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Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am pleased to submit the enclosed "Report on Funding Levels and 
Allocations of Funds" in response to the requirements of 
Section 3(j) of the Urban Mass Transportation Act’of 1964, as 
amended. 

As req~/ired~by. Section 3(j), the report makes.recommendations on 
the allocation of New Fixed Guideway Systems and Extensions funds 
for FY 1992. In addition, the report describes our 
recommendations for restructuring the overall.Section 3 
Discretionary Capital Grants Program and the funding for it, as 
proposed by the President’s Budget and the Department’s proposal 
for reauthorizing the surface transportation assistance programs. 

We look forward to working with the Congress as the appropriations 
process moves forward. 

Sincerely, 

Samuel K. Skinner 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

This is the annual report called for by Section 3(j) of the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act (UMT Act) which requires a "Report on 
Funding Levels and Allocations of Funds." This provision was 
added to Section 3 of the UMT Act by Section 304 of the Surface 
Transportation. and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987 
(STURAA).. Section 3 is the discretionary capital grant program of 
the Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA). The curren~ 
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)(I)(D) of 
this section to finance for the fiscal year beginning on 
Oct.ober 1 of such year grants and loans for each of the 
foli!owing: 

(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." (Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964, as amended: Section 3(j).) 

With respect to allocation of Section 3 funds, the STURAA also 
added a new Section 3(k)~which specifies that of the amounts 
available for fiscal years 1987, 1988, 1989, 1990 and 1991 -- 

"(A) ~0 percent shall be available for rail modernization; 
(B) 40 percent shall be available for construction of new 
fixed guideway systems and extensions to fixed guidew~y 
systems; 
(C) i0 percent shall be available for the replacement, 
rehabilitation, and purchase of buses and related equipment 
and thelconstruction of bus-related facilities; and 
(D)I0 percent shall be ivailable for the purposes described 
in subparagraphs (A) thr?ugh (C), as determined by the 
Secretary," 

This r~pcrt is a colla~e;al document to the proposed Fiscal 
Year 1992 Federal Budget as submitted by the President. UDder 
current law, ~he purposes of this report are !) to describe the 
Department’s proposal for allocating the i0 percent of Section 3 
funds~not otherwise allocated, and 2) to describe the Department’s 
reC6mmendations for allocating the funds for New Starts. It is 
mean~ to be a constructive element in the administration of the 
urban mass transportation program, enriching the informat$on 
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exchange between the executive and legislative branches at the 
beginning of the appropriations cycle for the next .fiscal year. 

II. PROPOSED REAUTHORIZATION OF THE UMT ACT 

Since the funding .authorizations for the Federal mass 
transportation assistance program expire at the end of F¥ 1991, 
no further Section 3 projects can be undertaken unless the 
program is reauthorized. The Administration has made a proposal 
for reauthorization of the program, which is also embodied in its 
FY 1992 budget proposal, which would continue Section 3, with 
several-significant changes. 

The proposal would authorize Section 3 at a level of $350 million 
-for FY 1992 and 1993, $430 million for FY 1994 and 1995 and 
$450 million for FY 1996. The FY 1992 budget proposal requests 
the full $350 million proposed to be authorized. Section 3 would 
no longer be divided into the three categories set forth in 
subsection 3(k). Rather, the proposal would amend Section 3(k) to 
establish a requirement that no more than $300 million in FY 1992 
and 1993, $380 million in FY 1994 and 1995 and $400 million in 
FY 1996 of the total amount of Section 3 funding may be used for 
New Starts. 

Funds remaining after these amounts are dedicated could be used 
for other discretionary grants for purposes such as the 
implementation costs of the Americans with Disabilities Act and 
the Clean Air Act amendments and other extraordinary needs. In 
addition, these funds could be used for grants under a 
Metropolitan and Rural Incentive Bonus Project Program (MRIBP). 
The MRIBP would be a joint program with the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) which would focus on innovative, quickly 
implementable noncapital-intensive system management projects to 
alleviate congestion, improve air quality and address rural 
issues. These Section 3 funds would also be available for highway 
projects. 

Section 3(i), which requires New Start projects funded under 
Section 3 to be cost-effective, to have acceptable local financial 
commitment and to be developed through the alternatives analysis 
and preliminary engineering process, wo~id be retained. 
Consistent with these requirements, the proposal would include in 
the statute the specific criteria which New Start p~ojects must 
meet to qualify for funding. According ’to these criteria, 
projects would be required to attain a significant gain in 
ridership and meet a cost-effectiveness threshold, localities 
would have to be able to meet the local matching share and would 
have to have sufficient funding sources to build andoperate these 
projects. The proposal would also require that project proposals 
be based on a thorough assessment of innovative financing 
mechanisms to lower the overall cost of ’the construction and 
operation of the projects. 
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The provisions of Section 3(a) (4), which authorize the Secretary 
to issue Letters of Intent, which announce the intention of the 
Department to obligate future year funds for a project, would be 
retained. Letters of Intent are not obligations or administrative 
commitments. Rather, they are pledges of funding to worthy 
projects from future available budget authority. 

The proposal also would expand the provisions of Section 3(a) (4) 
to include Full Funding Grant Agreements (FFGA’s), as well as 
Letters of Intent. UMTA has used FFGA’s to implement New Starts 
and related projects in some forty cases and the proposal would 
reflect the current practice (a FFGA essentially spells out the 
terms and conditions applicable to each project and establishes 
the maximum amount of Federal funding for the project). 

The effect of this change would be to require i) New Start 
projects be implemented by means of Letters of Intent and FFGA’s 
and that 2) a project covered by a Letter of Intent or FFGA 
complete an operable segment and be covered, in terms of Federal 
funding, withinthe existing Federal authorization levels (under 
current law, these requirements only apply to Letters of Intent). 
Should the reauthorization proposal be adopted as proposed, a 
total of $1.76 billion would be available for New Starts during 
the five year life of the authorization, and outstanding Letters 
of Intent and FFGA’s for New Starts would be limited to this 
amount. 

The required local match for discretionary funding would be 
increased from 25 percent to 40 percent, and to 50 percent for New 
Starts. Under the Secretary’s Overmatch Initiative, grantees will 
still be encouraged to provide a greater local share than is 
required.                                         ’ 

Another major change in Section 3 concerns rail modernization. 
As noted, by replacing the current Section 3(k), the 
reauthorization proposal would no longer have a specific 
percentage of funding for rail modernization from Section 3. 
Instead, the proposal would allocate $600 million, a larger amount 
than what has been allocated in:the past for Section 3 
discretionary rail modernization grants, to the Section 9 formula 
program. These special funds would be allocated by the rail 
factors in the current Section 9 formula. This would, have the 
effect of providing sufficient funds for rail modernization needs 
of the traditional eight rail modernization cities and other 
cities with newer rail systems from an expanded formula program. 
It should also be noted that rail modernization cities would 
continue to be eligible to compete for New Starts funds for 
extensions to their existing systems. 

The final significant change to Section 3 concerns this report 
itself. The proposal would drop the mandatory proportional 
allocation ~of 90 percent of Section 3 funds among New Starts, Rail 
Modernization and Bus with the remaining unspecified i0 percent to 
be allocated to these categories. Thus, it would no longer be 
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necessary for this report to recommend how the remaining 
i0 percent should be used. Allocating funds to New Starts would 
therefore be the primary focus of this report. 

Because the Department’s FY 1992 budget proposal provides funding 
in accordance with the. reauthorization proposal, it is necessary 
that.this report be prepared in accordance with the requirements 
proposed for it in the reauthorization proposal, rather than 
current law. Thus, this report does not make a proposal on the 
allocation of funds among the current funding categories, but 
instead reiterates the FY 1992 budget proposal on allocation of 
funds among categories which will exist shOuld the.~reauthorization 
proposal be accepted. In addition, it makes recommendations about 
the allocation of New Start funds. This is consistent both with 
current law r~equirements for this report and the requirements 
which would be in place under the reauthorization proposal. 

III. NEW STARTS ALLOCATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

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. 

The funding level proposed for FY 1992 for New Starts is 
$300 million. Once the 3/4 percent for Project ManageMent 
Oversight is taken down from this amount, $297.7 million is 
available for projects. This report recommends the allocation of 
these funds among the various New Start projects that have been 
proposed. The recommendations are based on the following 
principles: 

o Existing UMTA Full Funding Grant Agreement (FFGA) commitments 
should be honored before any additional commitments are 
made. 

o Any project recommended for new funding commitments should 
meet the cost-effectiveness, 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 i991 or 1992 and will 
then be ready to begin final design and construction. 

o Firm funding commitments, embodied in Full Funding Grant 
Agreements, 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 Full Funding Grant 
Agreements) authorized by Section 3(a) (4) of the UMT Act 
should be issued~only to worthy projects which have proceeded 
far enough alon~ that their cost-effectiveness 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 w~ich 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. 

A.    Existinq FU~l°~Fundinq Grant A~eements 

A year ago, the Department had agreed to Full Funding Grant 
Agreements (FFGA’s) with local agencies for projects in St. Louis, 
Miami, Los Angeles and Denver. Accordingly, in the Section 3(j) 
report for FY 1999 (.Report on .Fundinq Levels and Allocati.ons of 
Funds: Report of theSecretary of ~Transpo~tati~n to the United 
StateS-~Conqress Pursuant to Section 3(j) of the Urban Mass. 
Transportation Act of I964., as amended, June 1990), the Department 
recommended that all of the Section 3 New Start funds for FY 1991 
be allocated’to these projects. These funds would have been 
.sufficient to allow the projects in St. Louis~ Miami and Denver to 
be compl.eted~’and would have provided all but $53.3 million of the 
funding required for the Los ~ngeles project (MOS-2). 

However, the Conference Report accompanying the FY 1991 
Appropriations Act (House Report i01-892)~ earmarked less for these 
projects than the amounts needed to complete the Federal 
commitments under the.-existing FFGA’s, while earmarking funds for 
Other projects which Were notrecommended for funding because they 
could not be fully funded within the authorization existing at the 
time the report was prepared or because the’y did not meet the 
Section 3(i)~.cri~teria. Thus, three oT these projects still 
require additional funds in’order that the~FFGA commitments can be 
met (ithe Denver-project ~was fully funded)% ~ The Miami project 
still..~eeds $10.7 million,-St. LDuis $16.0 million and Los Angeles 
(MOS-2) $188-.~0 million~ It is~recommended that these amounts be 
provided in~Y 1992. In t~e ~ase of st. Louis, the FY 1991 
earm’ark included $4.0 million for preliminary engineering of an 
extensZon of the light rail line to St. Clair, which is not 
covered .by a FFGA. This project is now only beginning 
alternatives analysis and no funding for preliminary engineering 
will be required until ~after FY 1992. Furthermore, this project 
does~not appear to be cost-effective, nor to be supported .by an 
adequate degree of local financial commitment. The allocations to 
the three remaining projects with FFGA’s would consume 
$214.7 million of the $297.75 million available. 
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B. Ratinqs of Candidate New Start Projects 

As noted above, before a New Start project can receive funding it 
must meet the criteria contained in Section 3(i) of the UMT Act 
which provides that: 

"No grant or loan for construction of a new fixed guideway 
system or extension of any fixed guideway system may be made 
under this section unless the Secretary determines that the 
proposed project-- 

(i) is basedon the results of an alternatives analysis 
and preliminary engineering; 
(2) is cost effective; and 
(3) is supported by an acceptable degree of local 
financial commitment, including evidence of stable and 
dependable funding sources to construct, maintain and 
operate the ’system or extension. 

In making such grants and loans under this section, ~he 
Secretary may also consider such other factors as the 
Secretary deems appropriate." 

In order to carry out this provision, the Department has required 
that project sponsors conduct alterDatives analyses and 
preliminary engineering which develop information on the cost- 
effectiveness and ridership gains achieved by the projects 
and include the preparation of financial plans which demonstrate 
the sponsors ability to meet the local matching share and to build 
and operate the projects. More detail is provided on the New 
Starts project development process in Appendix A. 

Once sufficient information is available~, the Department is able 
to rate the degree to which each project meets the criteria called 
for in Section 3(i). The ratings for the New Start projects being 
considered for funding in FY 1992 are contained in Table i. The 
projects listed include all those in Final Design, Preliminary 
Engineering and Alternatives Analysis as well as those projects in 
System Planning which have received earmarks of Section 3 funds by 
Congress in past Fiscal Years. The ratings for local financial 
commitment are based on the financial plans developed by the local 
project sponsors. In some cases, these plans call for funding at 
Federal share levels in excess of those proposed ~n the 
reauthorization proposal. These financial plans ~nd ratings may 
require revision once reauthorization~.legislation is enacted. In 
addition, these plans may also have to be revised to reflect the 
proposed requirement that a thorough assessment of innovative 
financing mechanisms has been undertaken to lower the overall cost 
of construction and operation of the project. Additional detail 
on the rating process is provided in Appendix B along with 
descriptions and maps of each project. 
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C. Projects in Final Desiqn without FFGA’s 

After taking into account projects already under FFGA’s, the next 
category of projects to be considered for funding consists of 
those which have completed preliminary engineering and which are 
now in the final design process, but which do not have FFGA’s. 
This category includes Jacksonville and Los Angeles MOS-3. 

I.    Jacksonville 

In the previous Section 3(j) report, the Department did not 
..recommend funding for the Jacksonville project because it is not 
cost-effective and lacks lo~cal financial support. Although the 
Department’s position has not changed, Congress has earmarked a 
total of $28.4 million in Section 3 funds for this project and 
directed UMTA to sign a FFGA after Jacksonville’s completion of a 
financing plan for the project. This is sufficient funding to 
permit Jacksonville to proceed with a northern extension of the 
existing system. In compliance with Congressional direction, the 
Department, upon receipt of a satisfactory financial plan, will 
negotiate a Full Funding Grant Agreement for this extension. 
However, because of continuing concerns about the cost- 
effectiveness and local financial commitment of the remainder of 
this project, additional funding for Jacksonville is not 
recommended. The next segment of this project would require 
$44 million in Federal funds, at the proposed 50 percent maximum 
Federal share. The benefits which would accrue from this next 
segment simply do not warrant such an expenditure. 

2.    Los Angeles MOS-3            ~ 

Section 338 of the Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation 
Assistance Act of 1987 requires the Department to enter into a 
FFGA for the completion of the Los Angeles Metrorail system from 
downtown Los Angeles to the San Fernando Val.l~ey. MOS-3 represents 
those portions of the system which could not be completed with 
existing funds. 

The MOS-3 project, estimated to cost $I.I billion, represents the 
final segment of a three phase project~ The overall project is 
cost-effective and is being constructed with a local share in 
excess of the statutory minimum. The proposal for MOS-3 provides 
~for a local share of 50 percent. These local funds are available 
from Proposition Iii funds. In addition, the areais undertaking 
anumber of other transit capital improvements which are being 
funded only with local funds 

Given the fact that the Department is proposing to allocate 
$188.0 million in FY 1992 for the completion, of MOS-2, it is 
premature to make FY 1992 construction funding available for 
MOS-3. However, MOS-3 is a good candidate for a Letter of Intent 
given the cost-effectiveness and local financial commitment of 
this project and the fact that fgnding will be needed in the near 
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future to permit construction of the entire line without 
interruption. 

D.    Projects in Preliminary Engineerinq 

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 1992. 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 Atlanta - North Extension, San ~rancisco - 
Colma, Portland - Westside, Honolulu, New York - Queens 
Local/Express, Orange County and Dallas. 

I.    Recommended for Fundinq in FY 1992 

Seven projects are recommended for funding in FY 1992 as follows: 

Portland - Westside           $15.0 million 
Atlanta - North                   7.3 million 
San Francisco - Colma          25.9 million 
New York - Queens                9.8 million 
Honolulu                           i0.0 million 
Orange County                   i0.0 million 
Dallas                               5.0 million 

TOTAL                            $83.0 million 

Together with the $214.7 million recommended to be committed to 
projects with existing FFGA’s, this would fully commit the 
$297.7 million proposed to be available for New Starts projects in 
FY 1992. 

The Atlant~ - North Extension and San Francisco - Colma projects 
are expected to advance to final design:by 1992, at which po~ht 
the Department intends to negotiate FFGA’s for these projects, a 
FFGA would also be negotiated for the Portland - Westside project 
once it advances into the final design stage. The remaining four 
projects (New York - Queens Connection, Honolulu, Orange County 
and Dallas) will have completed preliminary engineering by FY 1992 
and are expected to demonstrate cost-effectiveness and acceptable 
local financial commitment. However, because of the timing of 
these projects, no FY 1992 construction funding is needed. 
Rather, these projects are candidates for pledges of funding in 
subsequent years of the authorization through Letters of. Intent, 
which can be issued following reauthorization of the program. In 
the interim, sufficient funding should be provided in FY 1992 to 
permit these projects to continue to progress without delay. 

Portland - Westside 

Portland is proposing a 12-mile light rail line from downtown 
Portland through the West Hills to Beaverton and suburban 
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Washington County with an estimated cost of about $703 million as 
far as 185th Avenue. An extension to Hillsboro costing an 
additional $180 million is in the Alternatives Analysis phase. 

Because this project was in preliminary engineering before passage 
of the STURAA in 1987, it is not~subject to the requirements of 
Section 3(i) that projects be cost-effective and supported by an 
adequate local financial commitment to be eligible for Section 3 
New Starts funding. In addition, in the FY 1991 Appropriations 
Act (Section 328), the Department of Transportation was instructed 
to execute a Full Funding Grant Agreement for this project. 
Congress has also directed that a FFGA for the Portland - Westside 
project be amended in the future to include the Hillsboro 
extension. 

As noted, it is estimated that this project will cost up to 
$703 million. Although the reauthorization proposal would set the 
maximum Federal share for New Starts projects at 50 percent, the 
Congress, in the Conference Report accompanying the FY 1991 
Department of Transportation Appropriations Act, has instructed 
the Department to fund this project at the current 75 percent 
Federal share. If this higher Federal share is allowed in the 
reauthorized program, the total amount of Section 3 funds required 
to complete this project would be $527 million. 

Based on the requirements of the FY 1991 Appropriations Act, the 
Department will issue an appropriate Full Funding Grant Agreement 
for a project in ~Portland at an appropriate time. The exact 
amount of this commitment will depend on the results of 
Preliminary Engineering and the development of local financial 
plans. The Department recommends that $15.0 million be provided 
in FY 1992 f~nding to permit this project to move ahead on a 
reasonable schedule. No funding is now recommended .for the 
extension from 185th Avenue to Hillsboro.o 

San Francisco - Colma 

This project, which will exten~ BART into San Mateo County about 
0.3 miles to a new station with extensive parking, is cost- 
effective and has a highly rated local capital funding plan. It 
is recommended that this project be funded. The Department 
intends to negotiate a Full Funding Grant Agreement for it. 

The total cost of this project is $140.0 million. To date, 
Congress has earmarked $68.1 million for projects in the 
San Francisco Bay area~ includihg about $2 million for the Tasman 
Corridor in San Jose. The San Jose project is currently only in 
alternatives analysis and does not appear to be cost-effective at 
this time. It is recommended that sufficient FY 1992 fun~ing be 
provided ($25.9 million)to complete the Federal commitment to the 
Colma extension. This total Federal commitment of $94.0 million 
assumes that the FY 1991 and prior year earmarked funds will be 
granted prior to reauthorization at a 75 percent Federal share. 



FY 1992 funds would be granted at a 50 percent Federal share, 
consistent with the Department’s reauthorization proposal. 

Atlanta - North Extension 

Preliminary engineering of the Atlanta - North Extension project 
is scheduled to be completed in the Spring of 1991. This project 
would extend the North Line from Medical Center to North Springs, 
a distance of 3.1 miles. The 5.7-mile North Line extension from 
south of the Lenox station to Medical Center is now in Final 
Design and is to be constructed completely with local funds. 

The cost-effectiveness of this project and the stability and 
reliability of its operating assistance plan is questionable, 
Yet, the Atlanta area continues to have a strong commitment to the 
completion of the MARTA rail system and has adequate funds to 
complete the project. In addition, through FY 1991, $82.0 million 
has been earmarked for this project.. 

The overall 3.l-mile project has an estimated cost of 
$439.0 million. Assuming that the FY 1991 and prior year. funds 
were used at the current 75 percent Federal share, and FY 1992 and 
subsequent funds are used at the proposed Federal share of 
50 percent, a total of $246.8 million of Section 3 funds would be 
~required for this project. 

Based on the strong local commitment to this project and the fact 
that a substantial amount of funds have already been earmarked, 
the Department intends, subject toresolution of certain funding 
issues, to negotiate a FFGA with Atlanta to cover the costs of an 
operable segment of the North Extension. Such ~ segment, running 
1.3 miles .from Medical Center to Dunwoody, would cost 
$124.0 million. By allocating funds to this segment, it will be 
possible to continue efforts on the North line using funds 
available. Thus, it is. recommended that $7.3 million in FY 1992 
funds be set aside for this project, pending successful completion 
of preliminary engineering. This amount will permit Atlanta to 
proceed with implementation to Dunwoody in accordance with their 
schedule. This total Federal commitment of $89.3 million assumes 
that FY 1991 and prior year earmarked fund~ would be granted prior 
to passage of the Department’s reauthorization proposal at~a 
75 percent Federal share. FY.1992 funds would be granted at a 
50 percent Federal share. No funding is now recommended for the 
remainder of the system. 

New York - Queens Local/Express Connection 

New York is proposing a connection from the recently opened 63rd 
Street tunnel line 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, relieving severe 
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overcrowding on the Queens Boulevard Lines and improving access to 
Manhattan. 

The New York Metropolitan Transit-Authority (MTA) has a long 
history of overmatching Federal transit funds, primarily for rail 
modernization. It is expected that the MTA would provide at least 
50 percent of the funding. For these reasons, this project is an 
excellent candidate for a Letter of Intent, following 
reauthorization. In FY 1992, it is recommended that $9.8 million 
be provided to New York to cover a portion of the costs of Final 
Design and right of way acquisition, to allow this project to 
proceed through these steps without delay. Actual construction 
funding can be made available in subsequent years once the project 
is developed further.                    ~ 

Honolulu                               ~" 

Honolulu is planning a 17.3-mile fixed guideway system from Ewa 
through downtown to Waikiki and the University of Hawaii with a 
total estimated cost of $1.6 billion. The locally preferred 
alternative also includes a minimum operable segment of 6.3 miles, 
extending from Middle Street to Waikiki, with a total cost of 
$915 million. 

P[eliminary engineering could be completed for the Honolulu 
project by the Spring of 1992. While final decisions on funding 
this project must await completion of preliminary engineering and 
the local funding plan, this project appears to have significant 
potential. 

If preliminary engineering confirms the costs and benefits of the 
project noted in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and 
adequate .stable and reliable local funding can be secured, this 
project is worthy of consideration for funding. A major concern 
at this time is.theneed for a local funding source for 
$30 million in operating and maintenance costs of the proposed 
system. While potential sources to cover this amount are 
available/ the allocation of these sources to this purpose must be 
firmed~up;" On the other~hand, Honolulu ~is considering a range of 
innova%ive financing techniques for this~project, including the 
possibility of a significant amount of private sector funding 
either in the form of joint development or equity participation. 
As noted, the portion of the project for which Federal funds are 
beingsoughthas an estimated cost of about $915 million versus a 
total undertaking of as much as $1.6 billion. To date, 
$15.5 million has been made available to Honolulu, which with 
local share leaves a ~otal cost of $894.3~million remaining (or 
$447~2 million in Federal ~funds at the proposed 50 percent Federal 
share for FY 1992 and subsequent funding). Due to the high total 
cost.of the project,, it will ultimately be necessary to limit 
’total Federal participation through a FFGA with a cap of Federal 
fundingof this amount." 
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Subject to the results of preliminary engineering and contingent 
on the availability of local operating resources, the project in 
Honolulu is an good candidate for a Letter of Intent in FY 1992, 
following reauthorization. For FY 1992, it is recommended that, 
because of the magnitude of the undertaking, $i0o0 million be 
allocated to Honolulu to permit the project to complete 
preliminary engineering without delay. 

Orange County 

Orange County is proposing a transitway project which has a total 
estimated cost of about $436 million, although the components of 
the program are still being developed. The area is now proposing 
a Federally assisted project costing $262 million, and is planning 
for a 75 percent Federal share or $197 million. Because the 
reauthorization proposal calls for a 50 percent Federal share, 
the Federal share of this project would be $131 million. The 
project is likely to be highly cost effective, with the best cost- 
per-new-rider of any project now in preliminary engineering. 
Local capita~ funding commitments appear to be falling into ~ ~ 
place.                                                                          ~ 

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 Letter of Intent 
following reauthorization. In FY 1992, it is recommended that 
$i0.0 million be provided to Orange County to permit this project 
to complete final design of the transitway ramps without delay. 
Actual construction funding can be made available in subsequent 
years once the project is developed further. 

Dallas 

Dallas is studying a ~20-mile, $600 million light rail line from 
the Central Business District through South Oak Cliff and West Oak 
Cliff. Preliminary engineering of the ll-mile South Oak Cliff 
part of this line, for which a Federal Alternatives Analysis was 
conducted, is expegted to be complete in December 1991. The 
request for Sectio~ 3 funding is expected to be limited to the 
most cost-effective~ortion of the South Oak Cliff line, a 
6~4-mile segment from downtown to Illinois Avenue. The total cost 
of this line is $300 million and Dallas is requesting $125 million 
in Federal funds. 

To date, $19.9 million is already earmarked for this project. 
Therefore, the remaining Federal share would be $105.1 million 
($125.0 million less $19.9 million). Although the cost- 
effectiveness of this project is questionable, 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, t~e 6.4-mile segment of the project is a 
candidate for a Letter of Intent. In addition, FY 1992 funding in 
the amount of $5.0 million is recommended to fund final design and 
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right of way acquisition, to permit this project to proceed 
through these steps without delay. 

2. Summary of FFGA’s and Candidates for LOI’s to Projects 
in Preliminary Engineering 

The following chart indicates the FY 1992 and potential outyear 
implications of the FFGA’s and candidates ~for commitments and 
pledges recommended above (in millions of dollars): 

Maximum       Total Funding 
FY 1992’ Funds     Outyear Funds FY 1992 & beyond 

Existing Full Funding Grant Agreements 

Los Angeles MOS~2 $188..0                -0-             $188.0 
M~.ami DPM Ext’~n     i0~7                -0~                10.7 
St. LoUis - Airport 16.0              -0-              16.0 

Proposed Full Funding Grant Agreements 

San Fran. - Colma    $25~9                ~-0-               $25..9 
Atlanta - Dunwoody     7.3               -0-                 7.3 
Portland *              15.0         to be determined 

Candidates for Le.tters of intent 

New Yorks- Q~eens    $ 9.8.             $312..7            $32~2.~ 
Los Angeles- MOS-3    0.0              .550.0             550.0 
Honolul.u                i0.0              437.2             447.2 
Orange County          10.6              121.0             131.0 
Dallas                    5.0              100.1             105.1 

* Portland is not s~bje~t to/the requirements of 
section 3(i). 

The potential maximum amount of New Start funding which Would be 
available as. now proposed by. the .Department in its reauthori.zarion 
proposal is $1.76 billion fo~. FiScal Years 1992 through 1996. As 
noted earlier, Section 3(a) (4) limits the total a~ount of Letters 
of Intent which can be issued at any time to the remaining balance 
of the authorization~ Also, the reauthorizat:ion proposa! would 
add FFGA’s to this section. The ordering of the project’s listed 
as candidates for Letters of Intent in the above table reflects 
the degree to which they meet the cost-effectiveness and local 
financial commitmentcriteria in Section 3(i), as well as their 
readiness for funding. It ’is expected that as projects are 
developed further through negotiations, the total amount Committed 
through Letters of Intent and FFGA’s will be brought in l~ne with 
the total available by selecting among these projects, reducing 
the Federal share or by limiting the project to a fe~ra!ly funded 
segment shorter than now ’contemplated in local analyses for 
Federal funding. 
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In addition, it should be noted that Congress has earmarked funds 
for projects which are not ready for construction funding in the 
near future or are not recommended for funding because they are 
not cost-effective or supported by an adequate degree of local 
financial support. A total of $225.2 million in unobligated 
FY 1991 and prior year funds thus could be available~ through 
reprogramming, to meet the needs of.the worthy projects which are 
ready ~for construction funding as noted above. The projects with 
unobligated earmarks are as follows:     . 

Baltimore $14.3 million 
Chicago 15.9 million 
Cleveland 7.0 million 
Houston 146.2 million 
New. Jersey - Waterfront 19.9 million 
Salt Lake City 15.5 million 
San Diego - Midcoast 0.4 million 
San Jose - Tasman 2.0 million 
St. Louis - St. Clair 4.0 million 

TOTAL $225.2 million 

3.    Other Projects 

Three other projects likely to be in preliminary engineering in 
FY 1992: Baltimore, Salt Lake City and Houston. However, because 
these projects are less cost,effecti~ than~.the~pro~ects discussed 
hereto.f0re, !acM an~adequ~ate ~d’e~re~ iof i0bal,..fin~hbial..~ommit~ent, 
or have not proceeded t6 the point W~re~b0~itMintcan be made, 
these projects are not proposed for f~nding at th~s time. 

IV."CONC~USION 

The $300 million available for FY 1992 will allow funding several 
attractive projects that could have beneficial impacts on.local 
congestion problems as Well as comp!etihg.a ~umb~r of pro3ects 
which have had prior year fundi~g earmarked by c0n~ress, we 
intend to: 

o Provide $188~0 million for. Los Angeles MOS-2, $10.7 million 
f~r Miami and $16.0 million for s~, Lo~iS to c6~plet~ funding 
for these projects. 

o Assuming satisfactory progress is made on funding plans and 
completion of preliminary engineering, negotiate Full Funding 
Grant Agreements with and provide funding to Atlanta 
($7.3 million in FY 1992 funding to allow completion of an 
operable segment), San Francisco ($25.9 million in F.Y 1992 
funding to allow completion of the funding of the project) 
and Portland ($!5~0 million in FY 1992 funding and a possible 
future commitment~of an amount to be determined). 

o Assuming satisfactory progress is made on preliminary 
engineering and fundin~ plans, consider as candidates for 
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Letters of Intent New York, Los Angeles (MOS-3), Honolulu, 
Orange County, and Dallas, in that order. These projects 
will be ready for construction funding within the 
authorization period but not during FY 1992. During FY 1992, 
sufficient funding is recommended to permit these projects 
(except Los Angeles MOS-3 which requires no funds) to proceed 
through the next steps in the process without delay. The 
amounts recommended are $I0.0 million for Honolulu, 
$9.8 million for New York, ~i0.0 million for Orange County 
and $5.0 million for Dallas~ 



~r~. i: SLMMAI~ OF F~_992 N}~ SE~R~ RATINGS 

_ ~cost_ -Effecti~: (j) 

Los Arr~eles 0~S-3) FD $ii00 " (g) 50% No A~ceptable Ac~_~b]e 
Orang~ Oo, C~ (I-405/SR55) AA/PE $262 $4 (895)(e) 25% No M~dium M~dium 
H~Dlolu (Oe/Itral) PE $915 $5 (885) 47% Yes M~diom I~w 
S~n Francisoo (COlm~) PE $140 $6 (905) 25% Yes High ~ 
New York (Queens) PE $645 (f) 50% Yes High Medium 

O!esticnable C~st-Effectiveness: (j) 

Salt Lake City (I-15) AA $200 $7-$8 (875) 50% No Low 
A~ ~rt!%) PE $439 $9 (905) 25% No M~dium M~dium 
~ (~h ~k ~ ~f~) ~ $3~ $9 (895) ~% Yes H~h Hi~ 
Houston ~ri~ity O~rid~r) AA $1250-$1560 $7-$12 (885)~) 40% No Medium Medium 

J~]]e (ASE Extensic~) 913 $133 (b) 25% No Un~le Urge 
Po~t]ard ~i~ ~ ~5~) ~ $~03 $~$18 (~$) ~) 2~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~. 
~ J~ (~) ~ $2~$3~ (895) $~$~ (875) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~. 
~~ ~ ~ll~) ~ ~5 $26 2~ Y~ ~ ~ 
~f~o (~) ~ $367 (855) ~6-~ (855) 2~ ~ ~ ~ 
~ ~ ] ~ ~) ~ $~80 (d) 2~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~. 



.~ Total Ccst per Share of O~azmat!~ Capital 1Reliability 
C~st (a) Ne~ Trip Ir~ex Project City (c) Financin~ of Operatin~ 

city (Proi~ct) status (~i~im $) ($/n~w trip) ~ (Yes/No) O~,,,,i~-,t 

Ct~x~ ,LIy L~t59_ ble: 

~itim=e ~. ~) AA 96 NA 25% Yes ~ m~um 
Bal~ ~-~, Statics) AA $12 NA 25% Yes Msdi~ MediL~ 

~li_ __~4~o~ ((~r~cc~) AA $740 NA 67% Yes Madi~ Medium 
~evela~ ~i ~b) AA $~0 NA ~% No 
New Jers&y (Waterloo,t) AA $950 NA 25% No £m~ Msdium 

St. I~,i.~ (St. Clair) AA $300 NA 25% No 
San Diego ~3cast) AA $500 NA 25% Yes High 
~n ~ (~) AA $~ NA 25% Yes mdi~      ~dium 

(c) ~he n~n-Federal ~ of the transit agency’s ~verall capital p~gram is 70 ~ ~ greater. 

(d) Based cn prelimir~u~y estimates develcped b~ the Me~litan Servi~e District, tha cost-effectiveness index is ]dkely to fall 
in ~ $~ to $20 p~ ~ ~ip ra~9. 

(e) ~Iks’r~ aprelimi~azycDst-effecti~m~ ~. ~he~ofozstsandrk~pissu~ecttochm~!aasaresult 
of 5MEA revie~ and further lecal analyses._                          ’ 

(f) ~he project ks c~nsidez~d to be c~st-effecti~a cn the bssis of a user benefit index of $5.06 per hour of benefit. 



1987. In 1984, the oost-effecti%~ irr]ex f(~r the erfcire i8-mile ~ ~ wBs ~d__ as $1.46 per n~;rider. 
oost of the project has escslat~_ s~m~hat sinoe 1984, and ridership fcrecBsts hav~ been re~_ ~r~d, ~ still ocnside~s t~ project 

(h) Ib~-t(~’s alte~-~ti~s analysis is also om~__~er__ing a ’~tter bus" alte~-~ti~ %~n_i_(~h includes a $176 millicn trarsii~By. ~he 
transib~y has a ~_ngst_ -effecti~es irdex of $2.41 and, if select_~_as ~ locslly preferred altez~-~ti~, would be rated__ in 

(i) ~ looBl ~ and finer~ial ~ sh~vn in t_his ~hle are _hg~.~ed cn the financial plans de~!oped bF ~he local ~roject 
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APPENDIX A. REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 3(i) OF THE UMT ACT 

Section 3(i) of-the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as 
amended provides that: 

"No grant or loan for construction of a new fixed guideway 
system or extension of any fixed guideway system may be made 
under this section unless the Secretary determines that the 
proposed project-- 

(I) is based on the results of an alternatives analysis 
and preliminary engineering; 
(2) is cost effective; and 
(3) is supported by an acceptable degree of local 
financial commitment, including evidence of stable and 
dependable funding sources to construct, maintain and 
operate the system or extension. 

In making such grants and loans under this section, the 
Secretary may also consider such other factors as the 
Secretary deems appropriate." 

In addition, Section 303(b) of Public Law 100-17 provides that 
subsection (i) "shall not apply to any project--(1) for which a 
letter of intent or full funding contract has been issued under 
section 3(a) (4) of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 
before the date of enactment of this Act; or (2) which was in the 
preliminary engineering, final design or construction stage as of 
January i, 1987." 

The Administration’s reauthorization proposal would continue and 
strengthen these requirements. Section 3(i) would be retained and 
expanded to include in the statute the specific criteria which New 
Start projects must meet to qualify for funding. According to 
these criteria, projects would be required to attain a significant 
gain in ridership and pass a cost-effectiveness threshold, 
localities would have to be able to meet the local matching share 
and would have to have sufficient funding sources to build and 
operate these projects. The proposal would also require that 
project proposals be based on a thorough assessment of innovative 
financing mechanisms to lower the overall cost of the construction 
and operation of the projects. 

Thus, before a New Start project not meeting the conditions of 
Section 303(b) of Public Law 100-17 can be considered for funding 
under Section 3, the criteria now in Section 3(i) (and, if the 
reauthorization proposal is accepted, the expanded criteria) must 
be met and the Secretary must make an affirmative finding that 
this is the case. The project development process which 
implements these requirements is contained in the UMTA policy on 
Major Capital Investments issued on May 18., 1984. This process 
provides 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 
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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. Appendix B provides more detail on the basis by which 
the Department evaluates cost effectiveness and local financial 
commitment. 

A key component of the ~ction 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 p~ocess begins with system planning, where the most 
presslng 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 
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 preliminary engineering, UMTA 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 Full Funding Grant Agreement (FFGA) is~ 
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normally entered into. Such an agreement obligates initial 
construction funding and a firm Federal commitment of future 
funding. 

Table A-I provides a summary of the projects now in the New Starts 
"pipeline." This table lists projects which are under 
construction, in final design, in preliminary engineering and in 
alternatives analysis. The table shows the total cost of the 
project, the amount of Federal funds involved and the State and 
local share. 



Table A-I 

NEW START PROJECTS 
(in millions of dollars) 

TOTAL FEDERAL 
TOTAL OBLIGATIONS 
COST UMTA OTHER STATE/ 

(FED,STA SEC 3 FEDERAL LOCAL 
CITY & PROJECT & LOC) (Through 3,31-91) COST 

UNDER CONSTRUCTION 

1 Atlanta - East RRT $170 $i28.0 $0 $42 
2 Atlanta - Northeast RRT $118 $81.0 $8 $29 
3 Baltimore - Hopkins RRT* $322 $0.0 $274 $48 
4 Chicago - Southwest RRT* $410 $0.~0 $349 $61 
5 Denver - North 1-25 HOV* $230 $36.6 $64 $96 
6 Houston - North 1-45 HOV* $78 $47~0 $0 $31 
7 Houston - Southwest HOV* $102 $62.0 SQ $40 
8 Los Angeles - MOS-I RRT* $1,350 $605;0 $91 $654 
9 Los Angeles - MOS-2 RRT* $1,446 $329.~7 $0 $779 

i0 Miami - DPM Extensions* $248 $135.6 $0 $62 
ii Memphis - Trolley LRT $33 $0.0 $25 $8 
12 St. Louis - Airport LRT* $384 $216..0- $2 $94 
13 Santa Clara - Guadelupe LRT*    $510 $206.0 $52 $252 

SUBTOTAL $5,401 $i,846.9 $865 $2,i96 

FINAL DESIGN 

1 Houston - Eastex HOV             $128 $0.0 $62 $66 
2 Jacksonville - DPM Extension    $135 $4.0 $0 $35 
3 Los Angeles - MOS-3 RRT $i,I00 $0.0 $0 $550 
4 San Francisco - Colma $140 $0.0 $0 $35 

SUBTOTAL $1,503 $4.0 $62 $686 

PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING 

1 Atlanta - North Ext. $439 $0.0 $0 
2 Dallas - S. Oak Cliff LRT** $300 $0..0 $0 
3 Honolulu - Central $915 $15.5 $0 
4 New York - Queens $645 $0.0 $0 
5 Portland - Westside LRT $703 $0.0 $0 
6 Salt Lake City - S. 1-15 LRT $200 $0.0 $0 

SUBTOTAL $3,202 $15.5 $0 

(Continued) 



Table A-I (Continued) 

NEW START PROJECTS 
(in millions of dollars) 

TOTAL FEDERAL 
TOTAL       OBLIGATIONS 
COST          UMTA          OTHER        STATE,/ 

(FED,STA      SEC 3      FEDERAL      LOCAL 
CITY & PROJECT                           & LOC)     (Through 3-31-91)        COST 

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

1 Baltimore - Hunt Valley **        $45      $2.0         $0 
2 Baltimore - Airport **             $26       $0.0         $0 
3 Baltimore - Penn Station **      $12      $0.0         $0 
4 Boston - Fan Piers                 $400      $0.0         $0 
5 Buffalo - Amherst                 $400      $0.0         $0 
6 Chicago - Central **              $740      $i.0         $0 
7 Cleveland - Dual Hub             $570      $0.0         $0 
8 Houston - Connector             $1,560      $0.0         $0 
9 New Jersey - Waterfront          $950     $20.0         $0 

I0 Orange Co.(CA) - Central         $262      $0.0         $0 
II Pittsburgh - Spine Line          $600      $0.0         $0 
12 Portland - Hillsboro              $180      $0.0         $0 
13 St. Louis - St. Clair            $300      $0.5         $0 
14 San Diego - Mid Coast             $500      $0.0         $0 
15 San Francisco - Airport **      $560      $0.0         $0 
16 San Jose - Tasman                 $350      $0.0         $0 

SUBTOTAL                 $7,455    $23.5       $0 

TOTAL: FOUR PHASES             $17,561 $1,889.9      $927 

NOTES: 

* Full Funding Grant Agreement in place 
** Overmatch Initiative projects 

Total Cost is the total cost to construct the project 
Other Federal refers to the non-Section 3 Federal funds made 

available through January 31, 1991 including Interstate 
Transfer and Section 9 

State/Local Share is the total state and local funding proposed to 
complete projects which are at least at the final design stage. 
Up to this stage, the State/local share may be subject to 
change. 
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PREFACE 

These new start project profiles provide background information supporting 
the Department of Transportation’s new start funding rec~-endations for 
FY 1992. The Department’s funding rec~lendations are being provided to the 
Congress pursuant to Section 3 (j) of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 
1964, as amerced. The funding ~tions are based in part on the 
d~ision criteria defined in Section 3(i) of the ~ Act. 

Under Section~(1), discretionary capital grants and loans for the 
construction of a new fixed guideway system or the extension of an existing 
system may be made only if the Secretary deter~d~es that the project is: 

(I) Based on the results of alternatives analysis and preliminary 

(2) Cost-effective; and 

(3) Supported by an aooept_able degree of local financial c~u~dtment, 
~ncluding evidence of st_~_.ble and depe/~_ahle funding sources to 

These statutory, requirements are first used to identify new start projects 
that are eligible for Federal discretionary funding. Tne Section 3(i) 
criteria also provide a rational basis for selecting, from 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 advanced, and evaluate them in terms of the Section 
3 (i) requirements. 

Profiles .have been prepared for each project or study undergoing final 
design, preliminary engineering, and alternatives analysis. In addition, 
profiles have ~ prepared for projects that are under oonstruction if 
additional fun~s are needed in FY 1992 to fulfill full funding contract 
commitments. A few system planning studies, particularly those where 
congressional interest has been demonstrated, are also covered. 

Each profile contains a map and five sections: 

(i) Description. The description section briefly describes a 
project’s l~hysical characteristics and provides the 
estimates of cost and ridership. 

(2) Status. This section identifies where the project is in the major 
investment planning and project development process. It 
indicates, for ~le, whether alternatives analysis and 

i/ Section 3(i) does not apply to projects which were in prelhninary 
engineering or final design on January i, 1987. While such projects need 
not satisfy 3(i) to be eligible for funding, they Is/st cc~pete for funds 
with other eligible projects. 



preliminary engineering have been completed. If not, it indicates 
when current studies are expected to be completed. 

(3) Cost-effectiveness. ~lis section indicates hc~ well the project 
addresses the corridor’s transportation problems and presents the 
latest cost-effectiveness index. The calculation and use of the 
cost-effectiveness index is further described below. 

(4) Local financial c~dtment. This section notes the size of the ~ 
local match and/or overmatch, and provides L~EA’s, rating on the 
soundness of the capital f~ plan and the stability and 
reliability of local operating revenues. The f~ancial ratings 
process is further described below.--~. 

(5) Other rating factors. Other factors which may be important in 
identifying the most meritorious projects are described in this 
section. These factors include the project’s contribution to 
improving air quality, ~uppcrt for economical and desirable urban 
development, and indicators of c~rd.ty support (as demonstrated 
through local c~-~dtments to supportive land use and 
transportation poli.s~es). 

How’the Ratings were Developed, 

As part of the normal project development, process, local agencies develop 
the information that L~TA needs to rate projects in terms of cost- 
effectiveness and local financial c~-dtment. The specific information used 
for these evaluations is outlined below. 

Cost-Effectiveness                          <~ 

Within L~A’s rating system, cost-effectiveness is defined as the extent to 
which a project returns benefits relative to its costs. The 
cost-effectiveness of a proposed major investment is measured in ter~ of 
its added benefits and added costs when cumpared to a transportation system 
management (TS4).alternative. The TS4 alternative includes such low cost 
actions as trafflc engineering, transit operational ~, and modest 
capital’ improvements. It is designed to address specific transportation 
problems in the corridor and to demonstratethe extent to which these 
problems can be solved without a major investment in new facilities. The 
TSM alternative is designed within real world limits -- street capacity to 
acc~m-~date bus movements, financial resources to fund operating deficits, 
and so forth -- and is therefore a realistic option that represents a true 
alternative to major new transit facilities. The TSM alternative provides a 
baseline beyond which it is possible to isolate the added costs and added 
benefits of a proposed major investment and to compare potential investments 
in different cities. 

For the purpose of the FY 1992 ratings, cost-effectiveness was measured 
using the cost per new trip index which was introduced in L~TA’s 1984 Major 
Capital Investment Policy. To compute., the new trip index, benefits are 
measured in terms of new riders, trav~l time savings for existing riders, 
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and operating oost savings. Additional ridership is a measure of hc~ well a 
transit facility i~proves transit service, and is also a useful proxy for 
many of transit’s potential secondary benefits, such as the structuring of 
urban development patterns and reductions in congestion, pollutant 
emissions, and energy consumption. Tne travel time savings meamlre reflects 
improved travel conditions for existing transit users, and is a good 
indicator of improved mobility for the transit dependent. In the new trip 
index, these travel time savings are converted to their monetary equivalent 
using an average value of time, and are included in the calculations as an 
offset to costs. C~nges in operating and maintenance costs are -’~.xncluded to 
reflect the potential for improvements in efficiency introduced by new 
transit facilities. Tne index takes the form of cost per added rider; the 
icier the index, the more cost-effective the project. 

The 1984 policy statement established threshold tests to guide decisions on 
which, guideway proposals should progress from one phase to the next in the 
new start project development process. Projects should satisfy two 
thresholds in order to pass from alternatives analysis into preliminary 
engineering and to qualify for~ consideration for discretionary funding at 
the end of preliminary engineering: 

(I) The alternative must produce a gain in transit ridership, campared 
to the TS4 alternative. Tnis threshold is designed to ensure that 
potential major Federal capital .investments provide transportation 
benefits above and beyond those that can be achieved through lower 
oost (TSM) ir~provementso                   ~ 

(2) The alternative must not have an excessive cost-effectiveness 
index. The threshold value for the total cost-effectiveness index 
is currently $6 per new daily transit trip. 2/ 

Data used to ccmpute the indices were provided by the transit, agencies 
and/or metropolitan planning organizations currently serving as lead local 
agency for project planning. Cost, ridership, and travel time savings 
estimates are produced as a routine part of ~the alternatives analysis and 
preliminary engineering phases. As guidance, UMTA supplied each city with a 
manual: Procedures and Tec__hnical Methods for Transit Project Planninq. 
As each city develops the input data needed to ocmpute the cost-. 

2/ The threshold value is based on a 1984 study which found that a new 
~ransit trip would produce, on average, about $2.80 in direct user benefits. 
The calculation of direct user benefits in this study was based on a 
generous estimate of potential savings in parking costs, travel time, and 
auto operating cost for the average c~,,t,uter who shifts from auto to 
transit. I~MTA factored the estimate from this study upward to $6 
recognizing that fixed guideways may also produce indirect benefits such as 
reduced emissions of .air pollutants and support for desirable urban 
development. The $6 threshold is presently under~ review to make sure it 
reflects the current cost of owning and operating an automobile and current 
wage rates. 
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effectiveness indices, UM~A reviews and concurs in the TSM alternative, the 
methods and assumptions used to estimate costs and benefitst and the 
reasonableness of the results. 

Local Financial C~dtment 

The local financial cummitment to a proposed project, including the 
stability and reliability of local sources of operating funds, is a factor 
used to order projects that rathe similarly in terms of cost-effectiveness. 
The assessment of local fiscal effort 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 assessment of operating deficit funding 
takes into account the cost of the supporting bus service assumed in 
determining cost-effectiveness. 

Local share refers to the percentage of capital costs to be met with non- 
Federal funding, and includes both the local match required by Federal law 
and any capital "overmatch." Overmatch is accounted for in the rating 
process because it reduces the required Federal c~dtment~ thus leveraging 
limited Federal funds, and because it is evidence of a strong local 
commitment to the project. However, the local overmatch does not becc~ 
final until preliminary engineering is completed. 

The evaluation of each property’s proposed capita], financing plan takes two 
principal forms. First, the plan (where available) is reviewed in detail to 
dete/mine the stability and reliability of each proposed source of local 
match. This includes a review of inter-gov~ta~ grants, tax sources and 
debt obligations. Each revenue source is reviewed for availability within 
the project timet~__ble. Second, the financing plan is evaluated to determine 
if adequate provisions had been made to cover unanticipated cost overruns. 
For projects in final design, two rating categories are used to. rate the 
strength of a local area’s capital financing plan:i acceptable and 
unacceptable. For projects in preliminary engineering, alternatives 
analysis, and system planning, the strer~!th of the capital finance plan is 
rated high, medium, or low. The criteria used to assign these ratings are 
further explained in Table i. 

The third component 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. The existence of stable and reliable revenues to cover 
operating costs reduces the risk that, after a large Federal capital 
investment, 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. Again, final design projects are 
rated either acceptable or unacceptable, w~ile less advanced projects are 
rated high, medium, or low (see Table 2). 
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Final Design Accepta_ble * LP~A considers the applicant to be in reasonably scund~ financial condition 
based upon the reviews outlined in. i~A’s Financial Capacity circular. 

¯ Tne applicant has c~u~dtted or dedicated sufficient, funds to cover the entire 
non-Federal share of the overall undertaking, including provision for 
contingent cost overruns. 

Unaccept~_ble * UMTA does not consider the applicant to be in re~__sonably sould financial 
condition. 

* The applicant has not yet cu,~tdtted or dedicated sufficient funds to cover the 
entire non-Federal share of the overall undertaking, including provision for 
contingent cost overruns. For example, an "unaccepta_ble" 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 -- still must occur to put 
adequate local .funding in place. 

Preliminary High * LP[EA considers the applicant to be in sound financial condition based upon the 
Engineering reviews outlined in UMTA’s Financial Capacity Circular. 

¯ The applicant ban c~u~dtted 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 * LP~A considers the applicant to be in reasonably sound financial condition 
based upon the reviews outlined in i~A’s Financial Capacity circular. 

¯ The applicant has adopted a realistic capital finance plan that adequately 
covers projected non-Federal capital costs. The plan may be vulnerable to 
economic downtnrns and other funding unoertainties, but these vulnerabilities 
can probably be managed without significant disruptions to capital programs 
and/or operations. 



Low * [RTA does not oonsider the applicant to be in reasonably sound financial 
condition based upon the reviews outlined in L~4~A’s Financial Capacity 
Circular. 

¯ The-applicant has not adopted a capital finance plan, or ~ considers the 
adopted finance plan to be inadequate or infeasible. ~he plan may be so 
vulnerable to economic downturns and other funding t~K~er~d~tl’es that 
implementation of the project would put capital programs and operations at 
significant risk. 

Alternatives High * UM~A considers the implementing agency to be in reasonably sound financial 
Analysis and condition based upon the reviews outlined in [P~A’s Financial Capacity 
System Planning circular. 

¯ The applicant has adopted a realistic capital finance plan that adequately 
covers projected non-Federal capital costs. The plan is based on reaso ~r~_bly 
conservative assumptions and provides for contingent cost overruns. 

Medium * UMTA considers the implementing agency to be in reasonably sound financial 
condition based upon the reviews outlined in L~[EA’s Financial Capacity 
circular. 

* The applicant’s capital finance plan or preliminary funding strategy is 
considered by ~ to be adequate to suocessfully undertake one or more of the 
proposed major transit investment alternatives. Uncertainties may exist the 
agency’s ability to implement new funding sources as ~ell as cash flow 
implications and the plan’s sensitivity to risk and uncertainty. 

Low * L~[EA does not consider the proposed implementing agency to be in reasonably 
sound financial condition based upon the reviews outlined in LM~A’s FLnar~ial 
Capacity Circular. 

* 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 Accept_eble * Dedicated transit funding s~urces are in place, or there, has been a clear 
pattern of general appropriations frum State or local g~, 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 show that the applicant currently has adequate financial 
capacity to operate and maintain the locally preferred alte/native, supporting 
.feeder systems~ other programmed projects, and other elements of its transit 
system under rea_~onably conservative assumptions. 

Unaccepta_~le * 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 

¯ Financial projections show that the applicant doe~ 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 from State or local g~ts, which 

regularly provide a balanced budget for the existing system. 

¯ Existing transit facilities have been well maintained and improved thro~ 
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 sources are in place, or there has been a clear 
pattern of general appropriations frcm State or local goverf~ents, whidl 
re~!larly provide a balanoed budget for the existing system. 

¯ Existing transit facilities have been adequately maintair~d and replaced 
through continuing reinvestment in the system. .~he applicant’s funding plan 
demonst/ates an ability to continue with an adequate ~eii~nance 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 programmed projects, 
and other elements of its transit system under reasonably conservative 

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 
costs. 

¯ The applicant has a history of deferring capital replacement and/or rc~iine 
maintenance. Or, implementation of the project would create deficiencies in the 
applicant’s ability to provide timely main~ and capital replacement. 

* The applicant has not yet adopted a finance plan, or ba~ adopted a plan that is 
unrealistic or inadequate. For ~le, .a "io~’ rating would, be given where 
the region has demonstrated an unwillingness to adopt new funding sources .with 
the req1~red level of financial capacity, or where the operating plan is 
dependent upon unreasonable passenger revenue projections. . A "Io~’ rating. 
would also be appropriate where financial projections show that, even if the 
adopted plan is fully implemented, the applicant would still not have the 
financial capacity to operate the proposed project, other progr~ed projects, 
and other elements of its transit system under reasonably conservative " 
~ons.                                                               . 

Alternatives High * Dedicated transit funding sources are in place, or there ba~ been a clear 
Analysis and 

¯ pattern of general app..ropriations from State or local govea-~.~ents, which 
System Planning regularly provide a balanced budget for the existing system. 



.... *~E~isting transit facilities have been adequately maintained~and i~@roved 
~ .... !ithrough contintttng reinvestment in the system. Available ~dence indicates 

.that the applicant will be able to continue its maintanance. ~!;replacement 
~program.upon implementation of amajor investment.     ¯ ~ ’ ~ ..... 

’" * Financial projections show that the applicant currently has l ample financial 
capacity to operate a major new transit~ investment, .includin~ supporting feeder 

. ~, as well as other programmed iprojects, and other el _emen~ of its 
transit .system under reasonably ~tive ridership-and other,asmm~_~ _ ions. 

¯ Medium : * Dedicated transit funding sources are in place, or there has~ a clear 
¯ pattern of general appropriations from Sta~ tenor locai- gove~i.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. Available evidence indicates 
~ ’ ’ that the applicant will be able~ to continue its maintanance and replacement, ~ . . ¯ ; . 

"’ .. ~program upon i~plementation of ia major investment.     , ~ 

¯ ; * The applicant is considered by ¯UMTA to have a realistic! ~ of ad.opting~ and 
. < ~. i~plementing a financing plan which would provide adequate financial~ capacity 

".~. ~" .~. to operate and maintain a fixed guideway alte!native~, including supporting ~ 
’ :. feeder systems,-other programmed projects, and other :elements of its~~it 

?~ ~ ~ ~. ~ ~system under reasonably .conservative ridership and otheri~ions. 

¯ ~ Low " * Sources of local transit have not-kept pace wi~h:c0sts.’~ Financial 
~ ’ , ¯ . ~. ... conditions have led; to a pattern of service level cuts~:~ reduce operating 

* The applicant has a history of deferring capital replacement and/or routine 
m~intenance, or available evidence suggests that a major investment could lead 
to financial strains that could adversely impact maintenance a~d replacement 
programs. 

* The .region has demonstrated an unwillingness to adopt new transit funding 
sources with the capacity that wc~Id be required to operate and maintain a 
fix@d guideway alternative, including supporting feeder systems, other 
programmed transit projects, and other elements of its transit system under 
reasonably conservative ridership and other assumptions. 



PRO!BC~ PROF~ R 

Atlanta, Georgia 
(January 1991) 

Description o The Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MAREA) is 
proposing a 3.1 mile, 3 station extension of the North T.~ne 
of its heavy rail rapid transit system from Medical Center 
to North Springs. The initial segment of the North Line 
frum just south of the Ienox Station to Medical Center (5.7 
miles) is currently in final design-. It will be built by 
MARTA (without UMTA Funds) in the median of GA 400 which is 
under construction by Georgia DOT. 

o The 3.1 mile extension is estimated to cost $439 million 
(escalated $) with a 75% Federal share of $329 million. 
MAREA is also considering advancing a shorter 1.3 mile 
operable segment from the Medical Center Station through 
Dunwoody with a total cost of $124 million. 

o Ridership for the rail extension for the year 2005 is 
estimated at 19,000 riders per day including ii,000 new 
riders. The ridership, projection assumes substantial new 
development in the service area. 

Status o The alternatives-analysis and draft EIS was published in 
May 1990. The request to begin preliminary engineering 
(PE) and preparation of the final EIS was approved in 
September 1990. The project is nearing cumpletion of the 
PE phase and the final EIS should be circulated for review 
and c~-ent in the ,spring of 1991. 

o congress earmarked $52~ 1 million in FY 1990 and 
$29.9 million in FY 1991 for the project. 

Cost- o The North Atlanta corridor is the fastest growing portion 
Effectiveness of ~the Atlanta area. The North Line and its extension will 

connect this area with the rest of the region and provide 
high quality transit service for inner city residents to 
expanding job opportunities in the suburbs as well as 
service from the North to downtown. 

o The project has a cost-effectiveness index Of $8.67 (19905) 
per new transit rider. This is considerably above ~’s 
threshold for cost-effectiveness of $6 per new transit 
trip. 

Local o MARiA’s Locally Preferred Alternative Report calls for a 
Financial 75% Federal share for the capital cost of the project. 
Commitment Although this is less than the L~A policy objective of 50% 

or more non-Federal funding for new start projects, the 
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I~4TA share of the entire MARTA rail construction program 
thus far is 53%. MARTA had hoped to establish Ommmmity 
Improvement Districts around the three North T.~ne extension 
stations to provide up to $47 million in benefit 
assessments toward the local share of the project cost. 
However, due to the weak real estate market, MARTA is not 
actively pursuing this at this time. MARIA is considering 
other funding alternatives that would increase the local 
share. 

o The capital financing plan .sh~ in MARiA’s Locally 
Preferred Alternative Report is rated as ’%~edium" due to 
uncertainties about the rate of gruwth of revenues from 
MAREA’s one percent sale tax. However, a maximum of 50% of 
sales tax is dedicated to capital expenditures. Four rail 
extensions are under construction and one is in final 
design. When these segments, totally 14.9 miles, are 
cumpleted, MARIA will be operating a 44-mile rail system 
with a c~-~nsurate increases in operating subsidies. 
Because of these factors, MARI~’s working capital is 
decreasing and they are approaching their legal debt 
capacity. 

o The sta_bility and reliability of MARiA’s proposed operating 
assistance plan is rated ’~medi~m." The proposed financial 
plan assumes a significant increase ($0.89 to $1.47 over a 
15 yea~ period.) in average fares and a resultant increase 
in operatin~ ratio (peroent of operating costs covered by 
fares). The current (FY 1990) systsm-wide operating ratio 
is 34% and MA~A projects an increise to 51% by 2OO5. 
Based on historic results, MA~I~’s projected increases in 
ridership and operatin~ ratios are optimistic. The plan 
also assumes a 5% to 7% increase in sales tax receipts, 

-~ which have been relatively fl~t in recent years. 

Other o MA~A has a one percent sales tax which it uses to 
Factors subsidize its operations and support its construction 

program. To date, 47 percent of MAltA’s rail construction 
program has been funded fr~ non-Federal sources. MA~A is 
building the first leg of the North lin4, a two station, 
5.7 mile segment costing $229 million, with entirely local 
funds. UMTA needs assurances that the first leg is 
fully funded before cu,~dtting to the extension. 

o EPA has classified Atlanta as a "serious" ~ongnattairment 
area for ozone. The region has until November 1999, to 
meet EPA’s air quality stardard. However, the project will 
have minimal effect on air quality. The project will cause 
less than a 0.2% reduction in region-wide emissions of 
carbon monoxide, hydrocarbon and oxides of nitrogen. 
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Cm~x-al I/~ EKtemsi~ 
Baltimore, Maryland 

(January 1991) 

Description o The Mass Transit Administration (MTA) of Maryland, using 
money from the State Transportation fund and local funds, 
is constructing a 22.5-mile light rail transit (LR~) line 
from Timonium in the nOrth through the Baltimore CBD to 
Dorsey Road. 

o The proposed Federally assisted projects consist of three 
extensions of the State financed 22.5-mile line. They are 
a 4-mile extension from Timonium to Hunt Valley in the 
north, a 2-mile branch off the IR~ main line to ~WI 
’~AirPo~rt in the south, and a 0.5-mile spur to Penn Station 
in duwntown Baltimore.            ~ 

o The entire undertaking (both State and Federal portions) 
was originally estimated to cost $315 million but revised 
estimates by the State in November 1990 put the cost at 
$446 million. Preliminary estimates put the total cost of 
the three extensions at about $80 million with a 75% 
Federal share of $60 million (19905). 

o The main line is estimated to carry 27,000 daily trips by 
the year 2000. ~ne Hunt Valley extei~ion is estimated to 
carry 2,000 daily trips including less than 700 new 
riders. Patronage data has not been developed for the two 

Status o The alternatives analysis and draft EIS for the extension 
to Hunt Valley was published in September 1990 and a 
public, hearing was held. UMTA is waiting for MTA to 
sukmit their locally preferred alternative report along 
with a request to begin preliminary engineering and 
preparation of the final EIS. The two spurs are still in 
the al~tives analysis phase of ~’s proj~ 
development pmDcess. 

o Although the total costs and benefits of the extensions 
will not be known until ccmpletion of the other two 
AA’s, Congress has earmarked $17.3 million for the 
.project, of which $2.0 million has been obligated for 
alternativels analysis and preliminary engineering work. 
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Cost- o The Hunt Valley extension project with a cost- 
Effectiveness effectiveness index of over $26.00 per new rider does not 

rate well when co~ared to other projects or UMTA’s cost- 
effectiveness threshold of $6. Despite its relatively low 
cost, the project attracts only 640 more riders than the 
transportation system management (TSM) alternative. 
similiar cost-effectiveness data is not yet available for 
the spurs to the airport and Penn Station. 

Local o The State has pledged $303 million from its Transportation 
Financial Trust Fund and three local counties have c~itted $15 
Col~-,~tment million each to build the 22.5-mile main line. The 

proposed Federal cost of $60 million, which would 
constitute 75% of the Federal projects, is only 15% of the 
entire $446 million undertaking. 

o A financial analysis of capital cost requirements was 
performed as a part of the AA for the Hunt Valley 
ExtenSion. The local share ($20 million) for the three 
projects will be provided from ~ahe State Transportation 
Fund. The projects are programmed in MDOT’s six year 
consolidated Transportation Program which totals $4.7 
billion. The State, because of short falls in projected 
trust fund revenue, is expecting~a $Z00 million short fall 
in the next 18 months. In December 1990 the Governor 
directed MDOT to study the matter and the issue is still 
under review. However, the capital financial plan is 
rated as ’5~dium" for this stage of~ the project 
development ~process. 

o MPA has a history of adequate funding of transit 
operations which includesr contributions~ from the State 
Transportation Trust Fund which-is under, financial 
pressure and.can not support all of the transportation 
projects in the program. However, the addition of 27 
route miles of light rail service will place additional 
burdens on the Fund. The State is considering additional 
revenue sources to bolster the Fund. Farebox revenues are 
expected to cover 50% of the project’s operating costs 
which ba~ been a long standing MTA policy. The stability 
and reliability of MTA’s opera~ng assistance is rated 
’%~edium." 

Other o EPA has classified Baltimore as a "serious" nonattainment 
Factors area for ozone. The region has until 2007 to meet EPA’s 

air quality standard. However, the extension to Hunt 
Valley will have very minimal impact on air quality. The 
project’s effect on ozone levels is unmeasurable because 
so few auto driver trips would be eliminated by it. 
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Metrur~1 E~umsim to J~ms H~drs 
Baltimore, .Maryland 

(January 1991) 

Description o The Mass Transit Administration (MTA) of Maryland is con- 
~ing a~ 1~5-mile extension of their heavy rail transit 
line-with two stations in duwntown Baltimore. Tne su~y 
alignment would run in deep tunnel east from the existing 
~harles Center station under Baltimore Street in the down- 
tuwn to a Shot ~ station underneath Jones Falls Way, 
and then turn northward on Broadway to a terminal station 
at Johns .Hopkins Hospital. A bus transfer facility will be 
constructed as part of the Johns Hopkins Hospital Station. 

o MTA will use $273.4 million in Federal Interstate Transfer 
funds and $48.2 million from tb~ State Transportation Trust 
Fund to construct the ¯$32i.6 million (escalated $) 

o By 2005, the extensionis expected to,carry 42,000 daily 
riders of whom 4,600 will be new riders on the region’s 
transit:, system. No additional rail vehicles will be 
purc2msed for ~the extension. 

Status ~ o MT~ is currently operating .a 14-mile h~avy rail line 
~ (Sec~ions A and B) Trcm Charles Center to Owings Mills. 

Tbm.~~ject (~ion C) extends the line northeast of 
dcwntuwn to~ Johns Hopkins Me~__ical Cumplex. 

¯ const~,_ction Was~ si~nsd in December 1988. Through FY90, 
$164 :. mil!ion in’. Interstate Transfer funds°have been 
obligated. An a~tional $58.7 million was appropriated 
for FY9~, l~ving a¯~ balance due of about $51 million. 

o Constr~ction of Section C Started in early 1989 and is 
slightly behind schedule hut still within budget. Revenue 
service is still sc!leduled to begin by July 1994. i~4TA has 
assigned a PM3 .contractor to monitor comstruction of the 
project. 

Cost- o The project:,- at $~3~ 71per trip ~ with a user benefit 
Effectiveness i~dex of $23.84 per ho~r, exceeds I~4TA’s tests of cost- 

effectiveness. It~dces not meet i~[EA’s cost-effectiveness 
tests because of hig~’ construotion-costs, little travel 
time savings for existing ri~ers, and few new riders. MTA 
has a~reed.to-~id the projec~.~, entirely with Interstate 
Transfer funds and not to seek any Section 3 discretionary 
funds. 
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Local o The capital financing plan for the project is. rated 
Financial "accepta_b!e." The project is contained in the States six 
Con~-~dtment year Oonolidated Trans~ortation program, with the local 

share ccming from its Transportation Trust Fund. Declining 
trust fund revenues are not expected to impact this 
project~ but the Governor has directed thePE~T to review 
the six year program. 

o Tne stability and reliability of MTA’s operating .assistance 
is rated ’,acoept_able." M~A projects an operating cost 
increase of $31.1 million by 1994 when the Hopkins extension 
is expected to be in servioe. Farebox revenues are 
expected to cover ~ver 50 percent of these expenses, and 
the deficit.w~ll ~ ~ with prooeeds fro~ the State 

Other o EPA has classified Baltimore as a "serious" nonatta~t 
Factors are~ for ozone. T~e region has until 2007 to meet EPA’s 

air quality standard. The project ba~ a minimal impact on 
air quality and is estimated to reduce hydrocarbons, carbon 
monoxide and oxides, of nitrogen by less than 0.2.% by the 
year 2005. 





Suuth B~Tnn Piers 
Boston, Massachusetts 

(Ja~ iRvy 1991) 

Description o The Metropolitan Boston Transportation Authority (MBTA) is 
proposing to build an underground transitway between the 
MBTA’s existing transit system and the South Boston Piers 
area, ’located on the fringe of downtown. Tne transitway 
would useeither electric trolley buses or dual mode buses. 
The cost of the project could exceed $400 million (19885) 
depending upon the termini, alignment, and vehicle 

Status o ~ approved the initiation of alternatives analysis in 
August, 1990, and the scoping phase of the study is 
underway. The MBTA hopes to complete the study quickly so 
that any project could be built jointly with the 
reconstruction of Boston’s Central Artery. The draft EIS 
could be completed during the latter half of 1991. 

Cost- o The downtown Boston office market was quite strong during 
Effectiveness the 1980’s, leading to interest in developing neglected 

areas peripheral to the CBD. One area receiving development 
attention was the South Boston Piers/Fort Point Channel 
area. Boston expects an a~k~__~tional 12 to 13 million sqiRve 
feet of development in the piers area by 2010, with land 
use shifting from industrial to office uses. Tnis 
development would aggravate Boston’s already severe traffic 
congestion unless adequate public transportation is 
provided. 

o Preliminary cost-effectiveness indices are in the range of 
$4 to $8 per new transit trip. The cost-effectiveness of 
the project is highly dependent upon the level of 
development in the South Boston Piers area, which in turn 
is dependent on the currently depressed Boston real estate 
market. 

Local o The MBTA is committed to raising at least 50 percent of 
Financial the project costs from non-Federal sources. In the past, 
C~-,~tment the MBTA has suggested a funding scenario with the State 

and City providing 50 percent of the cost, the private 
sector 25 percent, and the Federal government the remaining 
25 percent. 

o a ’%~lium" rating is appropriate at this stage of planning, 
although a capital finance plan has not yet~been developed. 
The State has made very sizable contributions to transit in 
recent years. While the State’s financial condition has 
deteriorated, and downtown development has slowed 
significantly, the MBTA is thought to have a reasonable 
chance ,of obtaining the financial support needed to 
undertake the project. 
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South Boston Piers -- Boston, Mass. 

o A ’~edium" rating is also given far. the stability and 
reliability of local operating funds. In recent years the 
State has strongly supported the operation and enhancement 
of the MBTA system. The MBTA system is being adequately 
maintained and replaced .through continuing reinvestment. 
(In 1989, the average age of the MBTA’s bus fleet was 9.4 
years, its rail fleet 8.8 years. ) In view of the area’s 
current economic conditions, hc~ever, service cutbacks and 
fare increases are being discussed as a way to reduce 

Other Rating o Air Quality. Metropolitan Boston is an EPA non-attainment 
Factors         area for carbon monoxide and ozone. It is unlikely that 

any of the alternatives would have a noticeable effect ~.on 
pollution levels at the regional scale. They ~could have a 
small but positive effect on carbon monoxide in the central 
business district. 

o Parking Policy. ~ help reduce air pollution, Boston has 
est~_blished a cap on the number of parking spaces to be 
provided in downtown. The effect of the cap is to increase 
the costs of .oam~ting by. private auto thus promoting 
transit ridership, 
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Amhex~t 
Buffalo, New York 
January 1991 

Description o The Amherst Corridor ~ some 6 miles from the north 
end of the Niagara Frontier Transportation Authority’s 
(NPTA) light rail rapid transit line. An extension of the 
existing line, connecting the north and south campuses of 
the University of New Yo~k at. Buffalo (SUNYAB), has been 
part of local plans since the early 1970’s. Several 
alignment and termini options have been proposed. A 
continuation or expansion of existing bus service is 
another alternative. 

o The NI~A’s capital cost estimate for a 6.l-mile IR~ 
extension to Amherst and Audubon is 5367 million (19855). 
A shorter (2.6-mile) extension to Boulevard M~II is 
estimated to cost $144 ~million. 

Status o L~IEA approved the initiation of alternatives analysis in 
1982, subject to the selection of a priority corridor. The 
NFEA’s Northern Corridors Pefinement Study led to the 
selection of the Amherst Corridor in 1986. 

o Since 1986, the NPTA has been performing an Economic 
Development/Value-Capture Study to estimate the economic 
benefits of an LRT extension..The study found that an 
Amherst LR~ extension would have virtually no impact on the 
amount of econamic activity in the region, and only 
marginal redistributive effects on economic .activity in the 
corridor and station areas. 

Cost- o According to the Northern Corridors Refinement Study, an 
Effectiveness LR~ extension would have little impact on regional transit 

ridership and traffic congestion. Oumpared with a low cost 
all-bus alternative, IR~ would attract only 3300 more 
daily transit riders. The N~TA’s operating costs would 
increase by. several million dollars per year with the I/~ 
extension. 

o The Northern Corridors Refinement Study yielded cost- 
effectiveness indices of $46 to $67 per new regional 
transit trip (19855). If University of New York at Buffalo 
students (who ctirrently use buses between two campuses) are 
counted as new riders, the extension would cost $8 to $37 
per new NFEA rider. It is highly unlikely that further 
study will show a IR~ extension to be cost-effective. 
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~ Ccrr~falo, N.Y. 

Local o Because of local and State financial difficulties, L~TA 
Financial assumes that the NFfA would seek 75 percent funding from 
C~dtmen Section 3. Tne assumed fundi~ plan would be inccr~istent 

with the Federal policy objective of 50 percent or more 
non-Federal funding. 

o Tne NFEA’s only regular source of capital funding has been 
State appropriations~ The State is nuw insisting upon a 
greater financial effort by local governments, but Buffalo 
area jurisdictions have consistently demonstrated a 
reluctance to fund the NFTA. The NFEA system briefly shut 
down in March 1990 due to a lack of operating ~. The 
project has been assigned a "io~’ capital finance rating. 

o The stability and reliability of N~TA operating revenues is 
also rated "low." To the N~TA’s credit, the agency has 
undertaken a bus replacement program which has reduced the 
average age of the bus fleet frc~ ii.0 years in 1984 to 9.4 
years in 1989. In addition, following the 1990 shut down, 
local governments agreed to a low level of dedicated 
funding for NFgA operations. The "low" rating reflects the 
fact that the ~ has been forced to rely on emergency 
appropriations by the State and other stop-gap measures to 
avoid major service cuts and, new dedicated funds 
notwithstanding, the NFEA remains highly dependent on local 
and State appropriations for its operating revenues. The 
sta_bility and reliability of these sources is in doubt, as 
demonstrated by the 1990 shut down. 

Other. Rating o Air Quality. The Buffalo region is anon-attainment area 
Factors          for ozone. It is unlikely that any of the alternatives 

would have a noticable effect on pollution levels at the 
regional scale because of the small number of auto driver 
trips they would eliminate. 
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Chattanooga, Tennessee 
(January 1991) 

Description o This project consist of a 3 mile, downtown trolley 
circulator, three-500 space parking garages and related 
utility work frcm the C~at~ (~oo-C~oo to the Tennessee 
riverfront. The vehicles for the circulator would be either 
light rail cars or trolley buses~ Ridership for the year 
2001 is estimated at about 5000. The very preliminary cost 
estimates is around $25 million. 

Status o The project is in systems planning. A six month, $i00,000 
plan study was completed in December 1991. No cost- 
effectiveness or environmental work was done as a part of the 
study.~ The C~attanooga Area Regional Transportation 
Authority has yet to request L~TA permission to enter 
alternatives analysis. 

o The Congress earmarked $I million of FY 1991 Section 3 funds 
for site preparation, engineering and design work upon 
completion of the necessaryalternatives analysis and draft 
environmental impact statement. 

Cost-        o No cost-effectiveness data has been developed to date for the 
Effectiv~ project. 

Local o Initial discussions have suggested a ~50 percent Federal 
Financial share of the entire undertaking with the City contributing 
Co~dtment 28%, the State 10% and ~theprivate s~ctor 12%. The City 

contribution would include some right-of~way~ However, at 
this time there is neither a firm cost estimate nor a viable 
financing plan. The capital financing plan for the project 
is rated "low." 

o The stability and reliability of C~attanooga’s operating 
assistance plan is rated "low." Local officials are 
proposing to subsidize the trolley circulator’s operating 
cost with presumed surplus revenues from the parking garages. 
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Central Area ciz~u!m~r 
Chicago, Illin~is 

(Jan~la~y 1991) 

Descrip~ ion o The Chicago Central Area circulator (CAC) project would be 
a multi-legged transit system within .Chicago’s central 
area, which is the second largest central business district 
(CBD) in the Nation with 650,000+ jobs. 

o The current ’ rapid transit system, including both the "loop" 
and two ~ys, does not directly connect the newly 
devel~ping areas on the.CBD’s east side (e.g., in the 
northeast along North Michigan Avenue) with the rest of the 
CBD, particularly the c~[.~ter rail termiD~is which have an 
aggregate ridership of about 250,000 trips per day~ 

o The cost of constructing all legs of the light rail 
alternative is estimated to be about $750 million (inflated 
dollars). Ridership is projected to be about 120,000 trips 
per day. ~The majority~ of riders would either be existing. 
transit users or people who formerly walked. 

Status o Much of the technical work for the alternatives a~lysis 
ba~ been c~i~leted. The local schedule calls for 
completion of the DEIS by early 1991. 

o The Congress ba~ earmarked $16 million in FYI991 Section 3 
funds for preliminary engineering and design. 

Cost- o The major transportation benefit of the circulator is the 
Effectiveness provision of better access to and egress from the cc~m~!ter 

rail stations in the chicago CBD, connecting them to the 
high growth areas on the opposite side of the core. 

o This project was admitted to alternatives analysis based 
upon estimates of a cost per new trip of $9.90. 
Preliminary indications from the alternatives analysis 
results are that this figure will go higher. The project 
results in a very marginal increase in transit trips 
originating outside the downtown core. About one half of 
the new transit trips are short trips made within the core 
of the city during off peak periods. The project has 
little h~pact on reducing transit travel times and thus 
would yield a relatively high cost per hour of travel t~me 
saved. 

Local o One third of the total cost of the first phase of the 
Financial system is proposed to come from the Federal government, 
Commitment one third from the State and one third from the private 

sector (and the City) by means of a tax on commercial 
property within a special benefits assessment district. 
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o A final financing,.plan for the.CAC project is unavailable. 
However, the State legislature has passed a new funding 
package for transit which will make $820 million available 
statewide for transit, capital improvements over the next 
five years.in addition to an existing $1.5 billion funding 
base. This package, a. combination of direct funding and an 
increase in bonding authority, includes $20 million 
specifically exgrmarked for engineering and other "up front" 
costs for the CAC project. In addition, State legislation 
authorizing the City to establish a special benefits 
assessment district to fund the local/private one third 
share of the project is already in place, and the local 
business co~-onity strongly supports the district. 

o The stability and reliability of local operating and 
maintenance funding is acceptable; .However,.. operating 
deficits are rising faster than dedicatedsources of 
revenue are growing. The deficit associated with the CAC 
project would be relatively small both in dollar terms and 
as a percentage of the region’s total transit deficit. 

Other Rating o Because fewof the new riders attracted to the rail 
Factors          project are from automobiles, there will be less than 

negligible improvements: in regional air quality resulting 
from the project. There would,, however, be some reductions 
in bus-related diesel emissions in the CBD. 
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Cleveland, Ohio 
(January 1991) 

Description    o The Dual Hob corridor contains two major employment 
oenters, downtown Cleveland and University Circle, which 
are 5.6 miles apart. In 1988, there were 134,000 daily bus 
riders in the corridor. Cleveland’s Red Line serves both 
oenters but follows a circuitous route that just touches 
the edge of downtown and bypasses the busiest transit 
corridor on the eastside. The rail system has only one 
station in downtown, Tower City, which the City recently 
rehabilitated, in part with an LM~A grant. This study is 
considering alternatives for movir~.~ the eastside line so 
that it passes through downtown and the heart of the busy 
eastside corridor to University Circle. 

o The alternative considered most likely to be selected as 
the locally preferred alternative follows Euclid Avenue in 
subway downtown and on surface streets outside of downtown. 
It has an estimated capital cost of $568 million (escalated 
dollars). 

o Systemwide ridership peaked in the early 1980s at over 120 
million annual passengers, but has declined steadily since. 
In 1988 ridership was under 70 million riders. The drop in 
ridership had been most dramatic on the Ped rail line. 
In the last year, rail ridership has gone up significantly 
as GCR~A decreased train headways and improved service 
frequency and reliability. 

Status o An alternatives analysis has been underway since 1983. The 
study has progressed slowly partly because, until recently, 
the Greater Cleveland Regional Tr~sit Authority (GCR~A) 
showed little interest. GCR~A and the Northeast Ohio 
Areawide Coordinating Agency (NOACA, the MPO) both had 
managerial and other problems with detracted from their 
work on the study. It is now progressing. The 
alternatives being examined are the No-Build, a TSM 
alternative, and several rail re-alignments that range in 
cost from $292 to $774 million. 

o The City of Cleveland and NOACA have already endorsed the 
Euclid rail alternative. GCRTA will not take any formal 
action until after the public hearing on the AA/DEIS. 

o The Congress earmarked $2 million of FY 1990 and $5 million 
of FY 1991 Section 3 funds for preliminary engineering for 
the project. 
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Cost- o It is not yet known whether the relocation of the rail 
Effectiveness line will attract sufficient new riders to justify the 

major expense. A TSM alternative~ may aocomplish the same 
objective at a much lower cost. 

o The impetus for the project comes from several sources: 
(i) the rail system does not serve the entire downtown, (2) 
the current eastside alignment (an old industrial railroad) 
misses the best transit corridor on that side of town, (3) 
dwindling ridership has left the rail system underutilized 
and (4) the city would like to focus new development i~ the 
area between Tower C~ty and University circle. However, 
because the realigned trains would operate on surface 
streets, existing riders to the important and growing Tower 
City area of downtown would be subject to longer travel 
times than at present. The eastside corridor is now well 
served, by buses and not so congested that a train operating 
on the same streets as current buse~ ~would improve travel 
times appreciably. 

o A oost-effectiveness index for the proposed action has not 
been determined since L~[£A and the City have not agreed on 
the TSM baseline. 

Local o GC~TA’s preliminary financial plan calls for funding from 
Financial UM~A (50 percent), the State of Ohio (i0 to 12 percent), 
Commitment the City of Cleveland (5 percent), GC~PA (25 to 35 

percent), and the private sector (10 to 20 percent). No 
commitments have been made by any funding source, and state 
legislation is not in place to impose a special benefit 
assessment to facilitate private contribution to the 
project. 

o The Capital Financing Plan for the project ha~ not been 
adopted and is rated "io~’ for this stage in L~TA’s project 
development process. The draft plan lacks specific 

o GC~A’s capital and operating expenses are supported by a 
1 percent sales tax in Cuyahoga County. Farebox revenues 
cover 26 percent of operating expenses. The remainder is 
provided by L~TA (7 percent), the State of Ohio (5 
percent), and C4~A’s dedicated sales tax (62 percent). 
While there is a modest capital program which is i00 
percent locally fUnded, it is clear that 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 sta_bility and reliability of 
C<~A’s operating assistance are rated as "medium." 
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Other o There has been strong support from certain sectors of the 
Factors business cu~i~nity for the project. 

o Air Quality: Cleveland is ,a "moderate" nonattainment area 
for ozone. The Region ban until November 1996 to meet 
EPA’s air quality standard. The project ,would have minimal 
impact on regional air quality because of its relatively 
small attraction of newtransit riders. 

B-34 



Cleveland: Dual Hub 

’ERSITY 

HOUGH 

DOWNTOWN 

.. CENTRAL 
MIDTOWN FAIRFAX 

STATE UNIVERSITY 105 

1"77 

55 

SEVERANCE 

CASE WESTERN RESERVE 

UNIVERSITY I’tOSPfl’ALS 

ALTERKATI% F~ 
ANALYSIS DUAL HUB CORRIDOR 



So~ Oak (~llf£ (~ 
Dallas, Texas 
(Febm ~a~y 1991) 

Description o The Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DAR~) proposes to build a 
$287 million (1989 dollars), 10-mile light rail line with 
13 stations from downtown Dallas to Ledbetter Drive in the 
South Oak Cliff area of Dallas. 

o The South Oak Cliff line would be part of a ’20-mile," $625 
million light rail starter system planned by DAR~. Other 
elements of the system include a branch to West Oak Cliff 
and a North Central line. The request for Section 3 
funding is expected to be limited to $125 million for the 
most cost-effective portion of the South Oak Cliff line 
(6.4 miles and i0 stations from downtown to Illinois). 
DAR~ plans to build all of the other two lines without 
federal funding assistanoe. 

o The South Oak Cliff Line to Ledbetter is expected to carry. 
about 20,000 riders daily in 2005. Tnis figure represents 
an increase of 4,400 trar~it trips over the number of trips 
carried by the best bus alternative. 

Status o In August 1990, DAR~ and ~ circulated an AA/DEIS for the 
South Oak Cliff line. DAR~ adopted its preferred 
alternative in early November, and L~4TA approved the 
initiation of preliminary engineering on that alternative 
in late November. This work, including preparation of the 
FEIS~ is~already underway. 

o The most significant environmental issue is the visual 
impact of the line on the Kennedy assassination site, which 
the Department of Interior is numinating for National 
Historic Lardmark status. 

o The FY 1991 DOT Appropriations Act earmarked $19.9 million 
for the project. 

Cost-          o The proposed project serves the most transit-dependent 
Effectiveness    area of Dallas, but an area of very low density. 

o The cost-effectiveness index for t2~ L~4~A portion of the 
project is $9 per new trip, reflecting the relatively low 
capital cost of the proposed at-grade rail line and modest 
benefits. 
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Local o Under DAR~’s present plans, which have qualified the 
Financial project for Secretary Skinner’s Overmatch Initiative, call 
C~d~t for non-federal funding sources t~ P~y abc~t 80% of the 

cost .of the 20-mile starter system or about 45% of the cost 
of the federally-assisted portion of the South Oak Cliff 
line (6.4 miles). 

o With a 1% sales tax, DAR~ 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 "high," 

o The one percent sales tax and other dedicated sources 
provide DAR~ with ample funds to maintain and operate the 
bus and 20umile rail systems. Therefore, the stability and 
reliability of c~erating revenue are rated as ’T~igh." 

Other o Dallas is a "moderate" nonattainment area for ozone. The 
Factors region has until November 1996 to meet the National Ambient 

Air Quality Stardard for that pollutant. The project, 
because of its low attraction of new transit ridership in 
cumparison to total regional auto trips, is expected to 
have minimal impact on regional air quality. 
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l~pid Transit Project 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

(January 1991) 

.Description o The City and County of Honolulu is planning a 17.3-mile 
fixed guideway’ system s.t~. e.~ from Ewa on .the west, 
through downtown, to Waikiki and the University of Hawaii 
on the e~__st. The system would be fully grade separated -- 
mostly elevated but with a 1.3-mile tunnel downtown -- and 
would utilize driverless trains~ The project is estimated 
to cost $1.6 billion (year of construction dollars) and to 
carry 165,000 riders per day in 2005. The preferred 
alternative includes a 6.3-mile, $915 million ’~minimum 
operable segment" (’~40S") from Middle Street to Waikiki. 

Stat~s o The alternatives analysis phase was c~leted in 1990 with 
circulation of a draft environmental impact statement, 
selection of a preferred alternative, and adoption of a 
financing plan. The city also issued a Request for 
Proposals for a possible turnkey contract covering system 
design, financing, construction, and operation. 

o UMTA approved the initiation of preliminary engineering in 
October 1990. One critical issue to.be addressed early in 
PE will be the city’s preparation of a satisfactory project 
management plan (PMP) and structure. The city lacks 
experiencein managing a transit project of this magnitude 
and complexity. The PMP is needed to demonstrate the 
city’s technical capacity to carry out the project. The PE 
phase is not expected to be completed before Spring 1992. 

o Congress earmarked $Ii million for the project in the 
FY-1991 conference Report. 

Cost- o Given Honolulu’s topography, its development patterns, and 
Effectiveness the large transit patronage already present in the 

corridor, a fixed guideway system in the corridor would 
carry a relatively large number of riders. A transit 
guideway would have substantial transportation benefits in 
terms of generating new transit riders and saving travel 
time for existing riders, However~ the project is one of 
the most costly in the new start pipeline. 

o According to the alte!T~tives analysis results, the 17.3- 
mile locally preferred alternative has a cost-effectiveness 
index of $9.19, about 50 percent above L~4TA’s $6 threshold. 
The 6.3-mile ’q4OS" would achieve more than half the 
benefits of the 17.3-mile project .at less than half.~the 
cost, yielding a cost-effectiv~s index of $5.19. Tne 
6.3-mile.MOS is cost-effective and t!ius eligible for 
Section 3 funding.                    . ; 
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Local o Local and State officials expect to provide 70 percent of 
Financial the 17.3-mile project’s $1.6 billion capital cost from 
O~-~dtment non-Federal sources. State legislation enacted in 1990 

provides two options for financi~ the non-Federal share. 
Under one option, the State would provide $50 million per 
year for 17 years, or 35 percent of the cost, provided the 
other 35 percent is raised frc~ city. and private sources. 
As a fallback option, the State l~isla~i~n authorizes the 
city to impose a 1/2 percent excise tax for i0 years 

o The 30 percent Federal share, or $485 million, could be 
directed to the $915 million ’~DS" which meets UMTA’s cost- 
effectiveness threshold. 

o Honolulu’s capital finance plan has been given a "medium" 
rating. The city’s transit system is currently in 
reasonably sound financial condition. " The capital finance 
plan is considered to be realistic, and is based on 
re_a_~onably conservative assumptions, but offers little 
margin of safety. Uncertainties in the plan include the 
amount of private funding to be generated through the RFP 
process and a final State funding, decision. 

o In terms of the stability and reliabilty of operating 
assistance, Honolulu’s bus system is supported through the 
city’s general appropriations which have provided a 
dependable source of operating assistance. The bus system 
is being adequately maintained and replaced through 
continuing reinvestment. (In 1989, the average age of 
Honolulu’s bus fleet was 8.2 years.) 

o Implementation of rapid transit would lead to a $27 million 
(60 percent) increase in the transit system’s annual 
operating deficit. This added burden may be difficult to 
absorb without a new source of revenue. While the city has 
the authority, as a general purpose local government, to 
raise these additional revenues by a variety of means, it 
has not yet identified a specific revenue source for 
operations. UMTA is concerned about the size of the added 
burden that the cumbined rail and bus system would put on 
existing revenue 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 "low" rating has been 

Other Rating o Air Quality. Honolulu has met the National Ambient Air 
Factors         Quality Standards during the last 3 years. According to 

the air quality analysis in the draft EIS, implementation 
of a fixed guideway transit project would reduce regional 
pollutant emissions by only 1 to 2 percent. 
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Houston, Texas 
(January 1991) 

Description o Houston METRO recently completed an Alternatives Analysis/ 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (AA/DEIS) for its 
Priority Corridor which traversers downtown Houston, 
Greenway Plaza, Uptown Galleria and the western suburbs. 
In addition to the no-build alternative, METRO ban analyzed 
a TSar, "better b~s" an~. a fixed guideway alternative with 
an estimated capital cost of of $705 to $870 million 
(19885). If the fixed-guideway alternative is selected, in 
addition to the 14~mile segment inthe priority corridor, 
METRO is c~dtted to construct an additional 10-mile 
portion serving the ~Texas Medical Center/Astrodome area and 
the University of Houston/~ Southern University area in 
southeast Houston. The total estimated capital cost for 
this 24-mile system is $i~i billion. 

status o The AA/DEIS began circulation in early February 1991. 
Under the fixed-guideway alternative, METRO is simulta- 
neously evaluating five system proposals received in Novem- 
ber 1990, including monorails, guided bus and automated 
light rail systems. METRO anticipates selecting a locally 
preferred alternative at the end of March 1991. Should the 
fixed-guideway alternative be selected, METRO anticipates 
seeking.approval to enter into PE and preparation of the 
FEIS on one of the five systems proposed. 

o There is pressure to submit the project to another 
referendum and the State Legislature may intervene on this 
issue. Furthermore, residents may force the Board to shift 
the alignment from a more cost-effective route along 
Richmond to the Southwest Freeway. 

o FY 1989, 1990 and 1991 unobligated earmarks for this proj- 
ect are $49.8, $64.5 and $31.8 million respectively for a 
total of $146.1 million. 

Cost o Cost-effectiveness numbers for year 2005 indicate that the 
Effectiveness cost per new rider of the fixed guideway alternatives vary 

between $6.84 and about $12 per new rider, placing the 
proposed project into the questionable cost-effectiveness 
category. However, the "better bus alte/native" would cost 
about $3.84 per new rider, which would put it into the 
cost-effective category. 
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Local o Houston Metro, which is supported by a 1 percent sales tax 
Financial which generates substantial revenue above that required to 
Cummitment operate the existing transit sys.~m and meet other capital 

obligations. METRO has p~ that UMTA fund approxi- 
mately 50 percent of the cost of the Priority Corridor 
Project~                          : 

o The Houston capital financing cummitment is rated "medium" 
because Metro’s financing plan, includes several assump- 
tions which may be difficult to implement, including a very 
large increase in the operating ratio (percent of operating 
costs covered by fares) of the bus system and an assumed 
the private .sector contribution ~f $130 million. Never- 
the-less, even Without implementing some of these assump- 
tions, METRO should be able to finance the project. 

o The st~_bility and reliability of financing for future 
operations is rated ’~edium". The proposed system can be 
supported with existing dedicated sources of revenue, but 
the higher cost alternatives would have smaller margins. 

Other o Houston is a "severe" nonattainment area for ozone. The 
Factors region has until November 2007, to meet the National Ambi- 

ent Air Quality Standard for that pollutant. The project, 
because of its low new ridership attraction in cumparison 
to regional auto trips, is.expected to reduce air pollut- 
ants in the region by less than 0.2% of the region’s emis- 
sions from mobile sources when compared to the TSM 
alternative and by less than one percent when compared to 
the no-build alternative. 
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Autumated Skyway Express (ASE) Extension 
Jacksonville, Florida 

(January 1991) 

Description o This project (phase l-B) is an 1.8 mile ~.extension by the 
Jacksonville Transportation Authority (JTA) of the 0.7 mile 
phase I-A starter line of the Automated. Skyway Express. The 
extension would consist of an elevated, double track guideway 
with 6 stations,. 12 vehicles and a maintenance yard. Tne 
extension consists of two segments. Tne northern segment 
extends 0.6 miles from the Central CBD Station to Florida 
C~nity College and has two stations, Tne southern segment 
extends 1.2 miles across the St. Johns River through the South 
Bank Business District to St. Johns Place and would include a 
permanent central maintenanoe and storage facility and four new 
stations. 

o The estimated cost to complete the extension is $135 million 
(19905) which includes $47 million for the northern leg and $88 
million for the southern leg. 

o The most current projection for ridership for the Phase I (2.5 
mile) system was done in 1988. JTA estimates that depending on 
development and parking assumptions, ridership would range from 
38,000 to 51,000 in 2005. The JTA is ~sing 38,000 as their 
planning estimate. L~[PA believes that ~this~.._ estimate is 
unrealistically high based on actual r!dership levels for 
similar systems in Miami and Detroit. Ridership on the 0.7 
mile leg is substantially less than originally anticipated. 

Status o The Phase I-A segment or "Starter line" opened for revenue 
service in June 1989 with a 25 cent fare. The line is 
averaging about 1,600 riders per day who are primarily park and 
ride patrons that pay a single fee to park in a JTA facility 
and ride the system. The current ridership is considerably 
less than the 1990 forecast of I0,000 originally used to 
justify the system. 

o The final EIS for the i. 8 mile extension was completed in 
February 1983. An environmental reassess~ent is being 
prepared by JTA. JTA has selected a consultant to do the final 
design work for phase I-B and LM~A has _assigned a project 
management oversight contract to monitor the work. 

o The Conferenoe Report 100-957 accumpanying the FY 
1989 DOT Appropriation Act directed the Secretary to revise the 
existing full funding grant agreement to include the 1.8 mile 
project. I~TA and JTA negotiations on a contract amendment for 
construction funding of the north leg of the extension are 
pending completion of a financial plan called for in the report 
accompanying the FY 1991 DOT Appropriation Act. Congress 
earmarked $14.8 million in FY 1990 and $14.0 million in FY 1991 
for the project. 
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o Once ~ full 2.5 mile system is ~. place and operati .o~. 
stabilize for 2 to 3 years, JTA ~ to cover operating 

existing 0.7 m~le segment, with ~t~y half the planned parking 
currently available, achieved a £i~st (startup) year operating 
revenue recovery ratio of 55.3 ~. The JTA’s Financial 
Plan ~nservatively assumes only a 35 percent recovery ratio in 
1991. JTA expects this to increase to a break even basis 
(i00 percent) approximately ~f the year 2000. While the 
magnitude of the operating subsidy is relatively small, ~ 
.considers a i00 percent cost recovery very unrealistic and 
consequently the operating assistance plan israte4__ ¯ 
"unaccept_~_hle" for a project that is in final design, 
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JACKSONVILLE AUTOMATED SKYWAY EXPRESS 
2.5 MILE ASE SYSTEM 



Los Angeles, California 
(January 1991) 

Description o.The 17-mile, $3.8-billion Los Angeles Metro Rail Project, 

operable segments" (MOSs) for fUnding purposes. The second 
minimum .operable segment, or MOS-2, consists of 6.8 miles 
of heavy rail with eight stations, all in sub~y. (The 
4.4-mile MOS-I in downtown Los Angeles has been fully 
funded. ) " M3S-2 extends west from the western terminus of 
MOS-I at MacArthur Park along~Wilshire Bo~..evard to Vermont 
Avenue Where it branches. On~ branch continues along 
Wilshire to Western Avenue, the other, branch turns 
northwest on vermont to ..HollYwood ~Boul~ ~_.~.~ and terminates 
near the intersection of Hollywood and Vine. 

o The estimated cost of MOS-2 is $1.5 billion (escalated $). 

o The 17-mile Metro Rail System is expected to attract 
300,000 daily riders by the year 2000. The Los Angeles 
County Transportation Cc~ssion (IACTC) is working on 
revised Metro Rail System patronage estimates in 
.~onnection with the Orange T.~ne study. 

Status o On April 1990, UM~A signed a Full Funding Grant Agreement 
(FFGA) for final design and construction of MOS-2 with the 
Los Angeles County Transportation Commission (LACIC), the 
.major local funding partner. The FFGA for MOS-2 c~-~dtted 
$667 million in Section 3 funds, subject to congressional 
appropriation, and proVided an initial funding increment of 
$329.7 million. Congress appropriated an additional $149.2 
million in FY 1991 leaving a balance due of $188 million. 

o The project is in final design with construct to start in 
early 1991. 

Cost- o..Los Angeleshas the highest bus ridership of any bus-only 
Effectiveness system in the country and has the third highest transit 

ridership overall. Its freeways are notoriously congested. 
The Wilshire Avenue corridor carries SCRID’s busiest bus 
lines, and there are no inexpensive ways to improve bus 
level’s of service. 

o The STURA Act of 1987 exempted MOS-2 from its cost- 
effectiveness req1~rement. Earlier studies had suggested 
that the Wilshire branch would be cost-effective. 

Local 0 The Federal share for MOS-I and M0S-2 together is 50 
Financial percent. In addition, IACTC is financing several major 
Cul~a~dtment transit investments without any Federal assistance. These 

projects include: the recently completed Blue L~ne between 
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Los Angeles, California 
(Jan,~ry 1991) 

DescriPtion o The 17-mile, $3.8,bi!lion Los Angeles Metro Rail Project, 

operable segments" for funding purposes. The third minimum 
operable segment, or PK)S-3, is approximately six miles in 
length with three stations, all in sul~ay. M3S-3 extends 
from the MOS-2 terminus near the intersection of Hollywood ~ 
Boulevard and Vine Street, through the Santa Menica 
mountains into North Hollywood. ~It includes one station in 

.. Hollywood and two in North Hollywood. 

o The estimated cost of MDS-3 is $I.i billion (escalated $). 

o The 17-mile Metro Rail System is expected to attract 
300,000 daily riders by the year-2000. The Los Angeles 
County Transportation Commission (LACTC) is working on 
revised Metro Rail System patronage estimates in connection 
,with the Orange Line ._s~/dy.~ 

Status o IACIC has completed all environme/fcal work, most 
preliminary engineering, and scme final design on MOS-3. 
Construction of MOS-3-is not scheduled to begin before 
1994. 

o Federa! funds have not been authorized for MDS-3, and it is 
not the subject. ~ of any negotiations, at this time. Any 
Section 3 funds earmarked for Metro Rail, in the next year 
are expected to furd MOS-2 under a Full Funding Grant 
Agr~t (FFC4~) between L~EA and the Los Angeles County 
Transportation Commission (IACTC). 

Cost- o.The STURA Act of 1987 exempted MOS-3 from its cost- 
Effectiveness effectiveness requirement, Earlier studies had suggested 

that the 17-mile system would be oost-effective. 

o Los Angeles has the highest bus ridership of any bus-only 
system in the country and ban the third highest transit 
ridership overall. Its freeways are notoriously congested, 

Local o Non-Federal funding sources account for about 50 percent of 
Financial the $2.7 billion being spent on M~S-I and MOS-2. The local 
Commitment share- for MOS-3 has not been esta_blished but is expected to 

be in the range of 50-60 percent. 

o The Federal share for MDS-I and MOS-2 together is 50 
percent. In addition, IACTC is financing .several major 
transit investments without any Federal assistance. These 
projects include: the recently completed Blue Line between 
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Tne line would run from the eastern terminus of the 
T.~ne at Union Station to a location near the Santa Ana 
Freeway and Atlantic Avenue in East Los Angeles. Three to 
five separate alignments will be evaluated during 
.Alternatives Analysis (AA). 

o The estimated cost for the East/West Central Corridor pro- 
ject is $2.6 billion. The cost for the eastern extension 
is about $970 million (19905). 

o Ridership on the eastern extension have initially been 
estimated at about 36,000 daily boardings. The oorridor 
meets LM~A’s criterion of 15,000 existing daily riders. 

Status o The Los. Angeles County Transportation C~dssion (LACTC) 
and the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) have completed a transitional analysis to support 
their application to begin AA. L~[EA expects to r~Deive 
formal request to enter AA in early 1991. 

Cost- o IACTC h~_s calculated oost-effectiveness for the combined 
Effectiveness F~st and West Extensions of the Orange Line. The 

effectiveness ratings vary between $9 and $i0 per new rider 
and depend on the alignment selected. UMTA believes that 
the cost-effectiveness ratings for the eastern extension 
alone would be within the AA threshold of $i0. 

Local o The Federal share for MOS-I and MDS-2 together iS 50 
Financial percent. In addition, IACTC is financing several major 
Commitment .transit investments without any Federal assistar~ze. These 

projects include: the recently completed Blue T4~_ne 
Los Angeles and Long Beach ($877 million); a plan!m~ B!~e 
Line Extension to Pasadena ($688 million); The ~r .een L~ne 
now under construction from Norwalk to E1 Se~ 
($886 million) ; a planned Green L~ne Extension ~rcm E1 
Segundo past the Los Angeles International Airport t~ 
Westchester ($215 million); and several planned c~,~ter 
rail projects. 
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o Los Angeles’ transit programs benefit from several State 
and local dedicated revenue rescuroes. The primary local 
rescuroe is a one half-peroent county-wide sales tax, knuwn 
as Prc~osition A, which wus adopted in 1980. ~hirty-five 
percent of this tax, about $130 million .annually, is 
dedicated to the construction of a c~unty-wide rail system. 
An a~litional one half percent sales tax dedicated transit 
related highway imp~ in No~ember 1990. 

In June 1990, furding for public transit in California was 
greatly enhanced by the passage of three ballot measures, 
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 116, ~ as 
the Rail Transportation Bond Act, authorizes $2 billion in 
general obligation bonds for rail transportation 
facilities. Pruposition 108, known as the Passenger Rail 
and Clean Air Act, authorizes an additional $I billion in 
general obligation bonds for the acquisition of right-of- 
way, rolling stock, and’other capital expenditures for 

o Tne revenue frcm State and local resources are adequate to 
finance all segments of the Red Line and tb~ c~erating 
deficits of the bus and.rail systems, t~[EA has rated 
IACTC’s capital and uperating financing plan for the Red 
Line as aooept~_ble. However, new elements of the county- 
wide system currently being planned may require additional 

Other o Me~litan Los Angeles is a non-attainment area for 
Factors carbon monoxide and ozone. It is unlikely that any of the 

alternatives will have a noticeable effect on pollution 
levels at the regional scale, because such a ~II 
percentage of auto trips would be directed to transit. 
T~ oculd, hc~ever, help keep the situation from getting 
wDrse and may~have a small positive effect~on carbon 
monoxide levels in the central corridor. However, it is 
part of a larger oummitment to meeting the goals of the:Air 
Quality Management Plan through the Regional Mobility Plan 
which includes an extensive network of rail lines, electric 
bus lines and High Occupancy Vehicle facilities. 



~ "r.-~ ~) 

( aan~"y 1991) 

Description o The EaSt/West Central Corridor project consists of two 
separate extensions to the Los Angeles Metro Pail System. 
¯ he western extension, known as the Orange T.~ne (West), 
wo~ld consist of between 7.5 to 9.4 miles of heavy rail and 
have 5 or 7 stations. Portions of the line may be aerial. 
The line would run from one of ~wo western statiors of the 
Red T.~ne, Wilshire/Western or Hollywood/Highland, to 
Westwood near the University of California campus. 

o Tne estimated cost for the combined east and west 
extensions of the Orange Line is $2.6 billion. The cost 
for the western extension range from $1.3 to $1.6 billion 
(19905). 

o Ridership for the western extension have been initially 
estimated at 92,000 daily boardings. The corridor meets 
L~TA’s criterion of 15,000 existing daily riders. 

Status o The Los Angeles County Transportation Co~-dssion (IACTC) 
and the Southern California Association of Gover~m-ents 
(SCAG) have completed a transitional analysis to support 
their application to enter AA. UM~A expects to receive a 
formal request to initiate the AA in early 1991. 

Cost- o IACTC calculated the oost-effectiveness of the combined 
Effectiveness East and West extensions of the Orange T.~ne. This analysis 

showed cost-effectiveness ratings varying between $9 and 
$i0 per new rider depending on the alignment selected. 
UMEA believes that the oost-effectiveness of the western 
extension alone would be within the $i0 threshold to enter 
AA. 

Local o The Federal share for MOS-I and MDS-2 together is 50 
Financial percent. In addition, LACTC is financing several major 
~ommitment transit investments without any Federal assistance. These 

projects include: the recently c~mpleted Blue T.~ne between 
Los Angeles and Long Beach ($877 million); a planned Blue 
Line Extension to Pasadena ($688 million); The Green T.~ne 
now under construction from Norwalk to E1 Segundo 
($886 million); a planned Green L~ne Extension from E1 
Segundo past the Los Angeles International Airport to 
Westchester ($215 million); and several planned c~ter 
rail projects. 

B-55 



o Los Angeles’ transit programs benefit from several State 
and local dedicated revenue resources. The. primary local 
resource is a one half-percent county-wide sales tax, known 
as Proposition A, which was adopted in 1980. Tnirty-five 
percent of. this. tax, about $130 million annually, is ..... 
dedicated to the construction of a county-wide rail system. 
An additional one half percent sales tax dedicated to bo.,th 
highway and transit construction ~and operation was passed 
in the spring of 1990. 

o In June 1990, funding for public transit in California was 
greatly enhanoed by the passage of three ballot measures, 
Propositions Iii, 116 add 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 116, known as 
the Rail Transportation Bond Act, authorizes $2 billion in 
general obligation bonds for rail transportation 
facilities. Proposition 108, known as the Passenger Rail 
and Clean Air Act, authorizes 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.L~ter, and intercity rail. 

o The revenue from State and local resources are adequate to 
finance all segments of the Red Line and the operating 
deficits of the bus and rail systems. UM~A ba.~ rated 
IACTC’s capital and operating financing plan for the Red 
Line as acceptable~ However, new elements of the county- 
wide system currently being planned may require additional 
resources to construct and maintain. This project has not 
been rated. 

Other o Metropolitan Los Angeles is a non-attainment area for 
Factors carbon monoxide and ozone. It is unlikely that any of the 

alternatives will have a noticeable effect on pollution 
levels at the regional scale, because such a small 
percentage of auto trips would be directed to transit. 
This could, however, help keep the situation from getting 
worse and may have a small positive effect on carbon 
monoxide levels in the central corridor. However, it is 
.~ of a larger c~uLdtment to meeting the goals of the Air 
Quality Management Plan through the Regional Mobility Plan 
which includes an extensive network of rail lines, electric 
bus linesand High Occupancy Vehicle facilities. 
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Memphis, Tennessee 
(January 1991) 

Description o The initial project consists of a 2.5 mile light rail 
trolley system along Main St. in downtown ~ in an 
effort to revitalize the downtown and put new life in the 
ten block Mid American Mall. Ultimately, Memphis Area 

~ Transportation Authority (MATA) hopes to ultimately extend 
the project in a loop down to the riverfront, run along 
existing railroad tracks ~nd then run back to Main St., a 
distance of 5.2 miles. The I0 vehicles needed for the 
project are to be donated by the private sector. 

o The initial segment is estimated to cost $37 million and 
carry about 3200 daily riders. MATA intends to uses $25 
million in Interstate transfer funds, $2.8 million in 
Section 9 funds and $9.3 million in local funds including 
$3 million from the private sector to finance the 2.5 mile 
project. 

Status o The project ~is in final design with construction scheduled 
to begin in 1991. Work is being monitored by a project 
management oversight contractor. 

o Through the end of FY 1990 UMTA has granted $11.7million 
in Interstate Transfer funds for the project. An addition 
$12.3 million was earmarked by the Congress in FY 1991 
leaving a balance of $1.4 million in interstate transfer 
funds available. As a condition Of the. grant appr ~o~.i MATA 
has agreed to build the .project with ~their formula funds 
and not to seek any Section 3 discretionary funding. 

Cost- o MATA did not follow a traditional ~approach in calculating 
Effectiveness L~TA’s cost-effectiveness index for the project. However, 

UMTA accepted MATA’s method as reasonable based on the 
nature and magnitude of the project and the funding 
sources. The estimated cost-effectiveness index was a 
marginal total cost per marginal transit trip of $7.69, far 
in excess of L~A’s threshold for a project of this type. 

Local o The capital financial plan for the project was rated 
Financial "acceptable" with the City and State splitting .the local 
Commitment matching requirements and the private sector "co~-dtted" to 

provide funding for the rail vehicl~s. 

o The stability and reliability of MATA’s operating 
assistance plan is rated "accepta_ble." The project with an 
estimated operating and maintenance cost of $I million will 
have a slight impact on MATA’s $21 million operating 
budget. A special taxing or benefit assessment district is 
proposed to be established with proceeds used to ~cover the 
operating cost of the trolley system._ 
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Other o Memphis is a ’~oderate" nonattainment area for ozone. 
Factors The Region has until November 1996, to meet EPA’s air 

quality star~ ~d. This project will have no impact on 
regional air quality as virtually none of its riders are 
forecast to be divided from automobiles. 
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. . ~    . Miami, Florida 
(J~_annary 1991) 

Description o Tne Metro-Dade Trait ~enoy will be adding two extensions 
to its automa .t@d~ guid~eway~sys .tem,.Lth~e M~trc~over, which 
circles, downtown Miami, The north..~~ion, 1.4 miles in 
length, would connect-downtown to."h0~is .and a shopping 
mall in the Omni area. ..The.~l.l mile, south extension will 
connec~~ office dev~lopments in th~..B~ icke!l area with 

o The two legs are estimated to cost $248 million, of which 
$186 million (75 percent) is to come from Section 3. 

StatUs o At the direction of Congr~, .!I4TA signed’~a full fu~ling~ 

contract with the.MUEA in-.May, ~!989~ ......... 

o Final design is nearly complete and ~MUEA is plan~ a 
ground_breaking in April, 1991. 

o Congressional earmarks (thru 1991) total $175 million, of 
which $115 million has been obligated. The bal~nce 
remaining to be appropriated under the FFGA is $11.3 
million. 

Cost- o Tne MUEA projects that the Metrcmover legs will ~ncrease 
Effectiveness transit ridership by 5200 trips per day. Scme 72 percent 

of the new riders will be taking short trips wi~ the 
downtown. Existing Metrorail riders will save, o~ average, 
2.8 minutes per trip, while existing bus riders 
experience a 0.6 minute incre~__se in travel time. 

o Tne cost-effectiveness index for the legs is $15.20 per new 
transit rider which is much higher than other 
new starts, especially when viewed on a passenger-mile 
basis. Most of the new riders will be taking very short 
trips entirely within the downtown. 

Local o State and local funding provides 25 percent of th~ 
Financial project’s capital costs. The local share is being provided 
C~,-,-~-,itment by the State ($30 million), a benefit assessment district 

($23 million), and the City of Miami ($7 millio~). 

o The capital finance plan is rated "accept_a_ble" ~ all 
capital funding is in place. 



Miami has not established a st_~ble and reliable funding 
source for transit. In recent years, the area ban scaled 
back its bus system to reduce .subsidy requirements. This 
is one reason why ridership on the Metrarail system is 
about 25 percentof projecticms. The Me~ legs will 

mmsidy requlr  nts by $1.8 Metrmz  r 
~ -- Miami~ Florida million per year. A November 1990 
referendum to establish a i percent sales tax for transit 

adequately maintained and replaced t!~ continuing 
rei~vestment. (In 1989, the average age of t_he PEEA’s bus 
fleet was 6.2 years, ) 

Other Rating o Air Quality.. The Miami-Ft. Lauderdale region is an EPA 
Factors-        non-attaira~_nt .area for ozone. ~onstr~ction of the 

Me~ Legs w~m/ld have no effect on ozone levels, but 
could vexy slightly reduce carbon monoxide concentrations 
in downtown Miami, 
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Northern New Jersey 
(January 1991) 

Description o New Jersey Transit is studying several husway, AGT and LR~ 
alternatives between a massive park-and-ride lot on the New 
Jersey Turnpike and Jersey City. The most expensive 
alternative consists of 9..5 miles of husway and 9.0 miles 
of L~ with 6.5 miles of ogerlappihg LRT/husway operation. 
These options would serve the massive amount of planned 
development and redevelopment along, the Hudson River 
Waterfront across fr~ Manhattan. 

o The capital cost of the most expensive alternative being 
considered is about $1 billion (escalated $). 

Status o The AA was ini’tiated in November 1988. Scoping meetings 
were held in November 1989. Since then, NJ Transit 
been wDrking with developers on right-of-way ~~ and 
other issues~ The study will probably not be cumplete 
until late 1991. 

o In FY 1991, $20 million of Section 3 funds ware earmarked 
for T~4 improvements which would complement any major 
investment ultimately made. 

Cost- o The proposed project would provide guideway transit 
Effectiveness .service to the waterfront, would provide internal transit 

circulation along the waterfront and would c~nnect with. 
NJ Transit ~ service at Hoboken and with PATH trains 
to Newark and Manhattan. 

o Preliminary and conservative calculations indicate that the 
proposed project would be less than $6 per new transit 
trip and thus meet ~’s cost-effectiveness threshold. 

Local o Originally the project was proposed for private sector 
Financial funding. It now appears that NJ Transit will want to 
Cummitment maximize Federal financial participation, though 

significant private sector participation in this project is 
possible in the form of transportation development 
districts and right-of-way easements. A pro~ceed local 
match of only 25 percent would be well belc~ the Federal 
policy objective of 50 percent or more non-Federal 

o New Jersey Transit is having difficulty finding tb~ local 
money to fund the construction of c~a~dtted m~_ernization 
projects. New sources of funds will be required in order 
to implement the proposed Waterfront project. Since no 
specific sources of local fun~s have yet been identified, 
the Capital Financing Plan is rated as "low." 
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o The stability and reliability of. ~ting assi~~ for 
an expanded system is rated ’~edi~!~. because, <despite its 
current financial difficulties, NJ ~nsi~ has a good 
history of funding transit servic~ ¯ 

other ~ o ~ New ~ .e~ey~ is a "severe" ~a~ area for 
Fa~ ozone. The region has .u~.il ~~"2007, to meet the 

The impact, of the ~x~sed~~oj~ ~ regi~al a~r quality 
is nut known at this time. 

B-65 



Northern New Jersey Hudson River Waterfront 
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zt..is, not clear how this...~._jeut ~ulU ~e. lunar, sin~ New 
Jersey Transit is having, difficulty funding other major 

state and local.fun~s:to operate their exist~ systemsent 
without° service cuts and fare increases, ~ut may n~t ~e the 

s~ability and. reliability, of ~peratlmg assistance is 

Other o Newark is a "severe" n~mattainment area for ozone. The 
Factors region has until November 2007, to meet the .National 

Ambient Air Quality Standard for that pollutant. At this 
.poi~c., ,. it ~ not possible to 
project w~uld have any .impact on air quality in the 
region. 



Northern New Jersey Newark Air Link 



New York, New York 
(January 1991) 

Description o Tne Queens Local/Express Connecticm would relieve 
overcrowding on .the Queens Boulevard subway lines by 
diverting service to the recently opened 63rd Street 
Tunnel. 

o Construction costs would include about one-cg~a~cer mile of 
new tunnel, a significant amount of track, signal work and 
real estate at a cost of $645 million (escalated dollars). 

Status o The NYCTA completed a supplemental DEIS and AA in May 1990, 
and L~[gA approved initiation of PE and the FEIS in December 
1990. 

.Cost- o The project would relieve severe overcrowding on the 
Effectiveness Queens Boulevard L~nes by improving utilization of the 

East River tunnel capacity to and from Manhattan, 

o Updated cost-effectiveness data indicates that the project 
passes UMTA’s "cost per hour of user benefit" cost- 
effectiveness threshold. The "cost per hour" index is an 
alternative to the "cost per new trip" index. 

Local o The MTA is expected to ask UM~A for less than 50 percent of 
Financial the project’s cost. It also has a very large locally 
Commitment funded capital program. The MTA plans to fund final design 

for the Queens project ($33 million) without any Federal 
assistance ¯ New York’s financial co;-~dtment is consistent 
with the Federal policy objective of 50 percent’ or more 
non-Federal funding ~ 

o The draft capital plan for 1992"96,. which includes local 
money for 50 percent of the $612 million (escalated) cost 
of construction and property acquisition, is currently 
.before .the MTA Board. Although the cost of vehicles was 
included in the cost~effectiveness calculation, the funding 
for additional rail vehicles has not been programmed during 
the next five years. The large increase in the capital 
cost estimate over previous years will require more local 
funds for this project, and could result in delays for 
other locally funded i~provements to the system. However, 
significant progress has been made to bring assets to a 
good state of repair. It is likely that many of the 
funding sources used in the last 5-year plan will again be 
in place in the new plan, and the capital financing plan 
ha~q accordingly been rated as "high." 
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o The City and State have an array ~f dedicated taxes 
~~." .’.lng both an extensive capital program and operating 
deficits. Although this project will not have an 
appreciable impact on their ~t’ .l~g budget, money ~has 
becume tight, and cut backs in:~z.ce, have been proposed. 
The@e~ore the st_~bility and reliability of operating 
assi~ is rated as ’~edium. :’ 

Other o Ne~ York City is a "severe" nonattainment.area for ozone. 
Factors The region has until NoVember 200~, to meet the National 

Ambient Air Quality Standard f~r that pollutant. The 
project~ because it _ba~ few ’,ne~’ riders, is expected to 
have an insignificant ’.!mPact on regional a~ quality. 
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Local o Orange County is proposing a 75 percent Federal share 
Financial for this particular project. If the project is viewed as 
C~-dtment part of a 20-year local/State effort to build HOV lanes and 

transitways on Orange County freeways, the Federal share is 
only 38 percent. Local funding levels and/or the scope of 
the projec~ would r~ to be reconsidered if the 
reauthorization bill .changes theSection 3 matching ratio. 

o The capital financing plan is rated "medium". In November 
1990, county voters passed .’~4easure .,~’~ which establishes a 
1/2 cent local s~ies tax dedicated to highway and transit 
construction. The measure included $125 million for the 
transitway program, specifically including this project. 
Orange County’s financing plan, submitted in December 1990, 
is under review by UMTA and a number of questions will need 
to be resolved. 

o In terms of the stability and reliability of operating 
revenues, a "medium" rating has been given. The OCTD’s 
operations are supported by general revenues, which are 
extremely stable and growing rapidly. The OCTD system is 
being adequately maintained and replaced through continuing 
reinvestment. (In 1989, the average age of OCTD’s bus 
fleet was 7.8 years. ) The OCTD’s preliminary assessment of 
financial feasibility found that revenues are sufficient to 
fund O&M costs, including the costs attendent to system 
expansion, through 2010. 

Other o Air Quality. Southern California .is a nonattainment area 
Factors for transportation pollutants. Implementation of this 

project is not likely to have a noticable effect on 
pollution levels at the regional or.-local level because of 
the extremely small percentage of auto trips which would be 
diverted. 
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spi.e T,~ne 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 

(January 1991) 

Description o This corridor is approximately five miles connecting the 
Northside, Downtown Pittsburgh, Oakland and Squirrel Hill. 
The eastern segment of the Spine Line IR~ project would be 
constructed primarily in subway with possibly 8 stations, 
connecting to the existing IR~ line near the Steel Plaza 
Station. The western segment runs from the existing 
Gateway IR~ Station across the Allegheny River to the three 
Rivers Stadium. 

o Preliminary estimates put the cost of the project at over 
$500 million. 

o By the year 2000 the Spine T,’ine is estimated to carry three 
to four million annual transit trips. 

Status o An Alternatives Analysis for the corridor began in March 
1987. The scoping meeting was held in April 1988. The 
study has been progressing slowly and recent indications 
are that the Port Authority will begin to wind down the 
work in recognition of a higher priority corridor to the 
ain rt. 

Cost- o The Spine r.~ne corridor is the most populated and highly 
Effectiveness urbanized area of Pittsburgh. Over I00,000 of the transit 

system’s 300,000 daily riders have an origin or destination 
. in the .corridor.. There are a number of contraflow ~ransit 
lanes in the corridor~~ but street capacity is inadequate to 
handle existing travel demand at a good level of service. 
Transportation System Management (T~4) i~provements are 
limited by,narrow streets and typography. CBD employment 
is-projected to increase frOm 140,000 to 180,000 in the 
next 20 years.- 

o The prel~ cost effectiveness for the range of 
alternatives to be studied vary from $7.80 to $9.00/per new 
trip, 

Local o In recent yeirs, the Port Authority of Allegheny County 
Financial (PAT) ba.~ suffered from financial difficulties and bRs had 
C~itment to reduce service. Because PAT wants to modernize its 

existing light rail~ system,, extend its East Busway, build a 
-busway to,the airport and build a rail project in the Spine 
T.~ne corridor, L~TA required a financial capability 
analysis as the first part of the AA. The "Preliminary 
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Local Financial Analysis" was issued in March 1988 a~d will 
be cumpleted during the AA. The ~ noted that PAT does 
not have a dedicated source of re~e for transit and 
relies on general revenues and annUal appropriations from 

o No c~u~dtted sources of funds have ~ identified to 
provide for the local share of the capital cost of the 
project. PAT’s capital financing ~lan is currently rated 
"low." The proposed Federal share of 75 percent is not 
supportive of the Department’s policy to encourage the 
grantee to provide at least 50 peroent of the estimated 
capital cost of the project. 

O PAT’S operating assistance plan is considered ’~edium" 
because of PAT’s history of obtaining r~ed ~ to 
operate new services and to operate and maintain it’s 
existing system without the need for major service cuts and 
fare incre_Rses. 

Other o Pittsburgh is a ’%~×~erate" nonatta~t area for ozone. 
FactOrs The Regions has until November 1996 to meet EPA’s air 

quality standard. The project’s impact on air quality has 
yet to be determined. 
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Portland, Oregon 
(Jan1~Rry 1991) 

Description o The Tri-County Metropolitan Transportation District 
(Tri-Met) is proposing a 12-mile light rail line from 
downtown Portland, through the West Hills, to Beaverton and 
suburban Washington County. In downtown, the line would 
connect with the Banfield LR~ line ("MAX") that operates 
between Portland and Gresham. Several alignment 
alternatives, including short and long tunnels through the 
West Hills, are being considered as part of preliminary 
engineering. Two "minimum operable segment" alternatives 
(5.7 and 9.3 miles long) and an all-bus alternative are 
also being considered. 

o Construction of the 12-mile LR~ facility is estimated to 
cost $630 to $700 million (escalated dollars), depending 
upon the final alignment chosen. 

o Portland’s Metropolitan Service District estimates that a 
Westside LR~ line would attract 24,300 to 27,100 trips 
day in 2005. In 1983, when LR~ was selected as the locally 
preferred alternative, the forecast was 51,400 trips per 
day for 1995. 

Status o The project is in the preliminary engineering phase of 
project development. L~TA and Tri-Met have prepared a 
supplemental draft EIS (SDEIS) which was approved for 
circulation in January 1991. Following the SDEIS 
circulation period, a locally preferred alignment 
alternative will be chosen and a final EIS will be 
prepared. Preliminary engineering is not expected to be 
completed until September 1991 at the earliest. 

o Section 328 of the Department’s FY-1991 appropriations act 
directs the Secretary to issue a letter of intent and enter 
into a full funding contract for the Westside project by 
September 30, 1991. In addition, Congress has indicated an 
intent to fund the project at the 75 percent level (House 
Reports 101-183, 101-315, 101-584 and Senate Report i01- 
398). However, since Congress has not backed this 
direction with earmarked funds for the Federal share, UMTA 
funding depends upon reauthorization of the UMTA program. 
In 1991, Congress earmarked $i million for the Westside 
IR~. 
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Cost- o Tri-Met’s ridership analyses indicate that, compared with 
Effectiveness a fiscally constrained No Build alternative, both an 

improved bus system and a ~ line would reduce transit 
travel time between downtown and the Westside. For much of 
the corridor, IR~ would reduce transit travel time more 
than bus i~rovements, resulting in 4600 additional transit 
trips per weekday. There would be no real difference in 
traffic congestion between ~ aI~ a "best bus" 
alternative. 

o Cost-effectiveness indices for t21e ~ alignment 
alternatives range from $15 to $18 per new rider. The high 
index is a reflection of the project’s high cost and modest 
transportation benefits. The project is grandfathered from 
the requirements of section 3 (i) and need not be cost- 
effective to .be eligible for funding. 

Local o Portland hopes to receive 75 percent of the capital cost 
Financial from Section 3. Congressional report language expresses an 
C~dtment intent to fund the project at this level even though a 75 

percent Federal share would be inconsistent with the 
Federal policy objective of 50 percent or more non-Federal 

o Three sources have been identified for the 25 percent local 
share: Tri-Met bonds backed by local property taxes, 
contributions by affected local jurisdictions, and State 
bonds backed by the cigarette tax. In November 1990, 
Portland voters authorized Tri-Met to issue $85 million in 
bonds for the project. Local governments have entered into 
a Regional Compact which establishes the framework for 
local govez-,.tent contributions, although their ability to 
contribute may be affected by a tax limitation initiative 
passed by the voters in November 1990. State legislative 
action is needed to put the State funding in place. UMTA 
has given the capital finance plan a "medium" rating. 

o The stability and reliability of Tri-Met’s operating 
revenues are rated "low" to "medium." Tri-Met’s analysis 
shows that a Westside ~ could be operated without a new 
funding source, assuming that operating and maintenance 
costs can be contained at about 5.5 percent per year while 
payroll tax revenues grow at 6.6 to 7.4 percent per year. 
This conclusion is sensitive to an economic downturn and 
other uncertainties. To Tri-Met’s credit, the agency’s bus 
replacement program has reduced the average age of the bus 
fleet from 11.5 years in 1989 to 8.3 years today. 
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Other o Land Use. The Portland area has und~en a~.number of 
Fairs initiatives to link transit with.. ~b~n ~evelopment. One 

noteworthy exax~le is a cap onthe.i.~n.,~ of parking spaces 
to be. provided in duwntuwn Port~. The effect of the cap 

prc~ing transit ridershipl K ~i Df local land use 

plans-is to focus-, development ~ ,transit stations~ This 
should eventually lead to somewhat higher tr~nsi~ ri~ership 
and farebox revenues. Tri-Met’s~idership forecasts~and 
cost,effectiveness indices take these parking policies and 
higher station area densities intO .account. 

o Air Quality. The Portland region is a nonatta~t area 
for carbon monoxide. According~ to Tri-Met’s air quality 
analysis, the all-bus and light rail alternatives would 
reduce regional emissionsby 1 ~t. Carbon monoxide 
concentrations ~ould be reduced at some .receptors .and 
increase at others. 
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Portland, Oregon 
(Jann~vy 1991) 

Description o The Metropolitan Service District (Metro) is conducting a 
study of bus and light rail a!_ .ternatives in the Hillsboro 
Corridor. The corridor ~ from 185th Street on the 
east to the town of Hillsboro on the.west, a distance of 
about 6 miles. The eastern ter~ at 185th Street 
corresponds to the western terminus of the Westside LR~ 
project, now in preliminary engineering. 

o Tri-Met’s latest capital cost estimate for a IR~ extension 
to Hillsboro is $180 million (escalated dollars, assuming 
project cc~pleted in 1998-1999 time frame). 

Stat3~s o 13~TA approved Metro’s request to undertake alternatives 
analysis in April, 1990. The study is now in the early 
stages. L~[EA and Metro are discussing the alternatives and 
analysis methodologies. 

o Under Section 328 of the Department’s FY-1991 
appropriations act, the full funding agreement for the 
Westside light rail project shall provide for a future 
amendment, under the same terms and conditions, covering 
the Hillsboro project. The bill directs the Secretary to 
initiate preliminary engineering once local officials 
select a preferred alternative. 

Cost- o [I~A has been provided very little information on the 
Effectiveness potential benefits of a Hillsboro extension. M~tro 

estimates that a Hillsboro extension would attract about 
1,920 new transit trips per day in 2005. In total, Metro 
projects that the extension would carry 5000 to 6000 
riders. UMTA has not reviewed the technical support for 
these forecasts, 

o The Hillsboro corridor fails to meet UMTA’s cost- 
effectiveness thresholds. In 1987, there were 3200 daily 
transit trips west of 185th on four bus routes. L~TA’s 
threshold is 15,000 existing riders. Based on Metro’ s 
projections, the cost per new transit trip would be close 
to $20, compared with LM~A’s threshold of $I0 to enter 
alternatives analysis and $6 to enter preliminary 
engineering. There is very little likelihood that, for the 
for~_ble future, an IR~ extension to Hillsboro would meet 
the cost-effectiveness requirements of Section 3 (i) of the 
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Local o Portland hopes to .receive 75 percent of the capital cost 
Financial from Section 3. Congressional report language expresses an 
C~-dtment intent to fund the project at this level even though a 75 

percent Federal share would be inconsistent with the 
Federal policy objective of 50 percent or more non-Federal 

o Three source have been identified for the 25 percent local 
share: Tri-Met bonds backed by local property taxes, 
contribtrtions by affected local jurisdictions, and State 
bonds backed by the cigarette tax. In November 1990, 
Portland voters authorized Tri-Met to issue $25 million in 
bonds for the project. Local gove~,ments have entered into 
a Regional Compact which establishes the framework for 
local government contributions. State legislative action 
is need ,ed..to~ put the State funding in place. Its ability 
-to contribute may be affected by a tax limitation 
initiative passed by the voters in November 1990. UMTA has 
given the capital finance plan a "medium" rating. 

o The stability and.reliability of Tri-Met’s operating 
revenues are rated. "low" to "medium." L~TA has not yet 
seen a financial analysis for the Hillsboro project. Tri- 
Met.’s analysis.shows that .a Westside LR~. (downtown to 
185th) oould be operated without a new funding source, 
assuming that operating and maintenance costs can be 
contained at about 5.5 percent per year while payroll tax 
revenues grow at 6.6 to 7 ~ 4 percent per year. This 
conclusion is vulnerable to an economic downturn and other 
uncertainties. To Tri-Met’s credit, the agency’s bus 
replaoement program has reduced the average age of the bus 
fleet from 11.5 years in 1989 to8.3 years today. 

Other o 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 co~sting by private auto, thus 
promoting transit ridership. A goai 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. 

o Air Quality. The Portland region is a nonattainment area 
for carbon monoxide. It is unlfkely that any of the 
transit alternatives would have a noticable effect on air 
qualitY because of the very small number of auto drivers 
they would attract. 
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Portland: 185th to Hillsboro 



St. Louis, Mo. 
(Jan11~ry 1991) 

Description o The project called Metro Link is an 18 mile doubletrack 
line with 20 stations and 31 vehicles. The-line runs from 
East St. Louis across the Eads Bridge, through an existing 
railroad tunnel, under, the St. Louis CBD along Ii miles of 
existing railroad track and the 1-70 right of way to the 

o The original estimated total cost of this project is $384 
million of which $288 million is Section 3 funds. The 
local share was provided through in-kind donations of the 
Eads Bridge, tunnel and railroad land. 

o Opening year (1993) ridership was estimated in the FEIS to 
be 17,000 per day which had been projected to increase to 
37,000 by the year 2000 including 8000 new riders. The 
latest ridership forecast for the line is 31,000 by the 
year 2010. 

Status o A full funding grant agreement (FFGA) was executed in 
October 1988 between L~4TA and the Bi-State Development 
Agency, the transit operator for the St. Louis Region in 
accordance with Congressional direction. At that time Bi- 
State took over responsibility for the project for East 
West Gateway Coordinating Council (EWGCC), the regional 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), which had 
advanced the project through alternatives analysis and 
preliminary engineering .phases of L~TfA’s project 
development process. The agreement provides for final 
design and construction of.. the.project and identifies a 
federal funding schedule. As of September 30, 1990, UMTA 
has provided $216 million to Bi- State. Congress 
appropriated $59.7 for FY 1991 leawh~g a Federal balance 
due under the FFGA of $12 million. 

o The project is currently in final design/construction. 
Alignment changes are being considered in East St. Louis 
and near the airport along with modifications to the yard 
site. As a result of revision to the Airport Master Plan 
Bi-State is proposing to relocate the line near the airport 
and extend it to near the main terminal entrance. These 
changes are estimated to cost $35 million. Bi-State has 
requested an addition $25 million in Section 3 funds to 
cover the Federal share of these changes. Actual 
construction on some portions of the line started in the 
Spring of 1990. 
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Cost- o With a cost-effectiveness index of $8.95 (19865), the 
Effectiveness project did not meet L~TA’s $6.00 threshold. Sin~e 

calculation of this index, the ~ridership forecast for the 
line has fallen 40 peroent and c~ts have incre~__sed 
13 pexcent. The project was ~athered frc~ the 
requirements of Section 3 (i). 

Local o The. project’s capital financing plan is rated marginally 
Firm~aial accept__ahle. The local matching share (25 percent) 
Cxmmdtment consisted of donated assets (railroad rights-of-way and 

land). There was no cash match. Bi-State does not have 
sufficient financial reserves to meet une~~ cost 

o The project operating assistanc~ plan is marginally 
acceptable. Operation and routine capital puchases are 
supported by a 1/2 percent State Transportation Sales Tax. 
There is a concern that when the system opens in 1993, cut 
backs in bus service will be n~ed to offset the operating 
deficit of the rail line. Currently, fare box revenues 
fund about 26 peroent of Bi-State’s operating budget. 

Other o ~ expects total system wide ridership (bus and rail) 
Fa~cors to incre~__se frc~ 112,000 in 1985 to 160,000 in the year 

2000, but ~A considers this increase to be highly 
optimistic. 

o St. Louis is a ’%~oderate" nonattairm~nt area for ozone. 
The Region ba-~ until November 1996 to meet EPA’s air 
quality standard. The project will have a small (0.3%) 
reduction in total regional vehicle miles traveled and 
hence result in only a insignificant improvement in 
regional air quality. 
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St. Clair Corridor 
St. Louis, Missouri 

(January" 1991~) ’ ..... - 

Description o The East West Gateway C~o~t~. ~i!~ .( .E~C. ) is 
performing alternative~ analysis f~9 ~he corridor between 
downtown St. Louis and Belleville, Illinois. One 
alternative being considered is an 18 to 20 mile extension 
of the Metro Link li~ght rail project now under construction 
in St. Louis. The light rail alternative would include 10 
to 12 stations and 23 additional light rail vehicles. 

o The light rail alternative is estimated to cost $213 
million in 1989 dollars. Ridership on the line is 
estimated at 13,100 trips for the year 2010. 

Status o The application to enter alternatives analysis was approved 
by UM~A in January 1991 per Congressional direction. 

o The FY 1990 Conference Report (HR 101-135) accompanying 
DOT’s Appropriation Act provided $450,000 for conducting an 
alternative analysis. The FY 1991 reports directed that 
$4,000,000 be set aside for preliminary engineering studies 
for an extension of the Metro Link system into St. Clair 

Cost~ o ~ found significant technical problems with the system 
Effectiveness planning work used to justify entry into alternatives 

analysis. 

o The corridor fails UMTA’s ridership threshold test. There 
are only 12,300 daily transit trips in the corridor, which 
is below L~TA’s threshold test of 15,~000 existing transit 
trips for entering alternatives analysis. 

Local o The sources of local capital funds have not been identified 
Financial and the project’s capital financing plan is rated "low." 
Commitment 

o The stability and reliability of the area’s operating 
assistance is rated "low." The sources of operating 
assistance to support the projected $8 million increase in 
the local operating deficit are questionable. 

Other o EWGC~ expects total system wide ridership (bus and rail) 
Factors to increase from 112,000 in 1985 to 160,000 in the year 

2000, but L~A considers this increase to be highly 
optimistic. 
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o St. ImUiS is a ’~oderate,, ncmattainment area for ozone. 
The Region _~9~ until November 1996 ix) meet EPA’s air 
quality standard. ~he project would probably have very 
minimal impact on air quality, although specific .data ba_~ 
not yet ~e. ~velope~. 
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1-151State Str~ I~ 
Salt Lake City, Utah 

(January 1991) 

Description o The Utah Transit Amthority (OTA) is proposing to build a 
15- to 17-mile at-grade light rail line from downtown Salt 
Lake City to suburban areas to t~e south. The line would 
follow the lightly used Union Pacific Railroad, and is 
currently estimated to cost $200 million (escalated 
dollars). 

Status o In 1990, the alternatives analysis pb~e was cumpleted with 
the approval of a draft EIS, selection of a locally 
preferred alternative, and local adoption of a financing 
plan. A request to intiate the next phase of project 
development, preliminary engineering, is being reviewed by 
UMTA. If approved, the PE phase, would likely take 2 years 
to complete. 

o Congress has earmarked $15.5 million for the project in 
FYI991 and prior years. 

Cost- o IR~ would provide much the same level of transit service 
Effectiveness as an expanded bus system. Some parts of the corridor 

would benefit from a slight reduction in transit travel 
time, while other areas would experience, increased transit 
travel time due to the need to transfer from bus to rail. 
~ed with the all-bus alternative, IR~ is projected to 
increase transit ridership by about 4200 trips per day or 
4 1/2 percent. LR~ would not have a noticable effect on 
traffic congestion, 

o The locally preferred alternative has a cost-effectiveness 
index of $7 to $8 (19875) per new transit trip, 15 to 
30 percent above UMTA’s $6 threshold. The $7. to $8 index 
is reflective of a very low cost project, not one that is 
particularly effective. The IR~ alternative assumes a bare 
bones design with a cost-per-mile lower than ~any other IRT 
system in North America. The cost estimate (and the cost- 
effectiveness index) may increase if and when preliminary 
engineering is performed. 

Local o The locally adopted finance plan anticipates a 50 percent 
Financial non-Federal, share. The plan .depends upon passage of a 
Commitment referendum to raise UTA’s current 1/4 cent sales tax by 

3/16 cent. The referendum is tentatively scheduled :for 
November 1991~ UTA’s finance plan anticipates that Salt 
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Lake City will receive 50 percent Section 3 funding ($I00 
million) for the rail project plus 50 percent Section 3 
funding for bus replacement and bus fleet expansion. It 
should be noted the the Administration’s reauthorization 
proposal would eliminate the Section 3 bus program. Even 
if Congress extends the Section 3 bus program, Salt La~’s 
assumption for Section 3 bus funding -- $126 million ~ver 
the next 18 years -- is highl., y optimistic. Historically, 
Salt Lake City has captured $3.5 million in Section~ 3 ~b~s 
funds over the last 5 years. 

o L~TA has additional reservations about the UTA capital 
finance plan. Sales tax revenues are assumed to grow more 
rapidly than historic trends. The finance plan is 
vulnerable to increases in project cost and/or declines in 
projected rates of revenue growth. The plan does not have 
a contingency or capital reserve fund. Pending resolution 
of these concerns, the capital financing plan is rated 
"io~’. 

o Salt Lake City receives a "low" rating for the stability 
and reliability of local operating funds. To the UTA’s 
credit, the agency b~ a strong bus maintenance and 
replacement program. (In 1989, the average age UTA’s bus 
fleet was 7.3 years. ) A sales tax provides a stable and 
reliable, revenue source. However, the adopted finance 
plan’s heavy dependence on Section 3 bus funding, as well 
as the other concerns noted above, raises questions about 
the UTA’s financial capacity to operate and maintain the 
proposed expanded bus and rail system, even assuming 
passage of the sales tax referendum. 

Other Rating o Air Quality. The Salt Lake City region is non-attainment 
Factors          for ozone. The air quality analysis for the draft EIS 

found that the build alternatives would reduce regional 
emissions by no more t!ban 1 percent, and would have 
negligible impact at local receptors. 
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Salt L~ke City 



San Diego, California 
(January 1991) 

Description o The Mid-Coast corridor extends about 16 miles along the 
Pacific Ocean frcm I-8 near Old Tuwn north to the vicinity 
of Dei ~Mar. The Metropolitan Transit Development Board 
(MIDB) plans to study several alignments and termini within 
this corridor for a possible i/~ extension. Two other 
possible build alternatives are a transportation system 
management (T~4) alternative consisting of express bus 
improvements, and high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes 
alternative on I-5. 

o ~cording to system planning estimates, the capital cost of 
the alternatives ranges from $12 million for the 
.alternative to $337 million for a 19.9-mile IR~ alternative 
(~s in 19885). 

Status o UMTA approved the initiation of alternatives analysis in 
October, 1989. The study is in the inital stages and a 
draft EIS is not expected to be cumpleted before late 
1991. 

o Congress earmarked $400,000 for the project in the FY-1991 

Cost- o Freeways and arterial streets in the corridor are highly 
Effectiveness congested, due to rapid growth and the lack of alternative 

routes. Existing bus service must contend with the same 
highway congestion as the private auto. The MIDB estimates 
that, for an average transit ~trip, the 19.9-mile IR~ 
alternative would reduce travel time by 3 minutes (cumpared 
with an expanded bus alternative). Transit ridership is 
projected to increase by 12,000 trips per day. 

o Preliminary cost-effectiveness indices for the 
alternatives, developed in system planning, fall between 
$7.50 and $24 per new trip. These indices can be expected 
to change significantly as the alternatives analysis is 
perfor d. 

Local o The MIDB is expected to seek 75 percent Section 3 funding 
Financial for a Mid-Coast Corridor project. If the project is 
Ccmm%it~ent viewed as part of the MIDB’s overall fixed guideway 

construction program, the Federal share would be only 30 
percent. 
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o The MIDB’s capital: financing plan is rated "high." In 
1987, San Diego voters approved a one-half cent local sales 
tax dedicated to transportation. One-third of the 
revenues, or $750 million over 20 years, is earmarked for 
capital improvements to public transit, and a major share 
of this is for IR~ extensions.. The transit agency is in 
.reasonably sound financial condition, and its finance plan 
adequately covers projected non-Federal capital costs. 

o In terms of the st_ability and reliability of operating 
revenues, the MIDB receives a "medium" rating. Dedicated 
funding sources are in place which regularly provide a 
balanced budget for the existing system. Existing transit 
faciliti ~es are adequately maintained and replaced through 
continuing reinvestment. -(As of 1989, San Diego’s existing 
bus fleet was a relatively old 12..5 years, but the MIDB 
plans to buy 130 buses in 1991 which will substantially 
reduce the fleet age. ) The agency is likely to have 
sufficient resources to operate a fixed guideway facility 
in the Mid-Coast Corridor, although additional operating 
revenues will be needed if the entire guideway system is 
built as planned. 

Other Rating o Air Quality. The San Diego region is a nonattahlment area 
Factors.         for ozone and carbon monoxide. It is unlikely that any of 

the transit alternatives would have a significant effect on 
air quality. 
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BAR~ Co]ma Station 
San Francisco, California 

.. (January 1991) 

Description o Sam~-dns proposes to build a new BAR~ station and parking 
structure with 1400 spaces about 1.5 miles~frcm the Daly 
City station. ~ne Colma station would be the first BAR? 

o station in San Mateo County and would relieve the parking 
congestion at the Daly City Station. 

o~Theproject ~is estimated to cost about $140 million in 
escalated dollars. 

Status o In 1988 the Colma AA/DEIS was completed and in November 
1989, UM~A, BAR~ and SamTrans agreed to the scope of work 
for Preliminary Engineering and preparation of the final 
EIS. The FEIS was completed in Dece/nber 1990. L3MTA 
intends to negotiate a full funding grant agreement for 
the project. 

o The local funding for the Colma project bRs been assured by 
a .regio~nal rail capital program agreement and voter 
approval of all local tax increases needed to implement the 
financing plan. The plan calls for San Mateo County to pay 
$200 million to East Bay Counties to buy into BAR~ and 
partially fund BAR? extensions in those counties in 
exc~e for San Mateo County’s fixed guideway projects 
getting local priority in the competition for Federal New 
Starts funding. One half of the $200 million payment to 
BAR? will be made when the Colma Station is under 
construction and the other half in installments tied to 
the Airport Extenstion construction. 

o Congress has earmarked $28.3 and $40 million in FY 1990 and 
1991 respectively toward construction of the project. 
However, per Congressional direction MTC may allocate a 
portion of ~the .funds toward the Tasman corridor project~.-~ 

Cost~ ~         o ,The Colma project is designed to capture additional auto 
Effectiveness ~ trips coming northto the San Francisco CBD and to relieve 

~ the parking congestion at the Daly City Station which is 
currently the,end of the BAR? line. 

o In the FEIS, the cost-effectiveness of the Colma project 
has been determined to be $6.26, which is very close to 
UMTA’s cost-effectiveness threshold of~$6.00 per new 
trip ......... 
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Local O A r~iQnal.rail financing agr~ has tied this project 
Financial to ~ fixed g~ideway proj~ in San Francisoo, A1 _ame~__a 
C~dtment ~ ~.0o~tra Costa Counties. ~.~~t calls for 100% 

loc  ,! funding of ~a~t Bay. pr0.]~and 75% i~4TA fundin~ of 
thi~.~j.ect, resulting in a 2?~Federal funding share of 
BAR~,s fixed guideway projects..               ~ 

o The.capital financing c~,~dtment is "high" since local 
¯ ~ is in place to easily generate enough capital ~to 
cover ~the local share of construction cost of this modest 

o SamTrans ba~ a 1 percent dedicated sales tax and BAR~ has 
3/4 ofi/2 percent dedicated sales tax-in the three BAR~ 
counties which generate adequate revenues to operate the~ 
systems (including the modest expansion associated with the 
Colma Station project). The st_~ility and reliability of 
cgerating assistance for this project alone is therefore 

Other o San Francisco is a ’~oderate" nonattainment area for ozone. 
Factors The region bah until. November 1996, to meet the National 

Ambient Air Quality Standard for that pollutant. The 
project, because of the small number of cars it removes 
from the road, is expected to have minimal impact on 
regional air quality, 
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Colma to the Aizpu~ 
San Francisco, California 

(January 1991) 

Description o This study is investigating a 6-mile, 3-station extension 
of BAN~ from Colma to the airport, at an. estimated capital 
cost of $560 million in escalated dollars. 

Status o In 1988, the Bay Area entered into a regional agreement on 
financing rail extensions in San Francisco, San Mateo, 
Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. All of the extensions, 
except those in San Mateo County are to be ftunded without 
Federal assistance. All of the financing elements were in 
place except about $550 million which is being sought from 
L~TA. The BAR~ extension to San Francisco Airport in San 
Mateo County is proposed for 75 percent Federal Funding. 
However, because 73 percent of the whole rail extension 
package in the Bay Area is to come from local sources, the 
Airport extension ba~ been considered under the Secretary’s 
Overmatch Initiative, 

o Cost estimates for the proposed extensions have escalated 
substantially, forcing the Bay Area to initiate a re- 
examination of their regional financing plan. 

o In May 1990, following a screening of alternatives, UMTA 
authorized the initiation of Alternatives Analysis in the 
Colma to the Airport corridor. BAR~ and UMTA are currently 
incorporating the scoping co,~,~-ents in to the study design. 

Cost- o The extension of ~ is expected to help ease the traffic 
Effectiveness congestion along the freeways in Northern San Mateo County 

into San Francisco as well as providing direct BARP service 
to San Francisco Airport. 

o The cost-effectiveness analysis of conducted during the 
screening of alternatives indicates that the BART extension 
to the Airport would cost about twice as much as UMTA’s 
$6.00 cost per new trip threshold. 

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

I00 percent local funding of East .Bay projects and 
75 percent UMTA funding of this project, resulting in a 
27 percent Federal funding share of the entire region’s 
fixed guideway projects. 
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o All of the local funding mechanisms are in place for the 
regional capital financing plan, so this proposed project 
ha~ been rated "medium." However, UMTA is concerned 
because it is so closely tied by local agreements to the 
construction,of East Bay BAR~ extensions whose costs have 
escalated dramatically without ~ate increases in 
local funding. 

o~Existing dedicated sales taxes should support a modest 
SamTrans and ~ expansion, therefore the stability and 
reliability of for operating assistance has been judged 
"medium." However, there is same concern because the 
capital shortfall may negatively impact~ operating 
assistance in the out years of the financial plan, and 
because of the existing precarious financial condition of 
several of the Bay Area operators. 

Other o San Francisco is a "moderate" nonattainment area for ozone. 
Factors The region has until November 1996 to meet the National 

Ambient Air Quality Standard for that pollutant. The 
fmpact, of the project on air quality is not known at this 
time. 
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San Jose, California 
(February 1991) 

Description o The Metropolitan Transportation ~-~dssion (MTC) is 
studying a surface light rail transit (I!q~) line from 
Milpitas to Sunnyvale or Mountain View With a connection to 
the existing Guadalupe LR~ in northern Santa Clara County,. 
The I/~ alternatives range in lenqth, from 5.4 to 12.7 

o Capital costs range from $165 to $310 million (1989 $). 

o Transit ridership in Santa Clara County is forecast to 
increase by 5,000 to 7,000 new daily riders if the LR~ 
project is built. 

Status o In 1988, the BAR~-extension alternatives 0riginally 
included in the AA study were dropped because of their poor 
cost-effectiveness. However, the MTC is continuing to 
s~_dy. BAR~ extensions to San Jose and may seek federal funding‘ of these extensions, in the future. 

o Congress earmarked FY 1990 and 1991 funds for metropolitan 
San Francisco with the provision that MTC allocate the 
.f%mds among the various .Bay Area projects including this 
one. 

Cost- o The proposed proj&ct serves the work trip market between 
Effectiveness southern Alameda County and Silicon Valley where high 

levels of freeway ,congestion currently exist. 

o Preliminary estimates indicate that the LRT alternatives 
have a cost-effectiveness index of $15 to $20 per new 
trip. This poor cost-e, ffectiveness is mainly due to the 
nature of office ’and light-industrial development in Santa 
Clara County. Numerous low-rise buildings.0~large parcels 
of land with large setbacks from arterial streets to allow 
space, for ample parking are not conducive,to, high transit 
ridership, 

Local o UM~A is expected.nto pay about 50 percent of the capital 
Financial cost of the project. By comparison, the sponsors of other 
Cc~mitment projects in the Bay Area are expected to request about 

30 percent Federal funding of the:’~ projects which are 
primarily BAR! extensions. 
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Seattle, Washington 
(January ,1991) 

Description o Metro has proposed examining a 40-mile, three-corridor, 
$2,5or more billion (19905) £~ guideway system in the 
Seattle area focused on downt~. Seattle. The project is 
known !ocally as the "COG Box."’~ The three corridors would 
converge on the CBD Bus Tunn~l from Northgate, Bellvue and 
SeaTac Airport. Metro proposes to pay 80 percent of the 
capital costs with non-Federal funds. 

Stat~s o Washington State Law provides several local option taxes 
for the construction of fixed guideway transit facilities. 
These funding sources can be Voted on only after 
Alte~natives Analyses have been performed. 

o L~4~A and Metro have agreed that a Federal AA/DEIS can be 
performed in one corridor, which, will be selected in May 
1991, after a three month scoping process. 

Cost- o Preliminary data indicate that the projects in the three 
Effectiveness corridors, taken together would have a oost-effectiveness 

index of more than $i0.00. Only further analysis will 
determine if a portion of the COG Box will achieve a $i0.00 
th~esh01d and therefore be a candidate for alternatives 

Local o AlthoUgh Metro does nut have voter approval for any of 
Financial the new-taxes P~ed to construct the COG Box, it does have 
Commitment legislative authority to go to the voters and also has a 

plan for financing the system. Therefore, the Capital 
Financing C~;~;dtment is rated as ’%~edium" at this early       ;~. 
stage in the project development process. 

o Metro has adequate funding resources to support its 

resulted in a rating at this time of "medium" for Stability 
and Reliability of Operating Assistance. Once additional 
financial information is available we expect the rating may 
change to "high". 

Other o Seattle is not listed among the 96 cities with the worst 
Factors ozone smog problems in the United States. However, like 

other transit proj._.ects, the percentage of regional auto 
" dirivers attrac~ed;by the proposed project is likely to be -- 
small,       " " 
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M~a~ I Extensi~ms 
Washington, D. C. 
(January 1991) 

Description o The Adopted Regional System for Washington’s Metrorail 
includes 14 miles of heavy rail transit beyond the 89,5 
miles .which are now in operation or under construction. 
The 1990 amendments of the National Capital Transportation 
Act provide a special authorization for ii of the 14 miles 
in four segments: an inner connection of the Green Line 
between U Street-Cardozo and Fort Totten in the District; a 
southern extension of the Green Line from Anacostia in the 
District to Naylor Road in Prince George’s County, 
Maryland; an extension of the Red Line from Wheaton to 
Glenmont in Montgomery County, Maryland; and an extension 
of the Blue Line from Van Dorn Street. to Franconia- 
Springfield in Fairfax County, Virginia. 

o The total capital cost of the four segments is estimated to 
be $2.1 billion (in escalated $). The capital cost and 
projected 1995 ridership for the four segments are roughly 
broken down as follows: 

length No. of     Daily    Cost in 
Line: segment                       (miles) Stations Boardinqs millions 

Red: WheatoniGlenmont 1.3 1 6,000 $ 350 
Green: Anacostia/Naylor Rd. 3.5 3 19,000 780 
Green: U St.-Cardozo/Ft. Totten 2.9 2 24,000 750 
Blue: Van Dorn/Franco.-Springfield 3.3 1 5,000 200 

Totals: ii. 0 7 54,000 $2,080 

o The federal share is 62.5 percent, which results in a 
federal cost of $1.3 billion. 

Status o WMATA is considering~ alternative alig~mlents for the two 
Green Line segments, so supplemental environmental work is 
needed. An environmental assessment of the vehicle storage 
yard in Glenmont is also needed. These projects are 
considered to be in the preliminary engineering pb~e of 
project development. Environmental work is finished for 
the Red Line (except the yard) and the Blue L~ne, so these 
segments are considered to be in final design. 

Cost- o The inner Green L~ne segment would provide service in a 
Effectiveness highly transit-dependent, central city neighborhood and 

connect the northern Green Line directly to downtown. The 
southern Green T0~ne also would serve transit-dependent 
neighborhoods, but of much lower density. Ridership on the 
Bed Line extension to Wheaton which opened in September of 
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1990 has been significantly below forecasts. ~nough it 
serves an area with poor auto access to downtown because of 
a lack of freeways, the area is relatively affluent. The 
additional extension to Glenmont to serve a more affluent 
area would probably attract even fewer new riders to public 
transportation. The new Blue L~ne station will have a 
large parking facility and may draw traffic away from the 
highly congested 1-395, 1-95, and 1-495 interchange. 
However, the Blue T.~ne extension will oc~pete with the 
highly successful rapid transit service on the Shirley 
HOVway, and offer a lower level of service (i.e., longer 
travel times) for downtown trips. 

o Estimates of ridership and costs made in 1986 using 1977 
data showed the Green L~ne as a whole to be cost-effective. 
Shorter segments of the Green Line and the single-station 
extensions of the Red and Blue L~nes and were not 
evaluated. 

Local o The local matching share for the 1990 reauthorization is 
Financial 37.5 percent. The average local share for the 89.5-mile 
Co~itment system has been about 25 percent. Funding sources for the 

50-percent increase in local share have not been 
identified. 

o The first Metrorail segment, opened in 1976, is now 14 
years old. Before the year 2000, ~TA will require up to 
$150 million annually for the rehabilitation, restoration, 
and reconstruction of existing transit infrastructure to 
forestall the same fate as the Philadelphia and New York 
systems. The local gov~ts are currently contributing 
about $265 million annually to WMATA, so an additional $150 
million represents a substantial increase in their 
contributions. ~4ATA points out, however, that its costs 
as a percentage of total regional governmental expemditures 
would only increase from 2.4% in 1986 to 2.7% in 2000, and 
would actually decline as a peroentage of total property 
value in the ~MATA service area. 

o Sta_ble and reliable sources of funds for the increased 
local share of new construction, for the rehabilitation 
program, and for increasing operating deficits have not 
been identified. In 1990, missed payments by one local 
funding partner (the District of Columbia) forced WMATA 
into short-term borrowing to continue operating. Immediate 
fare increases of up to 18 percent, followed by annual 
increases of undetexmined amount, are now under 
consideration. 
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Several of the local funding pa~ are proceeding with 
planning or implementation other major transit proj~ts in 
the metropolitan area wit~. _nq~f~ed_eral money .despite the 
lack’ of a regional f.inanc.lal"p~ for the continued 
cons~ction, rebah~litatlon, ~ ~peration of Metrorail. 
These pro3 .e~s. Include ~ V_~a Rallway Exp ess . 

Virginiato the District, a rail or bus rapid transit irene 
from the Vienna Metrorail station to Dulles Airport in 
Fairfax County, Virginia, a rail line from Addison Road 
Metrorail station to Bowie in Prince Georges County, 
Maryland, and a light rail connection between Betb~sda and 
Silver Spring in Montgumery Om/~ty, Maryland. 
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