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Policies and Practices for Cost-Effective

Transit Investments

Recent Experiences in the United States

Elizabeth Deakin, Christopher Ferrell, Jonathan Mason, and John Thomas

A structured survey of transit agency siafl and interviews with agency
executives and other local leaders were conducted in areas that have
undertaken a mujor transit investment project in the past § vears. The
purpose was to kentify methods and procedures used (o evaluate and
select projects and, in particular, to document how land use consider-
ations are belng incorporated inte project decisions, Staff members
responsible for 41 projects were contacted, and 28 completed the survey,
discussing projects in 23 regions of the United States. Supplementary
interyiews were conducted for 10 of the regions. The study found that
most agencies use federal guidance and regulations on the evaluation of
transil investment as a starting point, but give equal weight in praject
design and selection to state and local policy objectives such as social
equity, economic development, and fair-share distribution of projects
among local communities. A number of transil agencies give priocity to
projects In jurisdictions with transil-supportive land wse patterns or
plans, The availability of public or private funding contributions is
increasingly importand in prioritizing projects. Increasingly, transit
agencivs are hiring staff to work with local governments on land wse
planning and on funding parinerships and are working with them to
develop a shared understanding of the area’s transil peeds and related
development objectives. Stafl and political leaders deem these efforts at
lewst ay important as technical evalustions of cost-efTectiveness,

Cher the past several decades, a growing number of transit agencics
have been investing in major new (ransit facilities, Common aims
are 1o mprove service gqualily, increase transit ridership. support
downtown development and revitalization, curb sprawl, provide
mobility to those without cars, reduce air pollution, and serve a vari-
ety of other secial, economic, and environmental policies (1, 2). Most
of the new transit projects have raised high expectations among
supporters {4) but have alarmed others who doubt that transit can
tulfill the promises some have claimed for it (4F, 5. A large and sull-
erowing body of research has analyred the performance of both exist-
ing systems and new transit investments, focusing on the accuracy
of mdership Torecasts (6, costs (7, &), the sources of deficits (9). the
ability of transit to shape urban form {£0-12). and transit's social,
economic, and epvironmental effects (2, /4],

Although perspectives and specifics vary, most of this literature
cautions that transit investments can and do fall short of their objec-
fives unless supportive demographics, employment patterns, land
use patterns and densities. and pricing incentives and disincentives
are present. Responding to concerns about transit costs and benefiss,

Departmant of Tty 2nd Regional Slanmng end University of Califarma Trana-
cortation Certer 108 Mavel Architecture Building, Unisersity of California,
Herkeigy CA 94720-1720

rescarchers have developed methods for evaluating transit produc-
tivity and cost-effectiveness as a function of project context and pol-
icy variables (/5). searched for strategies w reduce public costs
(1618}, and investigated the effects of alternative urban develop-
ment patterns on transit provision and wse (79, 200, Looking at land
use around transit, some researchers have proposed joint develop-
ment as both a cost-sharing and a market-building strategy (277,
whereas others have espoused the establishment of transit-friendly
environments whose creation would serve a multitude of social and
econemic objectives in addition to transit and, in some cases, reguire
public subsicdy (22, 23).

Federal criteria for the award of capital grants have also reflected
4 stromg concern for cost-effectiveness and, increasingly, have
encouraged fransit agencies (o engage in cost-sharing and market-
building strategies. This is especially the case for federally assisted
New Starts, which FTA defines as “major new fixed guideway man-
it systems Of extensions o existing fixed guideway systems.”
Established in the 1970% to ensure that federal funds would be used
in a prudent and effective manner, New Stants evaluation criteria
have changed over the years o reflect shifting congressional con-
cemns and imerests as well as new knowledge from research and new
ideas from professional practce,

Table | outlines the evolution of tederal criteria for evaluating New
Starts. By the early 1970, applications for federal assistance for new
capital projects had outstripped available funds, and federal transit
officials began to search for ways o rank projects (o support those
providing the most benefit per dollar of investment. The first federal
regulations on the Wpic, in 1976, called for new transit projects to be
cost-effective and required them 1o be subjected 1o an analysis of alter-
natives, including a “low-capital” ransportation system management
{T5M) alternative. The 1978 Policy on Rail Transic elaborated the
allermatives analysis requirement and added requirements for local
financial commitments to the project and supportive local land use
actions. In 1980, the alternatives analysis requirement was directly
linked to the environmental impact stalement process,

Through muost of the 19805, both research and political discourse
focused on the high costs of transit. In 1984, the Stmtement of Pol-
icy on Major Urhan Mass Transportation Capital Investmients intro-
duced a rating system for making compansons AMong competing
projects based on cost-effectivencss, The index compared the fore-
casl incremental cost per new rider for the proposed project o a
TSM altermative. Threshold values were established that projects
had to pass in order to be considered for funding. and critenia for
Judging local fingncial commimment were set forth. The 1984 policy
statement was codified into law through the Surface Transportation
and Lniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987, but 2 years later, a
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TABLE 1 Evolution of Federsl Eveluation Criteris for Transit New Starts

19Th - First fedenl policy statement on New Seart evisluation criteria

= (ntroduced o process-onented spproach requiring projects o be subjected to un anulyss of altermnatives,
including a Transportution Sestem Muanagement { TSM ) alternative (ne-capitul and low-capitel measures )

" Included a general requirenent that projects be cost-effective

1974 - Policy on Rail Transit

*  Reiterated the réequirement for Allermnatives Analysis

s Introdeced requirements for ocal financial commatments 1o the progect

*  Inroduced the concept of a multi-year contracmal commitment of federal funds, with a masimum limit on
federul participation

e Added requirements that local govermments undertuke supporting local lund vse sctions

1984 - Alternatives Analysis requirement was directly linked o the Environmiental Impact Statement process

1984 - Ststement of Policy on Major Urban Mass Transportation Capital Investments

®  Inroduced o cost-effectiveness index for making compansons between competing projects

& Compared meremental cosl per e nder for the build aliernative o cost for the TSM allermiative

= Established threshold values projects had 1o pass to be considered for funding

= Criteris 0 judge local financial commitment were mare specifically defined

1987 - 1984 Stement was codified mto law in the Surfoce Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act

1989 - Notice of Proposed Rulemaking o formally umplement Cost per New Rider Index was blocked by Congress
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(proposed rule withdrawn in 1993)

19491 -+ Intermodal Surface Transportation Etficiency Act (15TEA)

= Expanded evalustion metries by requiring that s project be “justified bused on a comprehensive review of its
mebility inprovements, envicommnentid benefils, cost-eflectiveness, und operating efficiencies”™

" FHWAJFTA planning regulations {1993 required a Muagor Investment Study {MI5) Tor all major transit and
highway expunsions be subjected to a prior inclusion in local transpomtation plens or programs
& [ntegrated altematives analysis of magor ransil investments inlo engoing ransportation planning process
= Required Major Invesiment Studies be conductad on p multi-modal basis

1994 - Executive Order 1 2893

= Heguired costhenefit analysis of all proposed federal nvestments, and set out the pyrameters for such gnalysis
& Called for efficient manigement of infrastrociuee, focus on operation and mainenance, prcing (o manage

demand

= Encouraged private sector participation in investment and management of infrastruciure
= Federal apencies directed w encoursge state und bocal govemments w unplement planning and management

approgches that support these principles

1994 - FTA New Starts Repon to Congress (section 5304)

& Firstreportan 1994, aonual thereafier

= Several indices for each proposed projecr. rather than a single measure with i specific threshold
= {‘pmbination of factors to determine project merit consistent with 1ISTEA

8 Cost-effeclivensss = Cosl per mew transit wip

& Mobility improvement = projected wotal number of hours of ravel time saved per day by the project
= Eavironmenial benefits = EPA air quality classification of the cify for ozone and CO
= Operating efficiencies = estimated change in operating cost per passenger OVer entre sysem

®  [ocal cost sharing, measured by
& Proposed local share of project costs

= Strength of te proposed capital financing plan

®  Spability and reliabaliny of sources of operatng deficil Tumding

1998 — present - TEA-21

e Ay land use lactors 1w FTA Mew Starts evaluation

FTA issues revised puidance based on comments and reviews

[98% Motice of Proposed Rulemaking to formally implement the
cost per new rider index was blocked by Congress. As the political
climate changed again. the proposed initiative (o use the rating
system and the index threshold was withdrawn in 1993,

In 19491, the lntermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of
[5HH] miade substannal changes to transportation evaluation criteria,
expanding the factors 1o be considered by reguiring that the project
he “justified, based on a comprehensive review of its mobility
imprevements, environmental benefits, cost-effectiveness, and oper-
ating efficiencies.” The subseguent FHWA and FTA planning reg-
ulations (1993) required that all major transit as well as highway
capacity expansions be subjected to a major investment study before
inclusion in local transportation plans or transportation improve-
ment programs. The regulations also integrated the reguirement
for an alternanves analvsis of maor wansit investments into the
ongoing transporiation planning process and reguired that major
investment studies be muliimodal,

Concerns about the costs and benefits of federal programs led in
1994w Executive Order 12893, which mandated a svstematic
analysis of the costs and benefits of all proposed federal investments
and set out the parameters for such analvsis. The executive order
emphasized the efficient management ot infrastructiure, including a
focus on the operation and mauntenance of facilities, and supported
the use of pricing to mansge demand, Private sector participation
in investment and in the management of infrastructure was also
encouraged. Federal agencies were directed 10 urge state and local
povernments (o implement planning and managemem approaches
supporting these prineiples,

The evaluation criteria were altered again in the Transportation
Equity Act for the 21st Century and subseguent rules. Responding 1o
state and local government concerns about red tape, the major invest-
et study regquirernent was cut backs other provisions called for the
environmental review process o be streamilined, Al the same time, new
considerations were suded 1o the project evaluation process, including
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the cost of sprawl, infrasiruciure cost efficiencies because of compact
land use, population density and current transit idership in a corridor,
and the applicant’s technical capacity 1o undenake the project, Reflect
ing this mandate as well as research findings, FTA added six land use
criteria to the New Starts evaluation process to give credit o areas
with transil-supportive land uses and land use policies, existing and
planned, in proposed investiment cormdors and station areas { Table 2).

Today, federal policy calls for a broad evaluation of transit fnvest-
menl prijects. with cost-effeciivencss measured along several
dimensions, [n addition o evaluating cost per ride and cost per mile,
transit’s broader mobility benefits, economic development effects,
and effects on urban form and the envirenment are to be considered.

The avanlability of federal capital assistance has certainly been g
Factor in transit districts’ investment choices. Although a few major
expansion projects have been locally funded, many others would not
have proceeded, at least in their present form, had federal dollars not
heen forthcoming. And, since federal funds depend, in part, on how
well a proposed project does under FTA evaluation criteria, transit
agencies penerally sitempt 1o respond aftfirmatively to the ceiteriu in
their perlicies and practices. The evaluation criteria thus serve the
dual purpose of guiding federal decisions on the allocation of funds
and of providing inducements for the reformation of transit agency
puolicies, planning, and decision making.

Paper Mo, 02-3248 3

The effects on iransit ageney practice are not necessarily straight-
forward, however. Seemingly simple metrics such as cost per ride
and cast per mile can be caleulated in a variety of ways, leading o
vonsiderable variation in practice; agencies seck methods and infer-
pretations that are favorable to their projects, Furthermore, it lederal
rules are seen as onerous, unnecessarily complex, or unduly restric-
live, agencies may seck ways to avoid compliance. comply mini-
mally, or pursue changes 1o the rules through the political process.
Reviewing transit agency responses to New Starts criteria thus may
uncover diverse policies and practices that further the federal objec-
tives. and also may reveal areas in which the criteria are problematic
or not fully accepted.

Criteria calling for cost sharing and supportive lane use policies are
particularly interesting in this regard. Cost shaning for transic can (ake
several forms, including state or [ocal matches from general funds, car-
marked sales or property taxes, bencfit assessments, redevelopment
district funds, and private-sector cash or in-kind contributions. The
availability of these different rypes of cost sharing varies with state Taw,
local economic conditions, and in many mstances with local SUPPO
for transit (¢.g., when funds must be approved by voners), When sig-
nificant levels of such funding are available, however. local interests
may trump federal rules in project planning and decision processes.
How federal and local objectives are halanced then comes inta play.

TABLE 2 (Cutline of FTA New Starts Lend Use Eveluation Criterig

1, I'?li[STlf""ill?1 LAND LSE
Land use mix

*  Share of jobs located in central business district and employment cenfers served by project, and

empioyment density within corridos

*  Existing high transit trip generators along project corridor

= Euisting pedestrian-friendly development

*  Exisling station area parking supply and policies

L CONTAINMENT OF SPRAWI.

= Plunned density and market trends for suburban and urban development

*  Cirowth management policies

3. TRANSIT-5UPPORTIVE CORRIDOR POLICIES

= Policies encouraging ransi-friendly and transil-onensed developiment

Prommion of pedestrian-friendly design
Parking management

Frocess for development of comidor and stution area plans
Fromution of mixed land use and high density land use

4. SUPPORTIVE ZONING REGULATIONS NEAR TRANSIT STATIONS
= Zoning ordininces that support increased development density in transit starion weas (inc ludimg recent
accomplishments and initatives to amend existing ordinances )
*  Foning ordinances that enhance the ransit-orented charscrer of station area development
*  Zoning allowances for reduced parking and atfic mitigation

5. TOOLS TO IMPLEMENT LAND USE POLICIES

Tools and sctions to promote transit-nniented develepment

Organizational participation in the development and planning process

Process for public and private sector involvement and comidor and station area planning
Level of jurisdictional endorsement for corridor and station area plans

fi. F‘ERFURMM\[ E OF LAND USE POLICIES

Demonstrated cases of developments affected hy transit-oriented policies

*  Joint development organizulions, transportalion manweement associalions, twe increment financing and
improvement districts, tax abalement programs, or downtown associations

*  Shor-range and long-term development argets for the corridor

= Station arca development proposals and any juint development proposals r:ceived

Mirms: The criteriu listed here were current it the time of the study; they since have been revised, O hanges are

maodest, howeeyer,
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With regard 10 land use, the guestion is often one of trf. For some
transit agencics, policies for the coordination of transit investments
and supportive land development are already largely in place, hav-
ing emerged from the agency s efforts at joint development or as
part of a regional prowth management plan, Elsewheres, however,
attempts to influence local land use through féderal policies have
been controversial, and regional agencies and transit operators have
been reluctant to take steps thal might be viewed as interference with
local government's land use authority. Whether this is changing in
response o the New Starts criteria and the planning movement for
transit-onented development is & gquestion worth examining.

The primary ohjective of this study has been to examine the pali-
cies, methods, and procedures being used by transit agencies to eval-
wate andd select projects and, in particular, to document how cost-
sharing and land vse considerations are being incorporated into
project decisions. In addition, the study documents other factors
transil agencies deem to be of critical importance in project selec-
tion, including state and local policy objectives such as social
equity, cconomic development, fair-share distribution of projects
among local communities, and the availability of public or private
funding. lmportant changes to the planning process and to agency
staffing and organization are identified and discussed.

RESEARCH APPROACH

To explore how transit agencies are prioritizing and selecting major
fransit sysem expansion prmects, 4 stroctured survey was developed,
The survey addressed the following topics:

1. Kev methods and criteria used in evaluating proposed transit
projects—cost-benefit analysis. cost-effectiveness analysis. scoring
and ranking systems, ridership henchmarks, cost-sharing bench-
miarks, land use compatibility indices, and other; and the role of
cost-benefit and cost-cffectiveness analyvses in the decision process;

2. Priority given to economic development objectives—service
ter major emplovment centers, service to major retail centers, ser-
vice to other key trip generators such as airports and sports sta-
dia, and service o areas in need of economic development or
redevelopment;

3, Prionty given to social objectives—service (o transit-dependent
areas, service to low- and moderate-income arcas, and service to the
elderly, vouth, and people with disabilities;

4, Prionity wiven 1o environmental objectives—air guality, urhan
crvironment, and other

5, Role of land use considerations—priority given to serving
areas in which high levels of transit demand already exist versus
serving developing areas, priority given to areas with transit-
supportive land use plans and programs versus other areas, and role
of community supprt for fransit-supportive policies and projects;

&, Approaches to cost sharing with state and local governments
and the private sector and implications of such funding for project
development and prioritition;

7. Cooperative cfforts undertaken with local governments or
the private sector to help finance transit, build ridership, develop
transit-supportive land use policies, and so forth; and

#. Changes in staffing and organization. if any, to work with
local governments and the private sectors, and (o carry out new
types of project development and evaluation activities,

The survey was designed (o be administered as a relephong inter-
view with transit agency staff knowledgeable about project design
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and selection practices. The agencies contacted were ones that had
developed a major transit system expansion project—rail or bus—
in the last 3 years and were identified through a literature review
and an Internet search, as well as through the personal knowledge
of the researchers, Specific persons to be surveved at each transit
agency were listed as the contact person for recent projects or were
identified by telephoning the head of the planning, project devel-
opment, or policy group at the agency to obtain the name of a persen
to contact.

Each prospective respondent was mailed a letter explaining the
purpose of the survey and inviting him or her to participate. The
interview guide (actually, the interview data recording form) was
included to give the recipients a clear understanding of the kinds
of information that were being sought, and also to allow the recip-
ienls lime to prepare responses when they so desired. The letter
explained that the plan was to identify the agencies that had
participated in the survey, but not the individual respondents.

Each prospective respondent was phoned and an interview was
requested, In some cases the initial contact person pointed 1o another
member of the staff who was better equipped to answer the questions,
and this process was repeated.

Interviews typically lasted 30 to 45 min and followed the gen-
eral outline of the interview guide, Because open-ended questions
were used throughout the interview, respondents could discuss
their agency’s experiences in some detail and were not bound to
the questions and prohes in the interview guide.

Some respondents chose 1o fax or mail written responses 1o the
yuestions, using the interview guide that had been attached to the
mvitation letter. Some also forwarded reports and staff documents
for review. In these cases the response was a phone call thanking the
respondent for the materials sent and following up. as needed, on
specific questions: the follow-up discussions typically focused on
key issues facing the respondent’s agency and projest,

A total of 38 prospective respondents were contacted and 28 inter-
views completed, for a 74% response rate. Nonresponse was because
of difficulty in contacting the prospective respondents rather than
refusals to participate. Several of the interviews were with staff mem-
hers from the same tansit agency; when the agency had recently
developed severa]l projects, staff members from each project were
interviewed. These inlerviews enabled the gauging of the consis-
tency of responses from different members of the same agency (it
was contirmed that the responses were indeed consistent) and also
allowed consideration of how practices varied with the particularmies
of different projects.

The tesulting sample represents the experiences of 21 transit
agencies out of 28 agencies contacted, for an agency response rate
of T5%. Table 3 lists the agencies that participated in the study.
The agencies are located in different parts of the country and in
metropolitan areas of different sizes and growth rales; they are
organized in a variety of ways (state agency, special authority or
district, regional agency. city agency.) Thus, the sample is reason-
ahly representative of transil agencies engaged in major capital
expansion prigects in the United States.

To supplement the responses from transit agency staff, interviews
were conducted with agency executives, elected officials, and other
prominent representatives of 10 of the regions that had reported
making special efforts 1o coordinate with local governments, These
interviews enabled consideration of land use and finance issues in
greater detail and especially 1 explore their political dimensions.
The same general research approach used for staff was also used for
mterviews with elected officials, agency managers, and community
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TABLE 3 Agencies Participating in Survay

Apgency

Paper No. 02-3245 ]

Transil Progest Arew

Orange County Transpemation Autheriny
Merropolitan Transit Development Authority
Regional Transit District

Roaring Fork Valley Holdng Aothorey
Connecticut DOT

Greuter Cleveland Regional Transit Authonoy
Tri-Ceunty Comumuter Rail

TARC

Wishingron Metropolitan Area Transit Authonty
NI Transit

Chariotte DOT

Traangle Transit Authority

METRO

Port Authority of Allegheny County
Memphis Area Transit Authonty
Metropalitan Transit Authomity

Tidewarer Regional Transit {Hampton Roads Trunsith

Central Puget Sound Begional Transit Authority
Capital Metropolitan Transportation Authonry

LY WX, Central Florida Regional Transpartation Authorty

Orange County, Califomi
Sun Diego. Culitariia

Denver, Coloradao

Fitkin County, Colorado
Hurtford. Connecticut
Clevelund, Ohio

Fr. Lavderdale, Florida
Lowesville, Kentucky
Wishington, [0, Metrn Arca
Hudsnn and Hergen Counties. New Jersey
Charlotie, Morth Carelina
Raleigh, Merh Caroling
Porttand, Oregon

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania
Memphis, Tennessee

Haustom, Texas
Marfalk-Yirginia Beach, Virginia
Seattle, Washingron

Austin, Texus

Crrlande. Florida

Philadelphis. Pennsvivinia

Note: Some wgencies sponsored mulliple progects included in the stady,

leaders, although inseveral cases the interviews were conducted in
person rither than by elephone,

FINDINGS

Overall, most agencies use federal puidance and regulations on the
evaluation of transit investment as a starting point, but give equal
weight in project desizn and selection to state and local policy objec-
tives such as social cquity, econmmic develapment, and fair share dis
trihution of projects among local communities. The availability of
public or private funding contributions is mereasmgly important in
privrtizmg progects. Land use planning moestly remains i local goy-
ermment prerogative, but a number of ransit agencics give prionty
projects m jurisdiciions with ransic-supportive land use patterns or
plans. Increasingly, ransi agencies are hiring staff w work with local
powernments on land use planning and on funding parinerships, and
are working with them e develop a shared understanding of the
ares’s transit needs and related development objectives, Staff and
political leaders deem these elforts an least as important as technical
evaluations of cost-cffectiveness, These findings are elaborated in the
follivwing sections.

Evaluation Approaches

Respondents reported using o vanery of measures to evaluate pro-
posed transit projects and sel priorities, reflecting hoth federal diree-
tives and local mandates and interests, Further, they reported that in
the last several years, they have expanded the set of factors they con-
sidder, rellecting changes in federal law and regulations as well as
new imtatives undertaken Iocally. Ridership and cost measures
called for by FTA are increasingly supplemented by evaluations of
land use effects and ettects on congestion, whereas priorily setting
increasingly sccounts for cost sharing and cooperative efforts of
lical governments and the private sector.

All but one of the agencies surveyed had psed cost-elTectiveness
measures in their project evaluations, and the one agency that did ot
der 5o had completed its evaluation before FTA's 1994 report on New
Starts. Most apgencies cited FTA requirements as a major impetus for
cost-clTectiveness caleulations, although about half would have done
such calculations in respense to state rules or lscal policies,

In contrast. the executive order on cost-benelit analysis has had
no visible effect, Nane of the agencies reporting in the sample 15
using cost-benefil measures 1o evaluate proposed transit invest-
ments. Several explained that the cost-effectiveness measures they
were calculating sppeared to serve the same purpose, One of the
mlerview respondents elaborated that the reduction of cvaluation
material tooa single number was not helptul in communicating with
decision makers, who wanted (0 see the inforomaton that went into
the calculation and weigh it themselves

Murst agencies reported that they use a two-part cost-effectiveness
calculation, with capital vosts evaluated with regard o construction
cost per mile. and operating costs evaluasted with repand w costs per
passenger iy, Specifics of how the agencies defined the atter term
varied considerably, however, with total cost per total trips served.
total cost per new trip, operatmg cost per g served, and operatng
cost per passenger mile among the metries commanly usecd,

For several of the respondent apencies, state or local policies
influenved how new services were evaluated. Forty percent of the
respondent transil agencies surveyed said thal state or regional sgen-
cies had mandated cost-effectivencss policies or ranked projects
based on cost-effectiveness measares they applied during reviews,
Roughly 405 of agencies also had intermal staff poelicies or puidance
documents with regard to cost-cffectiveness policies.

For example. hew Jersey Transit reported that transil service
priorities had been established in a statewide transit plan devel-
oped in the late 19805, As pant of 1hat study, all projects that had
been previously proposed were evaluated for cost-eflectiveness
andl then ranked in the plan, which served to guide wransit invest-
ment in the state over the next 10 years, More recently, however,
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the adherence to these rankings has weakened and projects such as
the Trenton—Camden light rail ransit (LRT) project have heen
approved on economic redevelopment grounds rmther than sirictly
on cost-etfectiveness measures,

I omly one case was the selection of alignments and prioritization
bascd on a regional land use plan, There was a direct linkage between
the regional centers and town centers identified in Portland s regional
land use plan and the alignments identified for the MAX LRT, The
phases of the project were also identified by a consensus reached by
the point policy advisory commitiee on transportation and released as
part al a federal pnoritics document sent to Oregon’s congressional
delegation. However, with the defear of the hond measures needed
to implement the alignment called for in Phase 111, the process has
changed. The decision was made 10 move ahead with & smaller seg-
mieent of the North—South alignment. In part, the shift reflected a polit-
iwcal reality; the residents of the city of Portland had voted in Favor of
the bond initiative whereas voters outside the city hid not. Therefore,
a smaller sepment of the line within the city was seen as a logical
chowe, Additonally, the segment passed through neighhorhoods
with transit-supportive land use characteristics already in place,

Another point of consideration is the acival effect of cost-
effectiveness criteria on decisions over specific transit services, In
this light, cost-effectiveness was rarely the primary cause of decisions
with regand 1o the specific projects, alignments, or technologies
selected within planning processes. First, the context of the evaluation
has to be considered. In a few cases the cost-eTectiveness evaluation
way only done usoa result of the environmental effect statement
requitemients, In these cases, the use of cost-effectiveness mea-
sures was primarily to pustify the project that had already been pro-
grammed mto & reglenal transportation plan. Decisions on align-
ment and specific technology would have already been made for the
project Lo receive commmitments ina stale or regional transportation
imiproveEment prograrn.

Second, even within major investment studies, which presumahly
help select among options for a specific corridor, the effect of cosi-
effectivencss criteria was mixed. For example, bus rapid transit sys-
tems resulted in superior cost-efTectiveness in 8 couple of cases vet
were not the technology of choice, Despite their greater expense, the
chomce of LRT over busways for fixed guideway services was often
cited as preferable becawse of the belief in its greater development-
inducing potential. One agency, however, did state that it clearly
preferred busways. In one case, the potential for LRT 1o act as a
magnet for fecusing future land use development was considered
T ampertant.

Especially when a large share of funding came from local sources
such as property or sales taxes, the agencies reported using local
criteria for project selection.

Economic Objectives

Virtually all respondents said that providing access to jobs is their pri-
mary economic objective, Providing service to all major job centers
alsey was seen as the mest realistic approach for attracting ridership,
as well as being critcal to obtaining public support. Relieving con-
aestion along fast-growing cormidors was also cited as an objective
with significant economic content,

Transit agencies reported that considerable effort is being given
to connecting large employment cenlers 1o the downtown, This has
become a major factor in the design of new routes and also was
listed #s a factor in project evaluation, Medical centers, in partic-
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ular, were identified as dense employment sites that were good
markets for transit.

A number of transit agencies also reported planning service to trip
penerators with high of f-peak fravel, to increase ridership outside of
commule hours. Two of the officials interviewed, noting thal work
and work-related trips are only about 20% of otal trips, argued that
teansit needed o find ways W serve a higher share of the other RO
of trips, to make use of available capacity while requiring linle
further capital outlay.

Universities, sports arcnas, convention centers. and entertain-
ment facilities are other major trip generators that a number of
transit agencies oy to serve—especially when they are located m
or near major job centers When these facilities are located in cen-
tral areas, they are seen as attractive off-peak generators to supple-
ment existing commuter transit services to central areas, Several
agencies prioritized serving universities and sports facilities near
downtown, since their off-peak trips will nicely complement the
peak-hour commuter trips o downtown, thus enhancing cosi-
effectiveness. The consistent successes of class—pass programs for
university students were cited as another promising attraction for
new projects serving cenlral university campuses, important
places of employment in their own right,

Alrports and their surrounding arcas are also increasingly sig-
nificant employment centers in addition to long-distance travel
hubs, Many transit agencies, if they did not already have rail ser-
vice to the airport, expressed o high priority in planning such rail
service. For example, Memphis has an airport extension in their
long-range plan, and Denver is evaluating a commuter rail service
1 Denver [nternational Airport,

Redevelopment areas were also given high consideration for
new routes, but this was quite clearly secondary to accommodat-
ing prime economic development already taking place. As rider-
ship was frequently a critical component of project priorities,
potentinl ridership was critical for new starts in redeveloping
arcas. For the Camden—Tremton LRT project, redevelopment was
the primary motivation,

Some differences amaong the respondent agencies appear o reflect
broader economic conditions, Agencies in fast-growing regions
emphasized extending service to new growth areas 1o help relieve
congestion and provide additional means of transport, even though
they also acknowledged that not all needs had been fully met in
established areas. Transil agencies in regions where growth is slow
put greater emphasis on economic development and revitalization,

Social Objectives

Most ransit agencies said that they give high priority to social objec-
lives, but they also tend to think of access to jobs as their chief social
objective. Several agencies mentioned access o major employment
centers and linking low-income areas 1o high employment centers in
need of lower-wage workers, For example, Federal Express in Mem-
phis wanted transit service out to its sorting plant by the airport to
provide the low-wage. low-skilled workers it required,

Cither social abjectives such as mobility for the elderly, children,
and the disabled were seen as desirable benefits of ransit investment,
hut they rarely had much effect on project design, selection, or eval-
ualion, Mo one reported that these ohjectives were sitong motivations
for their invesiment choices, Several respondents commented that
mohility for the elderly. children, and the disabled would be pro-
duced by any well-planned transit system; they saw no need to target
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these objectives in their planning work, Seversl respondents men
rored that their agency provisled paratransic seovices o serve special
necds of purticular proups,

Enviranmental Objectives

Only three respondents cited specific environmental ohjectives
either in planning or in project evaluation. Those who did mention
environmental objectives noted that maimiaining transit ridership
Tewels was important i 1he area was w achicve i quality standards.
Pressed, most others simply stated that transit was hetier for the
crvirenmenl han other modes

Land Use Considerations

Virmally all ugencies responded that they give high priority o proj-
erts serving arcis with high potential for significant ridership. pae
ticularly thise arcas with lund uses in place or planned that supwor
transit use, Three-gquaners of the agencies surveyed reported work-
ing with loeal governments o develep plans for iransit-supportive
land uses. Howewer, only about nalt of the apencies actively soug
plarming changes from local govermnment to provide for e transit
fricndly bl nses,

Reasoms For ool having an active lind use effort vared, Seme
agencies simply noted that land use is a local responsibility and that
the transit agency hacd e influence over it Others reported a lack
al stalT rrained in land se issues, o a lack of stafT lime o work on
The wpic,

Sone apencies had Hrm pelicies condiloning seTvive Sxpansms
on suitahle Tl nses. Forexample, the Southeastern Pennsylvania
Transit Authority in Philadelpha wants the development around
statiens and reghi-of-way Tualt first, betore they build the route: &
“huikl i anel we will come’” pelivy, Oher agencies look Tor transil-
supportive plans. For example, Tidewater Regional Transit, Cen-
eritd Puget Sownd Regional Transn Authority, and Capital Metra all
peporcd they are actively engaged in developing transit overlay
distract zoning with their local government pariners.

[n San Licpo, stall has found that efforts (o encourage joint
development on the Metrepolitan Transit Development Board s
iMTDB propenty around LRT stations can he leveraged 1o pro-
muote ransit-orented development around stations on land that it
does ot own, Ong sl member atteibuted this o the widespread
geceptance of the M TDH s “underlving philosophy™ thal “transit can
help crewte livable neighborhoods and that livable neighborboods
suppor transie.”

Cost Sharing

Malt (500 ol the trunsit sgencies surveyed said they gave high pri-
ority o projects serving jursdictions that would provide financial
suppun o transit. Three-gquarters (7351 said they welcome public
or privale sector cost sharing when apportunitics arise. Sparty
teams and unversities were cited as olten willing o participale in
cosl sharmg.

[n many cases, however, the agency (5 not the ane (o indliate the
costsharing agresment. In tact, about 605 said they did not go oul
“logking” for cost sharing;: instead, jurisdictions or firms requesting
service offer o share costs in order 0 secure funding, Agreemenis
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are struck ona case- by -case basis, There is rarely o formal pehey or
cven o fomal procedure Tor making the amangements.

About 25% of the surveved agencies reported that transit 13
viewed (ntheir region as o public sector, subsidized service, and that
the ides ol cost sharme would be meonsistent with this radition,

Welture-to-work programs are one arca in which cost sharing 18
preurring. For example. the Memphis Medical Center Extension
Privject receives weltare-wo-work funds from focal gevernments o
fund bus operations,

Parking ts another area Tor cost sharing. The Hampion Roads
Regional Transit Diserict mentioned that their preliminary system
planning elTorts included parnerships for shared parking and 1o
share costs ol the parking structures.

Local governments also have helped fund mransit improvements
when the transit project iz needed w suppor local objectives, Both the
Central Puget Sound Regional Transit Authority and the Southeast
Pennsylvania Transportation Authority representatves reporied they
have aereements with locals for trnsportation facilite cost sharmg,

Cooperative Projects with Local
Governments and the Private Sector

Mearly all agencies responded thal they were willing (o conperate
with local povernments and the private sector on (Hogects o improve
transit ridership, Three-guarters of the agencies comacted reported
having such amangements,

Transit promation ambsubsidy programs are by tar the mostooni-
kit borm of cooperative prigect, For example, the Port Authority
ol Adlegheny County m Pinsburgh, Pennsylvania, works with other
agencies and  businesses W promote fransit Tor spoms events,
parades, aml durmg magor construction activities, The Southeast
Pennsylyama Transpartation Authority and the Cennechoul Slate
Department of Transportation also reporied emplover iransit pass
anel subsidly progroms.,

Projects o develop land uses that suppart bransit use abso are
heing developed by abeut i third of the agencies. For example. the
Central Puget Seund Regional Transit Authonty has enlerad into a
partnershup wath a local housing nonprodic to rehabilitne ol bous-
ing stocks near transis stops on s LINK LR project. In Austin,
Tewas, o private-sector outreach program, the Transit Opportunity
Fartnershup program, secks employer commitmerts botl o rransit
subsidies and 1o mansii-supportive development progects, Through
this program. employers inan office complex helped fund o grovery
stome. hoping we tacilitae mip reduetion sad irmsie use.

Organizational Changes

[nereasingly. transit agencies are changmg ther organizational
structures o be belter able o pursue supportive land wse policies,
Joint development. and other public—private parinerships. More ihan
hal £ 13R% 0 o all the agencies interviewed responded thar they have
amstgmetd a special wt the responsibility for acting as laison o local
sovernments amd the private sector, and about half repurted that they
had added staff trained m real estate, fand use, public outreach, and
eeomennics to help carmy out the new 1asks they are taking on, Sull
others have hired consaltants to help with these tasks.

The Denver Regiomal Transit District employs a senor-ranking
transit-oriented design spectabist, The mission of this assignment 15
to streamiling the buresucracy for developers who might otherwise
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be frightened away from engaging in joint development. Similarly,
Tri-Met in the Portland area and the Largo, Marvland, extension
praject of the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
IWMATA) have staff working with local governments tasked (o
encourage transit-onented development around stations, WMATA
also employs a large division of more than 20} people dedicated to
pursuing joint development opportunities.

The Port Authority of Allegheny County's LRT Stage 2 project
has recently formed 4 business development group within the plan-
ning depariment itself. Their assignment includes the solicitation,
review, and selection of proposals from the private sector for station
area development.

Efforts to encourage public and private real estate development
around stations and to increase local commumity involvement are
the responsibility of the Central Puger Sound Regional Transit
Authority s real estate department. This group plays a large role in
cOMMunity contacks, encouraging synergies among transit system
development, community enhancement, and private development
[see Bragado (24)].

For Hampton Roads Regional Transit's Norfolk, Virginia Beach
LRT: Regional Transit Authority's (Louvisville) South Central
Corridor; and Central Puget Sound Regional Transit Authority’s
Sounder Commuter Rail Project, consultants have been hired 1o
seTve #s community outreach personnel and local government
facilitators. The regional transit authority in Louisville has hired a
consultant to work directly with the county to develop planning
and zoning changes for overlay districts 1o support the transit line.

Recognizing the importance of local government support for any
lanul use cfforts to succeed, several of the transit agencies are also
adding public outreach staff and activities, Forexample, the Central
Puget Sound Regional Transit Authority’s LINK LRT project has
endeavored to hold all project development meetings for the system
Jointly with local government staff. The Central Puget Sound
Regional Transit Authority also has undertaken a program to fund
the planning activities of local governments around station areas,
through a cooperative process that is designed o build a strong
working relationship hetween the transit agency staff and the local
government stafT and citizens.

CONCLUSIONS

Based on this survey of agencies developing new capital projects,
the following has been concluded:

L. The federal guidelines on cost-effective transit shape and sup-
port, but da not control, transit agencies’ New Starts planning. Tran-
sit agencies respond to the federal guidelines with regard to the cost-
effectiveness of new capital investments. and as the guidelines have
changed, so have the agencies’ responses. However, most agencies
report that they must balance federal rules and local objectives—
hence they use the federal guidelines as indicators rather than as
hard and fast rules.

2. Broader objectives beyond simple cost-benefit analysis increas-
ingly matter. Most agencies give equal weight in project design and
selection to state and fuecal policy objectives such as social equity,
econamic development. and fair share distribution of projects
among local communities. Transit agencies are responding 1o land
use concerns in particular. As federal policy with regard o "New
Starts has shilled from a simple, austere cost-savings approach
e multiple considerations of the benefits and costs of 4 proposed
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project.” the federal puidelines are increasinaly supportive of
progressive pracrice.

3. Many agencies are seeking supportive land uses around their
transit projects. A number of transit agencies give priority to projects
in jurisdictions with transit-supportive kand use patterns or plans. A
tew insist on such land uses before procesding: some actively work
to develop appropriate land use plans and projects. Land uses that
support both peak and oft-peak \ransit uses are increasingly being
considered.

4. Transit projects that have additional public or private financial
or in-kind support are given priority, The availahility of public or
privale funding contributions is increasingly important in prioritiz-
ing projects. Parmerships w promote transit use und to help deliver
trapsit-oriented development also are credited when projects are
eviluated locally,

5. Transitagencies are staffing up to carry out these new respon-
sibilities. Increasingly, transit agencies are hiring staff with exper-
tise in land use planning, real estate, project finance, and public oui-
reach. and assigning them to work with local governments and the
privite secior.

6. Information shanng on innovative policies and planning sup-
ports a process of adaptive learning. Agencies were interested in
learning the results of this survey, hoping to find some new ideas,
A number reparted that they had modeled a new program or policy
after the successlul efforts of other agencies.

7. Consensus building and shared capital (financial, social, and
pelitical} are increasingly recognired as crucial to implementing
cffective ransit. The ability of the transit agency to share costs with
loval governments, private developers, private firms. and institu-
tions distributes the financial burden and increases the shared stkes
in the successful implementation of a transit project. Agency policy
initiatives and staffing decisions reflect this recognition,
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