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	Metro Submits Comments to FTA on Proposed Changes to New Starts Program

In response to the Federal Transit Administration's (FTA) Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) for major capital investment projects, Metro submitted a comprehensive set of comments for the record that responds to proposed changes to the New Starts and Small Starts programs. The attached 13-page letter addresses numerous procedural and substantive issues associated with the New Starts process and includes several points that I made in my congressional testimony earlier this year.  

Metro's comment letter criticizes the FTA for failing to propose significant measures to streamline and simplify the project development and evaluation process. Metro also took strong exception to the FTA's proposal to decrease the weight given to land use and economic development in evaluating proposed projects. In addition, the NPRM proposes to diminish the "overmatch" factor in evaluating local financial commitment. Metro noted in its comments that 60% of the $8.6 billion spent on nine fixed guideway projects in Los Angeles County came from local and state sources and that failing to recognize the magnitude of local financial contributions in the New Starts evaluation process is inconsistent with congressional intent. Finally, while several meritorious ideas to improve the New Starts program were contained within the proposed rule, Metro's overall assessment is that the proposal is largely disadvantageous to Los Angeles County as well as other major metropolitan areas.

With the 90-day public comment period having just concluded, the FTA is expected to issue a final rule sometime in 2008.  Board members will be kept informed of any new developments.
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Media Inquiry into Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2 Meetings
The San Gabriel Valley Tribune and Eastern Group Publications today requested information on the Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2 early scoping meetings to be held next week in several cities of the area. Staff explained that these community meetings are an integral part in obtaining public comment on potential alternatives for this transit corridor. This analysis will narrow down alternatives for a possible further environmental study. Stories will run Sunday and next week.

Media Inquiry into Metro Westside Extension Transit Corridor Study

The Los Angeles Times has inquired about Metro’s public scoping meetings for the Westside Extension Transit Corridor which took place in October. In response to bus ridership inquiries, staff reported that the Westside area of Los Angeles has several of region’s busiest bus corridors, including Wilshire, Vermont, Western and Santa Monica.  That does not include rail boardings along Wilshire and Vermont segments, other Metro lines that may travel on portions of these corridors or other operator services such as Santa Monica Big Blue Bus.  The total daily transit trips in the 38-square mile Westside Study Area (2005-06) are 194,700 for all transit providers, and represents 16.8% of the total transit trips in LA County.   Metro will consolidate public comment and recommend a locally preferred alternative in mid-2008.  The story is expected to run tomorrow.

Next Week’s Procurement Postings

Metro will release a Request for Proposals (RFP) next week to procure an Incident Based Surveillance System. The blackout period is expected to run from November 5, 2007, through February 28, 2008.

This procurement is in response to a Board motion approved at the June 2007 meeting for the implementation of “incident based recording technology” on all buses agency wide, including contract services.

Any inquiries concerning this procurement during the blackout period must be directed to and may only be answered by Bob Webb, senior contract administrator, at (213) 922-6382.

Upcoming CEO Meetings and Events
Next week, I will be meeting with Gary Thomas, President of the Dallas Area Rapid Transit, and I will be joining him on his tour of the Metro Rapid System and the Metro Gold Line.  I will also be attending the Mobility 21 - Sixth Annual Southern California Transportation Summit; the Annual Business Forecast Conference hosted by the Valley Industry and Commerce Association (VICA); the Regionwide CEO Meeting; and the Annual Scholarship and Awards Dinner hosted by the Women's Transportation Seminar (WTS), Los Angeles Area Chapter.
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November 1, 2007

Docket Management System

U.S. Department of Transportation
Docket Operations

M-30

West Building Ground Floor
Room W12-140

1200 New Jersey Avenue, S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20590

Re:  Federal Transit Administration
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
49 CFR 611
Docket No. FTA-2006-25737
RIN 2132-AA81
Major Capital Investment Projects

Dear Administrator Simpson:

The following constitutes the comments of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (Metro) on the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) for Major Capital Investment Projects, published in the
Friday, August 3, 2007 Federal Register at 43328 er seq.

Metro is the third largest public transit agency in the United States and is responsible for
transportation programming, planning, coordination, design, construction, and operation of
bus, subway, light rail, and Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) services. Metro also partners with
Caltrans on carpool lanes and partners with Metrolink on an extensive commuter rail
system. Metro has a $3 billion annual budget, operates 200 bus routes, 73 miles of rail lines
and over 400 miles of carpool lanes in Los Angeles County. With a workforce of 9,000
employees, Metro serves a 1,400 square mile area in one of the Nation’s largest and most
populous counties of 10 million people. Metro is a leading innovator in improving and
expanding mobility, and in particular has significant experience in the design, construction

- and funding of new starts projects.
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Metro appreciates FTA’s consideration of these comments and views on the NPRM. The
following will first provide some overall comments and then address the specific discussion
items delineated in FTA’s Federal Register Notice at 43350-43351, and on a section-by-
section basis, the text of FTA’s proposed regulation, Part 611 — Major Capital Investment
Projects.

INTRODUCTION

From our experience with several FTA New Starts projects, Metro has serious concerns with
the delays, schedule uncertainty, and onerous nature of the New Starts project development
process. The New Starts rulemaking process, in our view, would have been the appropriate
place for FTA to take a step back from the intricacies of the evaluation and rating system.
The process would have been an ideal opportunity for addressing major policy issues such as
the need to streamline and simplify the process, the need for clear bilateral timeframes for
project development, and the need to reduce some elements of FTA’s time-consuming and
often times burdensome due diligence reviews. We are very concerned that the NPRM
essentially left these major issues unaddressed.

In terms of overall policy and approach, the NPRM for New Starts demonstrates an inherent
bias toward freeway-oriented transit projects and disadvantages to urban rail projects.
Emphasis on freeway improvements will serve to encourage urban sprawl and maintain a
pattern of urban growth that conflicts with the planning and land use goals of Los Angeles
County. Large urban areas, such as Los Angeles, which are subject to high levels of growth
are going to have much more difficulty demonstrating that proposed New Start transit
projects, on a corridor-by-corridor basis, will reduce freeway congestion than will small
cities.

Specific examples within the NPRM that evidence this bias include:

(1) FTA’s proposal to include congestion relief as one of the measures of mobility
improvements. Congestion relief measures (congestion pricing and parking pricing)
should be tied to the funding of highways that caused congestion, not transit.
Highway projects should address the root cause of the problems causing congestion --
not just the symptoms.

(2) FTA’s proposal to decrease the weight given to land use and economic
development factors in evaluating projects. This is inconsistent with SAFETEA-LU
and is disadvantageous to rail projects that depend more on economic benefits to
urban areas than do freeway-oriented projects.
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(3) FTA’s proposal to add a speed performance means of qualification for “fixed
guideway” status, which will allow high occupancy toll (HOT) lane projects access to
new starts funds. HOT lanes are part of a freeway management and development
concept; they are not transit projects.

In addition to a pattern of favoritism toward freeway-oriented projects, the NPRM proposes
various means of making project development more difficult and financially risky for
applicants. For example, the new Project Development Agreement (PDA) would require
reliable cost estimates before starting Preliminary Engineering (PE). No transit agency can
accurately define capital costs without New Starts PE generated data.

In summary, the proposed changes are disadvantageous to Los Angeles’ City and County
General Plans, which focus on a “City Centers” concept uniting centers directly via fixed
guideway systems, and utilize freeways that follow separate routes around these centers and
connect to regional centers via streets and highways. The proposed NPRM favors suburban-
oriented projects over more sustainable urban projects. FTA should adopt a more balanced
NPRM for New Starts that does not discriminate against urban transit projects.

Despite our concerns about several policy aspects of the NPRM, Metro appreciates the
overall quality of the FTA document -- has obviously been carefully and thoughtfully
developed, and it provides an articulate and rationale framework for addressing a number of
complex and difficult issues.

FTA DISCUSSION ITEMS

1 Definition of Fixed Guideway — Inclusion of HOT Lanes

FTA has proposed in §611.5 to define the term “fixed guideway” to include projects that are
designed so that, in any given month: transit vehicles use the transportation facility on a
barrier separated right-of-way; and by means of tolling or other enhancements, 95% of the
transit vehicles using the facility will be able to maintain an average speed of not less than
5 miles per hour below the posted speed limit for the time they are on the facility.

Comment. There was no mention of adding HOT lanes to the new starts program in
SAFETEA-LU to support this proposed change. The expanded definition of fixed guideway
that would add a speed performance qualification for fixed guideway status would in effect
incorporate a category of highway projects to the new starts program. HOT lanes are part of
highway development, not transit, and to divert scarce new starts funds for highway
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purposes will have a deleterious effect on new starts development. While Metro supports
high occupancy vehicle (HOV) and HOT lanes, those projects should be more properly
developed with highway dollars.

2 Essential Project Elements — Scope and Inclusion in Cost Effectiveness Rating

Metro believes the “essential project elements” issue could best be addressed by FTA
defining the core elements of a new start project; that is, those scope elements essential to
the functioning of a fixed guideway project (i.e., adequate number and size of stations for
estimated ridership; adequate vehicle fleet; maintenance facilities; ROW and track, etc.). Ifa
project sponsor wishes to supplement that scope with additional project elements (extra
large stations; additional facilities; artwork, etc.) that are not functionally necessary for
transit operations, and to pay for those “extras” with non-5309 funds, then the cost of the
extras should be excluded from the FFGA project cost and from FTA’s cost effectiveness
calculations.

3. Simplified Evaluation Framework for Small Starts Projects

FTA is considering whether a simplified “pass-fail” evaluation framework should be utilized
for Small Starts projects as an alternative evaluation methodology to that proposed in
Subpart C, §611.19 et seq.

Comment. The evaluation methodology proposed in Subpart C appears to be too complex
given the amount of Federal funding to be provided for Small Starts projects. In establishing
the Small Starts Program, it appears that Congress intended to create a simpler, more
streamlined program for smaller transit capital fixed guideway investments. However, the
NPRM as written does not really provide any meaningful distinctions, in terms of project
evaluation and the project development process, between the New Starts program and the
Small Starts program.

A pass-fail system of evaluation would be more appropriate and efficient means of allocating
these Small Starts funds. Metro also supports the elimination of any complex modeling

requirements for these smaller scale projects.

4, Congestion Relief Considerations

FTA proposes to consider in the evaluation of new starts projects the degree to which a
project is supported by an effective congestion relief strategy, including variable pricing.
Second, FTA proposes to include highway user transportation benefits, such as travel time
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savings from reduced demand on the highway system, as part of the TSUB measure. Third,
FTA is proposing to include congestion relief in the evaluation of mobility improvements.

Comment. If congestion relief is the issue, then New Starts are not the answer. Congestion
relief measures should be tied to the funding of highways, which experience congestion, not
to transit. The problem of congested roads is not caused by transit, and the onus of curing
congestion or showing a reduction of demand in the highway system should not be borne by
New Start transit projects. Road congestion is caused by automobile use, and could be
caused by more demand and/or other design deficiencies in the highway system.

Congestion pricing thus has merit for road construction, and for highway and road operating
strategies. Traffic congestion is most effectively addressed by means such as rational parking
pricing and road congestion pricing. Large cities such as Los Angeles continue to have high
levels of population growth and automobile use continues to grow rapidly, creating more
congestion. Many meritorious New Start transit projects would have difficulty
demonstrating that they would reduce highway congestion on a corridor or systemwide basis.
This is particularly true if the New Starts project is in a different travel corridor than the
highway that is subject to congestion. In addition, in the absence of clear criteria to measure
mobility improvements and workable, uniformly applied models, the introduction of these
new concepts into the evaluation process will over-complicate an already intricate system.

Besides these basic policy concerns, there is a clear/legislative issue as to whether FTA has
any statutory basis for including highway and congestion pricing considerations in the cost
effectiveness (TSUB) evaluation.

However, if FTA wants to address the congestion and mobility issue, a possible mobility
measure would be to examine the delay in the corridor (by comparing free flow travel time to
congestion time) and multiplying the amount of delay by a factor that accounts for projected
ridership on the New Starts project. This would thus examine true “mobility improvements”
or delay time saved by the transit project, without requiring a showing that the project would
solve or relieve congestion.

5. Incentives to Increase Role of Public/Private Partnerships

Comment. Metro supports the idea of excluding private investments from the cost
effectiveness calculation. It is not clear, however, whether this exclusion would actually act
as a significant incentive to increasing public/private partnerships. If FTA wants to create a
meaningful incentive, it should provide that the presence of private capital and/or public
private partnerships will actually have a positive impact on the public sponsor’s project
evaluation and rating.

On the contracting issue, Metro does not believe that the use of contracting arrangements
for transit operations should be a factor in the New Starts evaluation and rating process.
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Metro does support the notion of FTA giving credit to project sponsors who provide financial
contributions through benefit assessment districts. Metro used this approach that generated
private sector contributions in its funding of the Metro Red Line project.

6. Project Justification -- Weights in Rule or in Separate Docurment

Comment. As is discussed elsewhere in these comments, Metro has concerns with the
percentage weights allocated to land use and economic development under the Project
Justification criteria, and to the treatment of the local share under the Local Financial
Commitment criteria. Given this concern, Metro supports the inclusion of weights in a
separate document, not in the regulation itself. However, FTA should not adjust any
established weights without notice and comment from the public, as is required by
Section 3011 of SAFETEA-LU, nor should a project be subjected to constant variation in
evaluation weights once it enters preliminary engineering.

J. Quantification of User Benefits

FTA seeks comment on a methodology to quantify the user benefits that would accrue from
the interaction of the new start project and road pricing included in an effective congestion
management strategy. FTA also seeks comment on a methodology to quantify the benefits
attributable to the economic development/land use changes that occur from a New Start
project.

Comment. (a) Road Pricing. It is notclear that transit funding should be tied to road
pricing or other congestion management strategies. As noted above, road congestion is
caused by automobile use, not transit use, and thus any congestion management strategies
should be tied to road, highway, and freeway funding. Outside of New York City, it cannot
be argued that transit plays a dominant role in the total transportation system of any city in
the United States. As such, it is our view that utilizing highway management strategies such
as pricing and tolling schemes in attempting to evaluate user benefits of a proposed transit
project is entirely inappropriate and should be removed from the equation.

(D) Economic Development. Metro endorses the concept of comparing the vehicle
miles traveled induced by development at an outlying location with the vehicle miles traveled
induced by development located at a central transit served location, for purposes of analyzing
economic development/land use impacts. Historic data could be used and FTA would have
to review the reasonableness of the outlying distance selected for comparison.
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§611.3 Applicability

Comment. Metro is concerned that new starts projects in the development process will be
subject to changed evaluation criteria and relative weights on the effective date of a final New
Start regulation. This could adversely impact the rating of projects and cause delays in
project development.

§611.5 Definitions

Comment: Metro opposes the inclusion of a 50% fixed guideway test. Congress did not
amend the definition of “fixed guideway” in SAFETEA-LU. Further, the 50% test is arbitrary
and unnecessarily restricts project design. The policy concerns of including HOT lanes in
the definition of fixed guideway have been previously addressed in these comments.

In addition, there would appear to be major practical difficulties with FTA’s proposed
eligibility test that 95% of transit vehicles using a facility maintain an average speed of not
less than 5 mph below the posted speed limit. It is not clear how this test could be applied
with any precision to determine the eligibility of a proposed project “up front”, before actual
operation of the facility. It is also unclear what would happen to eligibility if a project fell in
and out of compliance (i.e., on a weekly/monthly basis) with the 95%/5 mph test.

§611.7 Measures of Reliability

Comment. If FTA intends to rate the reliability of cost estimates and ridership forecasts,
then FTA should provide to project sponsors complete detail on cost estimating means and
an actual FTA high reliability ridership model for their use and assistance in this process.

Metro also believes it is important to FTA to provide as much specificity as possible
regarding the measures of reliability it will use and how they will be applied to individual
project sponsors. It would also be helpful for FTA to quantify how these measures will
operate to “adjust” project justification and local financial commitment ratings (i.e., how
much can these measures of reliability operate to change a specific rating).

§611.11 Project Justification Criteria

Comment: Metro is opposed to the NPRM’s decrease in the weight given to land use and
economic development. As noted above, this is disadvantageous to projects in urbanized
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areas in general and to rail projects in particular. Metro is opposed to the proposed practice
of specifying weights for each measure in the rule, and suggests that such weights are more
appropriately provided in policy guidance and subject to periodic review.

Metro also disagrees with the proposed assignment of a 50% weight to the measure of cost
effectiveness (as well as the “medium” requirement for project advancement) in the project
justification rating. Such a high weight does not reflect a multiple measure evaluation
approach.

§611.13 Local Financial Commitment

Comment: Metro has two primary concerns about FTA’s proposed Section 611.13, which
addresses “Local Financial Commitment”. First, the NPRM impropetly discounts the
“overmatch” factor, by essentially limiting its use in the evaluation and rating process to that
of a tiebreaker. Second, the NPRM fails to consider, in any regard, the overall amount of
local investment in new transit capital projects.

Regarding the first point, proposed Section 611.13 describes three elements of the Local
Financial Commitment evaluation: specifically (1) the proposed share of capital costs paid
with non-Section 5309 funds (the “overmatch”); (2) the stability and reliability of the capital
funding plan; and (3) the stability and reliability of the proposed operating funding plan.
However, instead of then giving each of these three statutorily identified criteria equal
weight (or 1/3 of the rating for the Local Financial Commitment factor), FTA proposes in the
NPRM that the capital funding plan and the operating funding plan will be given equal
weight, and the “overmatch” will be used only if the ratings of the capital and operating
plans require a tie breaker.

In addition to a fundamental inconsistency with the legislative intent of Section 5309, this
approach would result in clearly inequitable ratings for this factor. For example, if transit
agency A provides only the statutory 20% match, and gets a “medium” rating for both its
capital and operating plans, it will get a “medium” rating for Local Financial Commitment.
If transit agency B makes a significantly greater Local Financial Commitment and provides a
70% local share, and also gets “medium” ratings for its two plans, it will also receive a
“medium” for its Local Financial Commitment. This result is simply flawed public policy --
transit agency B gets no recognition for its significant overmatch, and is treated no
differently, at the end of the day, from an agency that provides only the minimum local
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match. This shortsighted approach will negate any possible incentive for local agencies to
provide overmatch for New Starts projects.

On the second point, Metro strongly believes that the overall local financial contribution to
transit capital investments should be considered. As a matter of equity and common sense,
the policy of the Federal Government should be to recognize and reward substantial local
financial contributions of this type. These contributions decrease the demand on Federal
funds, allow the Federal Government to assist a greater number of capital projects
throughout the United States, and facilitate a greater amount of transit infrastructure
development nationwide, with the resulting air quality and mobility benefits.

Over the past 20-25 years, Los Angeles has spent over $8.6 billion constructing nine (9) new
fixed guideway projects. Over 60% of that funding has come from State and local sources.
However, under the current New Starts and proposed rules, this enormous financial
investment is simply not considered, in any regard, in the evaluation and rating process. To
fail to recognize this magnitude of local financial contributions in the New Starts evaluation
and rating process is not only poor public policy, but it is also inconsistent with the very
purpose of the required evaluation of this statutory factor -- Local Financial Commitment.

§611.17 Project Development Process

Comment: Metro has several concerns regarding the FTA Project Development Process as
detailed in the NPRM.

As an overall matter, there has been widespread frustration and concern in the transit
industry, particularly among New Starts grantees, about the complexity and length of the
existing project development process. Metro estimates that the New Starts process adds one
to two years to the project schedule. As mentioned above, we must note with some
disappointment that FTA has missed the opportunity, in this NPRM, to simplify and
streamline the process. In fact, what emerges from proposed Section 611.17 is a project
development process that promises to be even more complicated, and more time-
consuming, than the oft-criticized process currently used.

In terms of the specific elements of Section 611.17, Metro’s comments are as follows:

1. While we can appreciate the concept of obtaining a “letter of endorsement” from
the State or local agency providing proposed funding, the idea raises serious practical and
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political problems. For example, it is unclear who in a State legislative branch would or
could issue such a letter. Moreover, with legal and even constitutional restrictions in many
States on funding commitments beyond the current year, the efficacy of such an
endorsement is questionable,

2. We have great skepticism about the appropriateness of a Project Development
Agreement (PDA). Requiring a PDA as a pre-condition to entering PE will inevitably delay
the start of PE and add more time to the process. The actual benefits to the grantee, or to the
development of the project, appear minimal. The terms in the example PDA seem to be
little more than a recitation of FTA requirements - requirements that are already well
articulated in the New Starts Rule, the Full Funding Grant Agreement (FFGA) Circular,
annual New Starts Guidance, and other documents.

3. The NPRM would appear to require that all project capital costs be determined
before entering into PE, not afterwards (during final design or FEFGA negotiation) as it is at
present. No transit agency can accurately define capital costs without PE level data. It is
common for PE work to yield about 15 times the number of drawings as conceptual
engineering, and that level of engineering translates into more precise cost estimates.
Setting firm project capital costs and the New Starts share at the PE stage is impractical,
inconsistent with a sound project development process, and negates the benefits derived
from a robust PE process.

4. The practical effect of the proposed approach (firm project costs before PE) is
that agencies will need to add large contingencies to their project budgets and inflate total
project capital costs.

5. Allowing FTA to rescind PE due to “significant scope change” opens project
sponsors up to huge potential financial loss. The project sponsor may have spent vast sums
on partial PE only to have FTA staff declare a scope change significant and rescind PE
permission.

Despite these major concerns, Metro also believes that there are positive improvements
included in this section of the NPRM, as noted below:

A. Permitting a grantee to spend funds remaining under an FFGA on other
system capital improvements is a laudatory idea. (§611.17(e)(6)) FTA has taken a very
positive step by this provision, which clears up an area of considerable confusion and creates
a meaningful incentive for sound management of FFGA costs.

B. We are also in favor of the incentive provisions in the NPRM that would
provide a higher Federal New Starts share where actual ridership is 90% or more of
estimates and the construction cost is not more than 10% over the cost estimate.
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(§611.17(e)(7)) We recognize that there may be practical issues in implementing this
incentive in the context of the specific project covered by the FFGA, as by definition that
project will have been completed at the time the incentive test is met. Therefore, we suggest
that FTA consider the following: (1) providing the project sponsor with additional future
discretionary grant funds, to be used for any eligible capital project, with the amount tied to
the performance of the New Starts project (for example, $1 million for each percentage point
above the 90% ridership threshold or below the 10% construction cost estimate threshold,
up to a maximum of $20 million); and/or (2) providing the project sponsor with a 90%
Federal grant on future eligible capital activities.

§611.19 Small Starts Eligibility

Comment: As previously indicated in these comments, Metro opposes the proposed
requirement that a project must have at least 50% of the total project in a fixed guideway.
There is no statutory basis for the 50% requirement and it would arbitrarily restrict project
design. With regard to the definition of bus corridor projects eligible for small starts
funding, SAFETEA-LU listed a series of BRT characteristics but did notrequire that they a//
be incorporated into the project. Congress specifically stated that the project must represent
“a substantial investment in a defined corridor as demonstrated by features such as park and
ride lots, transit stations”, etc. See {3011 of SAFETEA-LU, 49 U.S.C. 5309(e)(10).

Metro opposes §611.19(b) of the proposed rule that requires all potential small starts projects
in a single corridor to be considered as a single project. Project sponsors should be allowed
to advance minimum operable segments, reflected as initial phases of project
implementation, as a small starts project. Logical phases or segments of projects should be
permitted to be advanced and eligible for small starts funding, as long as they meet the
overall small starts program requirements.

§611.21 Small Starts Project Justification Criteria

Comment. Small start projects will have difficulty meeting the cost effectiveness criteria.
FTA should consider using travel time savings as only one possible measure of cost
effectiveness and adding the projected ability of the study area to supply all every day needs
without resorting to automobile use. Los Angeles’ Red and Blue Lines allow individuals to
walk or take transit to work, hospitals, residences, shopping, etc., without the need for a car.
This should be credited in the cost effectiveness analysis.
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§611. 27 Small Starts Project Development Process

Comment. It is not reasonable to require small start projects to go through an extensive
process similar to that applicable to New Starts. Small starts projects should have a
simplified process that can be quickly completed and implemented. As noted in these
comments, Metro believes that FTA should simplify the evaluation and rating process into
more of a pass-fail system and streamline the project development process.

§611.29 Very Small Starts Eligibility

Comment. While Metro supports the Very Small Start category, the requirement that a Very
Small Start project have an average cost of less than $3 million per mile (excluding vehicles),
would eliminate rail and even some BRT projects alternatives from this category. FTA
should have a “level playing field” that allows all modes to participate in the program. Metro
also opposes the prohibition on advancing MOSs, as discussed above in §611.19, and the
prohibition on incremental development (such as implementing BRT service and in a later
stage, priority lanes).

§611.31 Very Small Start Project Justification Criteria

Comment. FTA should not consider whether a very small start is a “principal element” of a
congestion reduction strategy and a pricing strategy in the evaluation and rating process. A
Very Small Start project is a discrete regional decision; it should not be tied to the larger and
distinct regional decisions as to how roads and parking are priced.

§611.37 Very Small Start Project Development Process

Comment. It is unreasonable to require a full New Starts level Alternatives Analysis process
for a very small start project. NEPA compliance, and any associated consideration of
alternatives, should be sufficient. Extensive modeling requirements are also unnecessary for
a very small start project. Further, a before and after study requirement based on conditions
one year after opening does not allow sufficient time for mobility trends to develop. Metro
suggests that the amount of study be reduced and that a two (2)-year after opening time
frame be used instead as is used in the small starts category.
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FTA’s inclusion of these comments in the rulemaking record is appreciated. We again want
to thank the FTA for its continuing support of our projects and programs.

Sincerely,

o e
FRANK FLORES
Executive Officer, Programming and Policy Analysis

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
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