Questions to staff about the impacts of including Foothill and Crenshaw in New Starts:
Timing:

· Foothill is stating that given past FTA experience S2S and RegCon cannot meet the deadlines for Reauthorization and consume FTA New Starts funds in 2012. (page 9 LRTP Report).  

Yes the subway to Westwood and the Regional Connector can meet the deadline for Reauthorization and consume FTA New Starts funds in 2012.  We have a timeline that shows our schedule.  Both projects are well underway in terms of environmental clearance.  We have worked with Kent Woodman and Govt. Relations, as well as the engineering consultants and the consultant teams are aware of the timeline and the required schedules to complete environmental documents, Preliminary Engineering, etc. in time to access federal funds in 2012 and start the projects.  The proposed timelines are certainly aggressive but they are feasible. 
· Can Foothill make the requirements to achieve an FFGA in time to receive funding by 2011 as represented?
We don’t know whether or not they could make this timeline.  We know that Foothill has not completed all required documents and do not have a yard site cleared. Foothill has state environmental clearance to Azusa but not federal clearance.  They would have to revise and get FTA approval to circulate the draft environmental document to meet federal requirements, get FTA permission to complete Preliminary Engineering, and then finalize all documents. Foothill did not clear a yard site so they would have to do that, probably as part of the federal environmental document. Foothill already has a lot of work done from their previous planning efforts. We simply don’t have enough information to know if they can finish everything they would still need to do and be ready for funding by 2011.
· Is Foothill receiving New Starts funding contingent upon MTA agreeing to operate Foothill 2A by 2013? Does FTA make those sorts of specific requirements? 

If it works the way it has in the past, FTA will want to see in the federal environmental document that Metro has the financial capacity to operate the line in whatever year Foothill says they are going to open.   In addition, if the project seeks New Stars funding the financial review aspect of the New Starts evaluation and rating process specifically looks at the stability and reliability of the operating funding plan. So, yes someone would have to demonstrate to FTA that there would be money to operate the line in 2013 – and FTA knows that we are the operator, so they’d be looking to us for the commitment. 
· What are the bus/rail enterprise fund implications of operating Foothill 2A by 2013? Potential negative impacts to the Work Out plan that will cure the operational deficit?

The proposed LRTP financial model assumes the Foothill 2A project will cost 

$33 million per year to operate, less about $8 million in added fares that will be collected.  Cost reductions and/or revenue increases of about $25 M will be necessary to operate the line in FY 2014 (assuming a July 1, 2013 start date). 

In working very recently with Metro’s Operations staff, operating costs could  range from approximately $20 million annually  to $40 million annually to operate the Foothill Extension as far as Azusa  to match the Gold Line to Sierra Madre Villa headways proposed for those years.  Although not necessarily recommended by Operations staff, the operating cost could be lower if substantially lower service frequencies were assumed. 
General Questions:

· Will the inclusion of Foothill and Crenshaw dilute the ask for S2S and RegCon?

Yes.  Our federal New Starts advisor, Kent Woodman, has said publicly to the Board Committee that asking for more than two projects is not going to work with FTA. He advised us strongly against asking for more than two projects, and basically said it won’t work. Given that the new Starts program is a nationwide program, with multiple projects competing on a nationwide basis, securing funding for two LA projects will require highly rated projects, significant local match, and strong and cohesive political support.  Attempting to advance more projects than that simply does not seem feasible, financially or politically, at the Federal level.
· How competitive (using New Starts criteria) are these projects? What is there cost/new rider amount? < or > than S2S or RegCon?
We have not seen a formal calculation of the Foothill Extension cost effectiveness as FTA defines it (cost per “user benefit”) From what we understand, the segment to Azusa did not previously meet the FTA cost effectiveness threshold but came close.  With a new ridership model run that now includes all the Measure R projects in it including the Regional Connector it is our understanding that the segment to Azusa would meet the FTA threshold. The Westside Subway Extension to Westwood is in a similar position and is expected to meet the FTA threshold with new modeling.  The Regional Connector is well within the FTA threshold for this criteria and very competitive in that regard.  The Crenshaw Project came nowhere close to the FTA threshold, especially as an LRT, and won’t meet that threshold even with new modeling in our opinion. 

With respect to adjacent supportive land uses, which is another FTA criteria, based on the project comparisons that we did for the Board several years ago, the combined population and employment densities near the Regional Connector were four times higher than along the Foothill Extension to Azusa.  The Subway to Westwood densities were three time higher than those adjacent to the Foothill to Azusa corridor. 
· Foothill is anticipating 60/40 fed/local $, how realistic is that? For that matter, how realistic is 50/50 for S2S or RegCon?  
With respect to the Subway to Westwood and the Regional Connector, Kent Woodman told Board Staff that 50/50 is what we should aim for to be competitive.  He said that 60/40 is possible, but for every amount above 50% your project becomes less competitive.  Of course, without strong Board support, any of the projects become less competitive.  
· If the Board decides to include two more lines for New Starts, how long will it take to revise the funding plan and when will the impacts on other projects be known?
This depends on what is being proposed here. Are you asking that we just increase to total amount of New Starts money that we are asking for so that each of four projects gets 50% New Starts?  Or do you want us to assume that we redistribute the same fixed amount of New Starts we are already assuming among four projects?  E.g., cut from some projects and redistribute to others. This latter exercise in particular could take several weeks.
