
"serious" nonattainment area for ozone and a ’5~oderate" 
nonattainment area for carbon monoxide. Information on the 
air quality effects of a major transit investment would be 
developed in the alternatives analysis. 

Operatinq Efficiencies. PTA does not have any information on 
the operating efficiencies that would result frc~ a major 
transit investment in this corridor. It is presu~_~ that 
such information would be developed during the alternatives 
analysis called for in ISTEA. 

Local A preliminary financial analysis is being conducted as 
Financial part M~E~T’s current study and will be oumpleted during 
C~Ldtment alternatives analysis. FTA is not currently aware of t_he 

State/local matching share or the souroes of non-Federal 
funding for capital and operations. 

The National Capital Transportation Act of 1969, as amended, 
requires a 37.5-peroent local match of funds authorized for 
the remaining segments of the 103-mile Metrorail system. 
Until nc~, cumpletion of the 103-mile system has been the 
Wa~hington area’s highest priority. Capital replaoement and 
rehabilitation of the Metrorail system will rec~1~ve a gruwing 
c~u~dtment of regional resources. 

In 1991 ~ATA’s b~s fleet averaged 13.9 years, which is 
substantially above the national average. The advanced age 
of the bus fleet is a concern since it suggests .that the 
transit agency is not adequately reinvesting in its existing 
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Final Design Acceptable * PTA considers the applicant to be in reasonably sound financial condition based 
upon the reviews outlined in FrA’s Financial C~pacity circular. 

¯ The applicant has c~u~dtted or dedicated sufficient funds to cover the entire 
non-Federal share of the overall undertaking, "hncl,~ng provision for 
contingent cost overruns. 

Unaccepta_ble * FPA does not consider the applicant to be in reasonably sound financial 
condition. 

¯ The applicant has not yet cuiLu~dtted or dedicated sufficient funds to cover the 
entire non-Federal share of the overall undertaking, incl,~ng provision for 
contingent cost overruns. For example, an "unaoceptable" rating would be given 
where significant events -- such as the renewal of expiring authorizing 
legislation, satisfactory resolution of conditions imposed by funding entities, 
the passage of new legislation, or a referendum N still must occur to put 
adequate local funding in place. 

Preliminary High * ~TA considers the applicant to be in sound financial condition based upon the 
Engineering reviews outlined in ~TA’s Financial Capacity Circular. 

¯ The applicant has committed or dedicated sufficient funds to cover all or 
nearly all of the non-Federal share of the overall undertaking, including 
provision for contingent cost overruns. 

Medium * PTA considers the applicant to be in reasonably sound financial condition based 
upon the reviews outlined in ~TA’s Financial Capacity Circular. 

¯ The applicant ba~ adopted a realistic capital finanoe plan that adequately 
covers projected non-Federal capital costs. The plan may be vulnerable to 
economic downturns and other funding uncertainties, hut these vulnerabilities 
can probably be managed without significant disruptions to capital programs 
and/or operations. 



* PTA does not consider the applicant to be in reasonably sound financial 
condition based upon the reviews outlined in .PTA’s Financial Capacity 
Circular. 

¯ The applicant has not adopted a capital finance plan, or PTA considers the 
ad~pted finance plan to be inadequate or infeasible. The plan may be so 
~,Inerable to economic duwnturns and other funding uncertainties that 
implementation of the project would put capital programs and operations at 
significant risk. 

Alternatives High * FEA considers the implementing agency to be in reasonably sound financial 
Analysis and condition based upon the reviews outlined in PTA’s Financial Capacity 
System Planning Circular. 

¯ The applicant ba~ adopted a realistic capital finance plan that adequately 
covers projected non-Federal capital costs. The plan is based on reaso ~r~9~hly 
conservative assumptions and provides for contingent oost overruns. 

Medium * FfA considers the implementing agency to be in reasonably sound financial 
condition based upon the reviews outlined in FEA’s Financial Capacity 
Circular. 

¯ The applicant’s capital finance plan or preliminary funding strategy is 
considered by ~ to be adequate to successfully undue one or more of the 
proposed major transit investment alternatives. Uncertainties may exist in the 
agency’s ability to implement new funding scuroes as well as catch flc~ 
implications and the plan’s sensitivity to risk and uncertainty. 

Low * PTA does not consider the proposed implementing agency to be in reasonably 
soun~ fk%~n~ial ~dlhi~ bas~ upo~ the reviews uutlined in FEA’s Financial 

¯ The applicant lacks a preliminary funding strategy that would be adequate to 
suocessfully undertake a major investment alternative. If a plan or strategy 
exists, a "Io~’ rating may also be given where the region has previously 
demonstrated an unwillingness to adopt new transit funding sources with the 
capacity that would be required to implement a new start. 



Final Design Acceptable * Dedicated transit funding sources are in place, or there has been a clear 
pattern of genera] appropriations from State or local gove/,~Lents, which 
regularly provide a balanced budget for the existing system. 

¯ Existing transit facilities have been adequately maintained and replaced 
through continuing reinvestment in the system. 

¯ Financial projections sh~w that the applicant currently _bg_s adequate financial 
capacity to operate and maintain the locally preferred alternative, supporting 
feeder systems, other programmed projects, and other elements of its transit 
system under rea_~onably consezvative assumptions. 

Unaccepta_ble * Sources of local transit funding have not kept paoe with costs. Financial 
conditions have led to a pattern of service level cuts to reduce operating 

¯ The applicant has a history of deferring capital replacement and/or routine 

¯ Financial projections show that the applicant does not currently have the 
financial capacity to operate the proposed project, supporting feeder systems, 
other programmed projects, and other elements of its transit system under 
reasonably conservative assumptions. 

Preliminary High * Ample dedicated funding sources are in place, or there has been a clear 
Engineering pattern of general appropriations frem State or local governments, which 

regularly provide a balanced budget for the existing system. 

¯ Existing transit facilities have been well maintained and improved through 
continuing reinvestment in the system. 

¯ Financial projections show that the applicant currently has ample financial 
capacity to operate and maintain the locally preferred alternative, supporting 
feeder systems, other programmed projects, and other elements of its transit 
system under reasonably conservative assumptions. 



Medium * Dedicated transit funding s~urces are in place, or there has been a clear 
pattern of general appropriations from State or local govei~,~ents, which 
regularly provide a balanced budget for the existing system. 

* Existing transit facilities have been adequately maintained and replaced 
through oontinuing reinvestment in the system. The applicant’s funding plan 
demonstrates an ability to continue with an adequate maintenance and 
replacement program. 

* The applicant has adopted a realistic financial plan which, once implemented, 
would provide adequate financial capacity to operate and maintain the locally 
preferred alternative, supporting feeder systems, other pro~ projects, 
and other elements of its transit system under reasonably conservative 
as mptions. 

Low * Sources of local transit funding have not kept pace with costs. Financial 
conditions have led to a pattern of service level cuts to reduce operating 

* The applicant has a history of deferring capital replacement and/or routine. 
maintenance. Or, implementation of the project would create deficiencies in the 
applicant’s ability to pruvide timely maintenance and capital replacement. 

* The applicant has not yet adopted a finanoe plan, or has adopted a plan that is 
unrealistic or inadequate. For example, a "ic~’ rating w~uid be given where 
the region ba~ demonstrated an unwillingness to adopt new funding ~ with 
the required level of financial capacity, or where the operating plan is 
dependent upon unreasonable passenger revenue projections. . A "ic~~’ rating 
would also be appropriate where financial projections sh~w that, even if the 
adopted plan is fully implemented, the applicant w~uld still not have the 
financial capacity to operate the proposed project, other pro~ projects, 
and other elements of its transit system under reasonably conservative 
assumptions. 

Alternatives High * Dedicated transit funding sources are in place, or there has been a clear 
Analysis and pattern of general appropriations fz~, State or local guyots, which 
System Planning regularly provide a balanced budget for the existing system. 



* Existing transit facilities have been adequate!y maintained and improved 
through continuing relnvest~ent in the system. Available evidence indicates 
that the applicant will be able to continue its maintanance and replaoement 
program upon implementation of a major investment. 

* Financial projections show that the applicant currently has ample financial 
capacity to operate a major new transit investment, including supporting feeder 
systems, as well as other programmed projects, and other elements of its 
transit system under reasonably conservative ridership and other assumptions. 

_Me~_ium * Dedicated transit funding sources are in plaoe, or there has been a clear 
pattern of general appropriations fzi~ State or local govei~ents, which 
regularly pruvide a balanced budget for the existing system. 

* Existing transit facilities have been adequately maintained and replaced 
thr~ continuing reinvestment in the system. Available evidence indicates 
that the applicant will be able to continue its maintanance and replacement 
program upon implementation of a major investment. 

* The applicant is considered by FEA to have a realistic chance of adopt~ and 
implementing a financing plan which would provide adequate financial~ capacity 
to operate and maintain a fixed guideway alternative, including supporting 
feeder systems, other programmed projects, and other el~ents of its transit 
system under reasonably conservative ridership and other assumptions. 

Luw * Sources of local transit funding have not kept pace with costs. Financial 
conditions have led to a pattern of service level cuts to reduce operating 
costs. 

* The applicant has a history of deferring capital replacement and/or routine 
maintenance, or available evidence suggests that a major investment could lead 
to financial strains that could adversely impact maintenance and replacement 
programs. 

* The region has demonstrated an unwillingness to adopt new transit funding 
sources with the capacity that would be required to q~erate and maintain a 
fixed guideway alternative, including supporting feeder systems, other 
p~ transit projects, and other elements of its transit system under 
reasonably conservative ridership and other assumptions. 



FEDERAL TRANSIT ADHINISTRATIOM 

NEt~ STARTS PIPELINE 
2/1/93 

(ESCALATED $ IM NILLIONS) 
TGN-22 

COST-EFF [ TOTAL SEC ] FY 199~ & ESTINATED 

iNDEX ] COST OTHER STATE/ OGLIGATHS PRIOR YEAR SEC 3 C(I~PLETIOM 

(COST/ I(FED.STA SEC 3 FEDERAL LOCAL TO DATE UNOGLIGTED COST TO DATE (THIS 

CITY & Project HEW TRIP)~ & LOC) COST COST COST (12-31-92) EAIU4ARKS CCHPLETE PHASE) 

1 ATLANTA-East RET Ext. $S $170 $128 SO S42 $138.0 SO.O 7/93 

2 ATLANTA-Northeast RRT Ext. $6 Sl18 S81 S8 $29 581.0 SO.O OPEll 

3 BALTIHORE-HoI:K|ns RRT* $14 $322 SO $27& $48 SO.O SO.O 199~ 

4 CHICAGO-Southwest ERT* $6 $~10 SO $~9 $61 $0.0 SO.O 4/93 

S OALLAS-So~Jth Oak CLiff LET $9 $360 $160 SO $200 SO.O S82.6 S77.4 199~ 

6 DENVER-North 1-25 HOV~ $4 $230 S70 $6~ $96 S70.0 SO.O 9/95 

7 HOUSTON-Eastex HOV HA $79 SO S29 SSO SO.O SO.O 9/96 

8 HOUSTON-North I-~,S HOV* $5 $62 s47 SO SlS S~7.0 SO.O 12/96 

9 HOUSTON-Southwest HOV* $5 $98 $62 SO $36 $62.0 SO.O OPEN 

10 JACKSONVILLE-Hrth DPN Ext* HA S~8 $29 SO $11 $28.8 SO.O 1996 

11 LOS ANGELES - MOS-1 RRT* $6 $1,~,50 ~ $91 $’~4 $60~.0 SO.O OPEN 

12 LOS ANGELES * N0$o2 RRT* NA $1,~d,6 $667 SO $’~79 $548.1 $/,9.6 $69.3 1998 

13 141ANI-DPN Extensions* $15 $248 $186 SO $62 $135.6 $50.7 SO.O 9/93 

1/* NENPHIS-TroL Lay S8 $33 SO $25 S8 SO.O SO.O 3/93 

15 ST. LOUiS-Airport LRT* $9 S/,51 $339 $2 Slll $326.9 Sll.7 7/93 

16 SAN FRANCISCO-CoLma $6 S171 S109 SO $62 S81.7 $27.1 SO.O 9/93 

SUBTOTAL $5,687 $2°482 S842 " $2,36~ $2,11~..1 $210.0 $158.4 

1 ATLANTA-D~doody $9 S125 $99 SO $26 $92.2 $6./* SO.O. 3/93 

2 ATLANTA-North Springs $9 $358 $286 SO $72 SO.O $23.4 S262.8 1996 

3 JACKSONVILLE-South DP# Ext NA $1~ S107 SO $27 SO.O $15.0 $92.0 199~ 

4 LOS ANGELES-Hid City NA $491 $2&3 $55 $193 SO.O $19.9 $223.1 199~ 

5 LOS ANGELES-No. Hottyvood RA $1,450 5695 SO $755 SO.O $19.9 $675.1 199~ 

6 HEW YORK-queens $SU ~ S6~S $322 SO $373 S11.0 $15.8 $293.2 199~ 

7 PORTLANO-Westsicle LET* S19 S688 $316 SO S171 514.3 $67.5 S~.Z 6/93 

SUBTOTAL $3,891 $2,268 $35 $1,567 $117.5 $167,9 $1,962./* 

1 BALT|NORE-Hunt Vattey $11 S~9 $38 SO $11 S2.0 $36.0 SO.O 5/93 

2 BALTINORE-Airport $16 $35 $28 SO $7 SO.O $5.7 $22.3 5/93 

3 BALTIMORE*Pe~Y~ Station $17 518 51/* SO S4 SO.O $1/*.0 3/93 

4 CHICAGO-Cent rat S17 S750 $250 SO $300 S17.1 S~0.3 S192.6 10/93 

5 IIONOLULU $9 $2,300 $618 SO 51,682 $36.4 $75.9 5505.7 9193 

6 HOUSTON-Rng|On~L Bu~ S~ S1,250 $625 SO $625 $6.4 S188,7 S429,9 2/93 

7 ORANGE CO.(CA)-Tr~itMBy $4 S42/* $318 SO $106 SO.O $318.0 /,/93 

8 PITTSUGH-Airport Phase 1 $5 $250 $76 S124 SSO 513.2 S11.3 $31.5 12/93 

9 P[TTSBURGH*Eaat Busk~ay Ext $5 ~ S~O SO $32 $8 SO.O .SO.O 5/93 

10 SALT LAKE CITY-South LET $7 I S730 $131 SO $99 $6.6 $14.5 $109,9 7/93 

11 SAN FRANCISCO-Airport $27 I 5960 S591 SO $369 SO.O S591.0 199~ 

12 SAN JOSE-Tasmen $J,O ~ S~80 $2/.0 SO $2/.0 $12.8 S10~.0 $173.2 DOME 

SUBTOTAL ~ $6,~86 $2,929 S156 $3,701 594.5 S&76./* $2,358.1 



COST-EFF    TOTAL I    SEC 3 FY 1993 &         EST]NATED 

INDEX [ COST OTHER STATE/ 108LIGATNS PRIOR YEAR SEC 3 COMPLETION 

(COST/ I(FED,STA SEC 3 FEDERAL LOCAL I TO DATE uNOBLIGTED COST TO DATE (TH|S 

C]TY& Project NEW TRIP)I & LOC) COST COST COST [(12-31-92) EARNARKS COMPLETE PHASE) 

1 AUSTIM-Morth CentraL/NM NA $200 $100 $0 $100 $0.0 $100.0 1994 

2 BOSTON-Piers $14-20 $700 $500 $0 $140 $10.8 $~8.0 $511.2 2/93 

3 CLEVELAND-DuaL Hub NA S600 $300 SO $300 SO.O $10.5 $289.5 199~ 

4 DALLAS-North Central $7 $200 $160 $0 S~O $0.0 $160.0 10/93 

5 DENVER- Southwest HA $200 $160 $0 $J,O $0.0 $160.0 1994 

6 KANSAS CITY-South $50+ S250 $200 SO $50 $0.4 $1.1 $198.5 6/93 

7 LOS ANGELES-East ~:entrs[ IM S1,800 S900 SO $900 SO.O S19.9 S880.1 7193 

8 LOS ANGELES-Uest Central HA S2,800 S1,400 SO S1,000 SO.O S1,400.0 1994 

9 HAINE-PortLand to Boston NA SSO S30 $0 S20 $0.0 S25.3 $J,.7 6/93 

10 141LUAUI(EE - East/Nest HA $350 $150 $125 $73 SO.O $150.0 11193 

11 NINNEAPOL ;S-Centrat NA $600 $300 SO $300 SO.O $300.0 6/93 

12 HEM JERSEY-Materfroflt $3-27 $1,130 $1,130 SO $0 $12.6 $1,117.4 2193 

13 NEU ORLEANS-CanaL St. HA $90 $72 SO $18 $0.0 $72.0 12193 

14 ORLAMI)O-OSCAR $6-16 $50 $25 SO $25 SO.O $2.5 $22.5 3193 

15 PORTLAND-N| t tsboro $25-75 $20~ $66 S71 $67 $0.0 $66.0 4/93 

16 SACRAHENTO-South HA S200 $100 SO $100 SO.O $1.0 $99.0 1994 

17 ST. LOUIS-St. CLair HA S300 $240 SO $60 S0.5 $8.1 S231.4 8/93 

18 SAM DIEGO-N|d Coast Sl1-14 S350 S280 SO S70 SO.O $~.1 S275.9 6/93 

19 SAN JUAN-Tren Urbano Ph.1 HA S770 SO S240 $530 $0.0 SO.O 6/% 

20 SAN JOGE-Vasona NA $225 SO $113 $113 $0.0 SO.O 1995 

SUBTOTAL $11,069 $6,173 $549 $3,948 $24.3 $110.5 $6,0~8.2 

TOTAL: FOUR PHASES I $27,433 $130853 $1,602 $11,579 $2,350.4 $96~.8 S10,537.1 

* - FULL FUNDING GRANT AGREENEMT IN PLACE 

U - USER BENEFIT INDEX 

NA ¯ NOT AVAILABLE 

*U.S.G.P.O.:199)-)~)-27):80005 



Report on Fund~ing Levels and Allocations of Funds l~ay !~93 


