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Project Area
Overall Project 

Rating FY 2006 Enacted FY 2007 Request
Remaining FFGA 

Funding
Total FFGA 

Funding

Totals by Phase
Existing Full Funding Grant Agreements $3,286,631,999 $733,667,899 $571,878,399 $849,211,557 $5,441,389,854
Pending FFGAs 349,520,939 387,139,500 355,000,000
Proposed FFGAs 48,903,049 40,184,100 302,600,000
Other Projects 468,345,947 53,905,500 101,861,601
Small Starts N/A N/A 100,000,000
Oversight Activities 14,380,000 11,659,273 14,660,000
Ferry Capital Projects (AK or HI) 10,210,000 14,701,500 15,000,000
Denali Commission N/A 4,900,500 5,000,000
GRAND TOTAL $4,177,991,934 (2) $1,246,158,272 (1, 2) $1,466,000,000

AZ Central Phoenix/East Valley Light Rail Phoenix FFGA $132,659,097 $88,209,000 90,000,000 $276,331,903 $587,200,000
CA Metro Gold Line Eastside Extension Los Angeles FFGA 76,785,449 (3) 78,408,000 100,000,000 235,506,551 490,700,000
CA Mission Valley East LRT Extension San Diego FFGA 321,604,576 7,546,770 806,654 0 329,958,000
CA Oceanside-Escondido Rail Corridor San Diego FFGA 139,448,939 11,967,021 684,040 0 152,100,000
CA BART Extension to San Francisco Airport San Francisco FFGA 667,344,320 80,230,986 2,424,694 0 750,000,000
CO Southeast Corridor LRT Denver FFGA 287,807,242 78,408,000 80,000,000 78,784,758 525,000,000
IL Douglas Branch Reconstruction Chicago FFGA 274,274,810 44,251,515 1,573,675 0 320,100,000
IL Ravenswood Line Extension Chicago FFGA 60,367,385 39,204,000 40,000,000 105,948,615 245,520,000
IL Union-Pacific West Line Extension Chicago FFGA 66,476,249 13,029,773 1,255,978 0 80,762,000
MD Central LRT Double-Track Baltimore FFGA 107,344,336 12,172,842 482,822 0 120,000,000
NC South Corridor LRT Charlotte FFGA 68,290,435 (4) 53,905,500 70,744,065 0 192,940,000
NJ Hudson-Bergen MOS-2 Northern NJ FFGA 246,797,005 98,010,000 100,000,000 55,192,995 500,000,000
OH Euclid Corridor Transportation Project Cleveland FFGA 57,225,487 (5) 24,281,500 693,013 0 82,200,000
OR Interstate MAX LRT Extension Portland FFGA 239,207,450 (6) 17,749,610 542,940 0 257,500,000
PR Tren Urbano San Juan FFGA 296,853,954 (7) 7,885,382 2,670,518 0 307,409,854
WA Central Link Initial Segment Seattle FFGA 244,145,265 78,408,000 80,000,000 97,446,735 500,000,000

Total Existing Full Funding Grant Agreements $3,286,631,999 $733,667,899 571,878,399 $849,211,557 $5,441,389,854

NY Long Island Rail Road East Side Access New York Medium $254,532,826 $333,234,000 300,000,000
PA North Shore LRT Connector Pittsburgh Medium 94,988,113 53,905,500 55,000,000

Total Pending Full Funding Grant Agreements $349,520,939 $387,139,500 355,000,000

CO West Corridor LRT Denver Medium $0 $4,900,500 35,000,000
OR South Corridor I-205/Portland Mall LRT Portland Medium 0 0 80,000,000
OR Wilsonville to Beaverton Commuter Rail Washington County Medium 16,561,727 14,701,500 27,600,000
TX Northwest/Southeast LRT MOS Dallas Medium 9,429,800 11,761,200 80,000,000
UT Weber County to Salt Lake City Commuter Rail Salt Lake City Medium 22,911,522 8,820,900 80,000,000

Total Proposed Full Funding Grant Agreements $48,903,049 $40,184,100 302,600,000

Other Projects
DC Largo Metrorail Extension Washington -- $260,300,000 (8) 0
NY Second Avenue Subway MOS New York Medium $8,915,549 $24,502,500
VA Dulles Corridor Metrorail Project-Extension to Wiehle Ave. Northern Virginia Medium 186,231,364 29,403,000
VA Norfolk LRT Norfolk Medium 12,899,034 0
WA University Link LRT Extension Seattle High 0 0

Total Other Projects $468,345,947 $53,905,500 101,861,601

Total Small Starts $0 $0 100,000,000

Notes
1. Total does not reflect total FY 2006 Appropriations of $1,487,970,000 which includes projects not recommended for FY 2007 funding.
2. Funding for oversight has been deducted from each listed project in FY2006 and FY2005 and previous funding
3. Does not include $3,873,958 in prior year funds not included in FFGA.
4. Does not include $3,880,000 for MIS and funds used for North Corridor and Rock Hill to Charlotte
5. Does not include $2,500,000 in prior year funds not included in FFGA.
6. Does not include $5,958,137 in prior year funds not included in FFGA.
7. Does not include $4,962,500 in prior year funds not included in FFGA.
8. Project completed original FFGA funding in FY2005, however SAFETEA-LU authorized the inclusion of funding for additional rail vehicles.

Proposed Full Funding Grant Agreements

Existing Full Funding Grant Agreements

Table 1 - FY 2007 Funding for New Starts Projects

Pending Full Funding Grant Agreements

FY 2005 and Previous 
Funding
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to count completed and future highway and transit expenditures to meet the local financial share 
requirements for the Weber County to Salt Lake City Commuter Rail project.  UTA’s latest 
financial plan therefore, proposes an 80 percent share of New Starts funding matched by the 
value of project ROW and local revenues. 
 
Through FY 2006, Congress has appropriated $31.73 million in New Starts funding for this 
project.  FTA recommends $80.00 million in New Starts funds for this project in FY 2007.  
 
Other Projects  
The President’s Budget for FY 2007 includes five other projects for funding under the New 
Starts program.  Four of these projects are not advanced to the point of being considered for an 
FFGA at this time, but demonstrate that they are making progress towards consideration for an 
FFGA in the near future.  Each of these projects is rated Medium or higher; possesses a Medium 
or better cost effectiveness rating or is exempted from the requirement for a Medium cost 
effectiveness rating; and is expected to be in final design by the Spring of 2006, assuming 
satisfactory resolution of any outstanding issues.  These projects include: the Second Avenue 
Subway MOS project in New York City, New York; the Norfolk LRT project in Norfolk, 
Virginia; the Dulles Corridor Metrorail Project – Extension to Wiehle Avenue in Northern 
Virginia; and the University Link LRT Extension project in Seattle, Washington.  An additional 
project recommended for funding is the Largo Metrorail Extension, which completed an FFGA 
in FY 2005 and began revenue service in December 2004.  Section 3043(a)(31) and 3043(j) of 
SAFETEA-LU authorizes the inclusion of an additional 52 rapid rail cars in the Largo Metrorail 
Extension FFGA.  By this mandate, FTA has included the Largo Metrorail Extension in this 
category of funded projects, even though the original FFGA has been completed and revenue 
service for the project has begun.   
 
A total of $101.86 million in New Starts funding is reserved in FY 2007 for these five projects.  
By reserving funds for this group of projects without specifying a specific amount for any single 
project at this time, project sponsors will be able to better align their project development process 
with the Congressional appropriations cycle.  This will also allow FTA to take advantage of its 
project oversight and risk management activities to make project-specific recommendations 
when Congress is considering appropriations decisions. FTA notes that some of these projects 
must still complete the NEPA process; still others must address FTA-identified concerns related 
to capital costs and/or scope definition.  Consequently, FTA acknowledges that one or more of 
these projects may not be ready for a specific funding recommendation in FY 2007.   Summary 
descriptions of these five projects are presented alphabetically by state below.  More detailed 
descriptions of all but the Largo Metrorail Extension project are provided in Appendix A. 
 
Washington, D.C. Metropolitan Area: Largo Metrorail Extension 
In FY 2005, FTA completed funding for the Largo Metrorail Extension project, which was 
constructed jointly between the Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) and the Washington 
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA).  The project began revenue service in 
December 2004.   
 
The project extends the Blue Line of the Washington Metrorail system from the Addison Road 
station to Largo Town Center in Prince George’s County, Maryland.  The 3.1 mile, two-station 
extension is operated by WMATA as an integral part of the regional Metrorail system, providing 
access to downtown Washington, D.C. and surrounding counties in Maryland and Virginia.  The 
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assessment of recent project scope changes that will require an amended environmental Record 
of Decision.  This work is anticipated to be completed in early 2006.  Revenue operations for the 
project is scheduled for 2011. 
 
VDRPT’s cost estimate assumes several scope modifications which require further design to 
mitigate uncertainties in the project cost and contingency level.  FTA intends to perform an 
assessment of the reliability of the project’s cost and schedule prior to advancing it into final 
design.   
 
SAFETEA-LU Section 3043(b)(23) authorizes the Dulles Corridor Extension to Wiehle Avenue  
project for final design and construction.  The capital cost for the 11.6-mile project is estimated 
to be $1,840.1 million, of which VDRPT is seeking $920.0 million, or 50 percent, in New Starts 
funding.  FTA notes that VDRPT’s New Starts funding request is higher than what has 
historically been provided by FTA to other major transit capital investment projects.  Through 
FY 2006, Congress has appropriated $215.63 million in New Starts funding for this project. 
 
Washington:  Seattle/University Link LRT Extension 
The Central Puget Sound Regional Transit Authority, commonly known as Sound Transit, is 
proposing to implement an all-tunnel extension of the Central Link light rail transit (LRT) Initial 
Segment, currently under construction from the Segment’s northern terminus at Westlake Station 
in downtown Seattle to the University of Washington, 3.1 miles to the northeast.  University 
Link is the first phase of Sound Transit’s planned North Link LRT extension to the Northgate 
Transit Center in North Seattle. 
 
The University Link corridor is the most densely developed residential and employment area in 
the Central Puget Sound region and the state of Washington.  The three largest urban centers in 
the state – downtown Seattle, Capitol Hill/First Hill, and the University District – are located 
along the University Link alignment.  However, travel by private vehicle and bus between these 
areas is extremely congested due to high traffic volumes and the corridor’s unique physical 
geography.  First Hill and Capitol Hill rise sharply northeast of downtown Seattle, and  
Interstate 5 (I-5) – the region’s primary north-south freeway corridor – runs along the base of 
these hills, separating them from downtown.  The steep grades and limited crossing points of I-5 
exacerbate congestion between downtown and the First Hill/Capitol Hill urban center.  Farther to 
the north, the University District is separated from the rest of the corridor by Portage Bay and the 
Lake Washington Ship Canal; only three river crossings (two of them drawbridges) connect the 
University with the southern portion of the corridor.   
 
Furthermore, while I-5 north of downtown features reversible express lanes to accommodate 
morning inbound and evening outbound travel, the significant, and growing, reverse-commute 
market between downtown (and points south) and Capitol Hill/First Hill and the University 
District enjoys no such advantage, resulting in a substantial disparity between northbound and 
southbound transit travel times during peak periods.  The University Link LRT Extension is 
intended to provide more reliable and faster bi-directional transit service to and between these 
urban centers, while supporting local land use goals and contributing to the maintenance of 1990 
traffic levels at the University of Washington, which, by prior agreement, is necessary for the 
City of Seattle to approve any new campus development.   
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The University Link LRT Extension is part of the Central Link LRT system that has been in 
planning for more than two decades.  Due to financial constraints, Sound Transit is implementing 
the Central Link LRT system in segments.  An “Initial Segment” of the project runs from the 
Westlake Station of the existing Downtown Seattle Transit Tunnel south to Tukwila; this project 
alignment is currently being constructed under an FFGA executed by FTA in October 2003.  The 
North Link segment would connect the Initial Segment’s northern terminus with the Northgate 
Transit Center.  Sound Transit completed a Draft Supplemental EIS for North Link in December 
2003.  The Sound Transit Board selected the locally preferred alternative for North Link in July 
2005, and the following month selected the 3.1-mile University Link Extension as the first phase 
of the implementation of North Link.  FTA issued a limited-scope Draft Supplemental EIS in 
October 2005 to address changes in the preferred alternative, including an alternative route 
through the University of Washington.  FTA notified Congress of its intent to approve PE for the 
project in November 2005; this approval is assumed in December 2005.  Sound Transit is 
currently completing the Final EIS for North Link, including the University Link project, with a 
Record of Decision anticipated in Spring 2006.  Sound Transit must address a number of issues 
related to its technical capacity to effectively manage the implementation of the University Link 
project and other capital investment projects (including the Initial Segment of the Central Link 
LRT system) prior to its approval to advance into final design.  Revenue operations for 
University Link are scheduled for 2016. 
 
SAFETEA-LU Section 3043(c)(231) authorizes the Seattle Link LRT Extensions project for 
alternatives analysis and preliminary engineering.   The capital cost of the University Link is 
estimated to be approximately $1,720.0 million of which Sound Transit is seeking $700.0 
million, or 41 percent, in New Starts funding.  Through FY 2006, Congress has not appropriated 
New Starts funding for the University Link LRT Extension. 
 
Small Starts 
FTA is budgeting $100 million in the President’s FY 2007 Budget for potential projects which 
may qualify under the Small Starts program, which is defined in SAFETEA-LU as transit capital 
investment projects with a total capital cost of less than $250 million and a Section 5309 New 
Starts share of total costs of less than $75 million.   As noted previously, FTA is engaged in a 
statutorily-required rulemaking for the implementation of the Small Starts program, which will 
address the evaluation process and further definition of the Project Construction Grant 
Agreement mechanism which will be the funding instrument for such projects.  Pending 
completion of the rulemaking progress, FTA is not recommending Small Starts funding for any 
specific project for FY 2007 at this time; however, FTA may recommend funding as part of the 
FY 2007 appropriations process for emerging transit capital investments which meet SAFETEA-
LU’s definition for Small Starts projects. 
 
Other Funding 
The President’s FY 2007 Budget also includes funding in the amount of $34.66 million for other 
statutorily-required purposes.  Funding for the Denali Commission was established in 
SAFETEA-LU (49 USC 5309(m)(6)(C)), with $5.00 million authorized for each fiscal year from 
2006 to 2009.  The Commission is designed to provide critical utilities, infrastructure, and 
economic support throughout Alaska, particularly in remote communities.  As directed by 
Section 307(e) of Pub.L. 105-277, as amended (42 USC 3121 note Denali Commission Act of 
1998, as amended), “The Secretary of Transportation is authorized to make direct lump sum 
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Phase
State, City, Project 

Pending FY2006 FFGA
NY  NY, Long Island Rail Road East Side Access $7,779.3 YOE $2,632.1 34% Medium Medium Medium-High
PA  Pittsburgh, North Shore LRT Connector $393.0 YOE $217.7 55% Medium Medium Medium-High

Final Design
CO  Denver, West Corridor LRT $593.0 YOE $290.6 49% Medium Medium-High Medium
NC  Raleigh-Durham, Regional Rail System $809.9 YOE $485.4 60% Low Medium Low Medium-Low
OR  Portland, South Corridor I-205 / Portland Mall LRT $557.4 YOE $334.4 60% Medium Medium Medium-High
OR  Washington County, Wilsonville to Beaverton Commuter Rail $117.3 YOE $58.7 50% Medium Medium Medium
TN  Nashville, East Corridor Commuter Rail (1) $41.0 YOE $24.0 59% Exempt Exempt Exempt
TX  Dallas, Northwest / Southeast LRT MOS $1,406.2 YOE $700.0 50% Medium Medium-High Medium
UT  Salt Lake City, Weber County to Salt Lake City Commuter Rail $611.7 YOE $489.3 80% Medium Medium-High Medium

Preliminary Engineering
CA  Sacramento South Corridor LRT Extension $197.1 YOE $98.6 50% Medium Medium Medium
CA  San Francisco, Central Subway $1,412.5 YOE $762.2 54% Medium Medium Medium-High
CT  Hartford, New Britain - Hartford Busway $335.5 YOE $167.8 50% Medium Medium Medium
DE  Wilmington, Wilmington to Newark Commuter Rail Improvements (1) $54.9 YOE $24.9 45% Exempt Exempt Exempt
FL  Miami, North Corridor Metrorail Extension $914.7 YOE $457.3 50% Medium Medium Medium
MN  Minneapolis-Big Lake, Northstar Corridor Rail $265.2 YOE $131.0 49% Medium Medium Medium
NY  New York, Second Avenue Subway MOS $4,947.8 YOE $1,300.0 26% Medium Medium Medium-High
PA  Harrisburg, CORRIDORone Rail MOS (1) $87.0 YOE $24.9 29% Exempt Exempt Exempt
PA  Philadelphia, Schuylkill Valley MetroRail $2,588.9 YOE $2,071.1 80% Low Low Low
RI   Providence, South County Commuter Rail (1) $43.7 YOE $24.9 57% Exempt Exempt Exempt
TX  Houston, North Corridor Rapid Transit MOS $359.7 YOE $179.8 50% Medium Medium Medium
TX  Houston, Southeast Corridor Rapid Transit MOS $354.4 YOE $177.2 50% Medium Medium Medium
VA  Norfolk, Norfolk LRT $203.7 YOE $99.8 49% Medium Medium Medium
VA  Northern VA, Dulles Corridor Metrorail Project - Extension to Wiehle Avenue $1,840.1 YOE $920.0 50% Medium Medium Medium
WA Seattle, University Link LRT Extension $1,720.0 YOE $700.0 41% High Medium-High Medium-High

Finance
Rating

Project
Justification

Rating

(1)  This project has not been rated; under §5309(e)(8))(A), proposed New Starts projects requiring less than $25.00 million in §5309 New Starts funding are exempt from the project evaluation 
and rating process.

Table 2-A
Summary of FY2007 New Starts Ratings

Total Capital Cost 
(millions)

Total New 
Starts

Funding
Requested
(millions)

New Starts 
Funds Share of 
Capital Costs

Overall Project 
Rating
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Phase
State, City, Project 

Pending FY2006 FFGA
NY  NY, Long Island Rail Road East Side Access Medium Medium High Medium Medium Medium-High High High Medium Medium High
PA  Pittsburgh, North Shore LRT Connector Medium Medium Medium Medium-High Medium Medium-High Medium-High High Medium Medium Medium-High

Final Design
CO  Denver, West Corridor LRT Medium Medium-High Medium-High Medium-High Medium-High Medium Medium High Medium Medium Medium
NC  Raleigh-Durham, Regional Rail System Low Medium Low Medium Medium-Low Medium Medium-Low Low Low Low Low Medium
OR  Portland, South Corridor I-205 / Portland Mall LRT Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium-High Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium-High
OR  Washington County, Wilsonville to Beaverton Commuter Rail Medium Medium Medium Medium-High Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium-Low Medium-High
TN  Nashville, East Corridor Commuter Rail (1) Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt
TX  Dallas, Northwest / Southeast LRT MOS Medium Medium-High Medium Medium-High Medium-High Medium Medium High Medium Medium Medium
UT  Salt Lake City, Weber County to Salt Lake City Commuter Rail Medium Medium-High Low Medium-High Medium-High Medium Medium High Medium Medium-Low Medium

Preliminary Engineering
CA  Sacramento South Corridor LRT Extension Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium-High Medium Medium High Medium Medium-High Medium-Low
CA  San Francisco, Central Subway Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium-High High High Medium Medium-Low High
CT  Hartford, New Britain - Hartford Busway Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium-High High Medium Medium Medium
DE  Wilmington, Wilmington to Newark Commuter Rail Improvements (1) Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt
FL  Miami, North Corridor Metrorail Extension Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium  Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium
MN  Minneapolis-Big Lake, Northstar Corridor Rail Medium Medium Medium-High Medium Medium-High Medium Medium-Low Medium Medium Medium-Low Medium
NY  New York, Second Avenue Subway MOS Medium Medium High Medium Medium Medium-High Medium-High High Medium Medium High
PA  Harrisburg, CORRIDORone Rail MOS (1) Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt
PA  Philadelphia, Schuylkill Valley MetroRail Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low
RI   Providence, South County Commuter Rail (1) Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt Exempt
TX  Houston, North Corridor Rapid Transit MOS Medium Medium Medium Medium-High Medium Medium Medium-High High Medium Medium-Low Medium
TX  Houston, Southeast Corridor Rapid Transit MOS Medium Medium Medium Medium-High Medium Medium Medium-High High Medium Medium-Low Medium
VA  Norfolk, Norfolk LRT Medium Medium Medium-High Medium Medium Medium  Medium-Low High Medium Medium Medium
VA  Northern VA, Dulles Corridor Metrorail Project - Extension to Wiehle Avenue Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium-High Medium Medium-Low High Medium Medium-Low Medium
WA Seattle, University Link LRT Extension High Medium-High Medium-High Medium-High Medium-High Medium-High Medium-High Medium Medium Medium Medium-High

(1)  This project has not been rated; under §5309(e)(8))(A), proposed New Starts projects requiring less than $25.00 million in §5309 New Starts funding are exempt from the project evaluation and rating process.

Project Justification Criteria

Environment
Benefits Rating 

Operating
Efficiency

Rating

Cost
Effectiveness

Rating

Land Use 
Rating

Table 2-B
Summary of FY2007 New Starts Ratings

Overall Project 
Rating Finance Rating New Starts 

Share Rating
Capital

Finance Rating
Operating

Finance Rating 

Finance Rating Criteria
Project

Justification
Rating

Mobility
Improvement

Rating
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Central Link Initial Segment 
Seattle, Washington 

(November 2005) 
 

Description 
Central Puget Sound Regional Transit Authority (Sound Transit) is implementing a 13.9-mile double 
track light rail for the Initial Segment of the Central Link Light Rail (LRT) transit project.  The Initial 
Segment runs from Convention Place through downtown Seattle to South 154th Street in the City of 
Tukwila.  The system will use the existing 1.3-mile Downtown Seattle Transit Tunnel (DSTT), a new 
one-mile long Beacon Hill tunnel, and a new 0.1-mile tunnel (the Pine Street stub tunnel) in the vicinity 
of the Convention Place station.  The stub tunnel will be used for crossover and turnback operations.  The 
scope of work includes seven new stations, renovation of four stations in the DSTT, a maintenance and 
operations facility, and a park-and-ride lot at the southern terminus at South 154th Street.  A fleet of 
approximately 31 low-floor, articulated, 90- to 95-foot vehicles will be procured for the Initial Segment.  
Sound Transit estimates that average daily ridership in 2020 will total 42,500 passengers.    
  
The total project cost under the proposed Full Funding Grant Agreement (FFGA) is $2,436.90 million.  
The Section 5309 New Starts funding share is $500.00 million.   
 
Status 
FTA approved the initiation of preliminary engineering for the Central Link LRT project (Northgate to 
South 200th Street) in July 1997.  A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on Central Link was 
published in December 1998.  In February 1999, Sound Transit identified a 20-mile light rail system from 
Northeast 45th Street at the University of Washington to South 200th Street in the city of SeaTac as the 
locally preferred alternative (LPA).   

The Final EIS was completed in November 1999, and FTA issued a Record of Decision in January 2000 
for the entire proposed system.  The Sound Transit Board formally adopted a 7.2-mile initial minimum 
operable segment (MOS-1) in November 1999.  This original MOS-1 ran from NE 45th Street at the 
University of Washington to the maintenance base at South Lander Street in the industrial area south of 
downtown Seattle.  Approximately 4.5 miles of this MOS was new tunnel under Capitol Hill, Portage 
Bay, and the University of Washington.  FTA approved the project’s advancement into final design in 
February 2000.   

Based on increased costs for tunneling, right-of-way, mitigation, and other factors, Sound Transit 
increased the total project cost for MOS-1 and rescheduled the revenue operations date.  After review and 
evaluation of the revised information, FTA executed an FFGA for MOS-1 in January 2001. 

In April 2001, the Secretary of Transportation put the project on hold until significant concerns raised by 
the Office of the Inspector General were resolved.  The Sound Transit Board then re-examined the entire 
project to determine if a portion of the 20-mile LPA could be identified as a new initial segment, or if 
MOS-1 could be redefined to reduce risks and better meet budget limitations. 
 
In November 2001, the Sound Transit Board formally adopted the current Initial Segment from 
Convention Place to the South 154th Street Station as the revised MOS.  An additional environmental 
review assessed the impacts of project changes, including the new termini and joint bus-rail operations in 
the DSTT and a new alignment through the City of Tukwila.  A Supplemental Final EIS on the Tukwila 
segment was published in November 2001, and FTA issued an amended Record of Decision in May 
2002.  Based upon supplemental environmental and financial review, FTA approved the project’s entry 
into final design in August 2002, and issued an FFGA in October 2003.  At the same time, FTA rescinded 

Full Funding Grant Agreement  A-71 
 



Central Link Initial Segment  Seattle, Washington 
 

A-72  Full Funding Grant Agreement 

the FFGA executed in January 2001.  Construction started in November 2003 and is projected to be 
completed within budget and on schedule.   
 
SAFETEA-LU Section 3043 (a)(30) authorized the Central Link Initial Segment project for final design 
and construction.  Through FY 2006, Congress has appropriated $322.55 million in Section 5309 
New Starts funds for the project.  
 

Reported in Year of Expenditure Dollars 

Source of Funds
Total Funding 

(million) Appropriations to Date
Federal: 
Section 5309 New Starts 
  FFGA Commitment 
 

 
$500.00

 
$322.55 million appropriated through 
FY 2006 

Local: 
Retail Sales and Vehicle Excise  
  Taxes 
Long-Term Bonds 
 

 
$779.20 

 
$1,157.70

 

TOTAL $2,436.90
NOTE: The sum of the figures may differ from the total as listed due to rounding.  
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University Link LRT Extension 

Seattle, Washington 
(November 2005) 

 
The Central Puget Sound Regional Transit Authority, commonly known as Sound Transit, is proposing to 
implement an extension of the Central Link light rail transit (LRT) Initial Segment currently under 
construction from the Segment’s northern terminus at Westlake Station in downtown Seattle to the 
University of Washington, 3.1 miles to the northeast.  The all-tunnel alignment also includes a station at 
Capitol Hill.  30 vehicles would be procured as part of the project scope, which would permit 5-minute 
peak period operations throughout the entire Central Link line (which by 2030 is proposed to extend 
south to SeaTac International Airport).  University Link itself is the first phase of Sound Transit’s planned 
North Link LRT extension to the Northgate Transit Center in North Seattle. 
 
The University Link corridor is the most densely developed residential and employment area in the 
Central Puget Sound region and the state of Washington.  The three largest urban centers in the state – 
downtown Seattle, Capitol Hill/First Hill, and the University District – are located along the alignment.  
However, travel by private vehicle and bus between these areas is extremely congested due to high traffic 
volumes and the corridor’s unique physical geography.  First Hill and Capitol Hill rise sharply northeast 
of downtown Seattle, and Interstate 5 (I-5) – the region’s primary north-south freeway corridor – runs 
along the base of these hills, separating them from downtown.  The steep grades and limited crossing 
points of I-5 exacerbate congestion between downtown and the First Hill/Capitol Hill urban center.  
Farther to the north, the University District is separated from Capitol Hill and downtown Seattle by 
Portage Bay and the Lake Washington Ship Canal; only three river crossings (two of them drawbridges) 
connect the University with the southern portion of the corridor.   
 
Furthermore, while I-5 north of downtown features reversible express lanes to accommodate AM inbound 
and PM outbound travel, the significant and growing reverse-commute market between downtown (and 
points south) and Capitol Hill/First Hill and the University District enjoys no such advantage, resulting in 
a substantial disparity between northbound and southbound transit travel times during peak periods.  The 
University Link LRT Extension is intended to provide more reliable and faster bi-directional transit 
service to and between these urban centers, while supporting local land use goals and contributing to the 
maintenance of 1990 traffic levels at the University of Washington, which, by prior agreement, is 
necessary for the City of Seattle to approve any new campus development. 
 

 Summary Description 
Proposed Project: Light Rail Transit 

 
3.1 Miles  
2 Stations 

Total Capital Cost ($YOE): $1,720.0 Million (includes $220.0 million in finance costs) 
Section 5309 New Starts Share ($YOE): $700 Million (40.7%) 
Annual Forecast Year Operating Cost: $28.9 Million 

Ridership Forecast (2030): 40,200 Average Weekday Boardings 
 17,400 Daily New Riders 

Opening Year Ridership Forecast (2016): Not Available 
FY 2007 Finance Rating: Medium-High 

FY 2007 Project Justification Rating: Medium-High 
FY 2007 Overall Project Rating: High 
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Project Development History and Current Status  
The University Link LRT Extension is part of the Central Link LRT system that has been in planning for 
more than two decades.  In 1999, Sound Transit published an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for a 
Central Link alignment which extended from South 200th Street in the City of Seatac to North 103rd Street 
in the City of Seattle.  Due to financial constraints, Sound Transit identified three operable segments for 
implementation, the first of which extended from just south of downtown Seattle to the University of 
Washington.  FTA awarded a Full Funding Grant Agreement (FFGA) for this project in January 2001.   
 
Due to cost increases, the FFGA was suspended later that year.  Sound Transit subsequently redefined the 
Central Link project.  An “Initial Segment” of the project runs from the Westlake Station of the existing 
Downtown Seattle Transit Tunnel south to Tukwila; this project alignment is currently being constructed 
under an FFGA executed by FTA in October 2003.  The North Link segment would connect the Initial 
Segment’s northern terminus with the Northgate Transit Center.  Sound Transit completed a Draft 
Supplemental EIS for North Link in December 2003.  The Sound Transit Board selected the locally 
preferred alternative for North Link in July 2005, and the following month selected the 3.1-mile 
University Link Extension as the first phase of the implementation of North Link.  FTA issued a limited-
scope Draft Supplemental EIS in October 2005 to address changes in the preferred alternative, including 
an alternative route through the University of Washington.  FTA notified Congress of its intent to approve 
preliminary engineering (PE) for the project in November 2005; PE approval is assumed in December 
2005.  Sound Transit is currently completing the Final EIS for North Link, including the University Link 
project, with a Record of Decision anticipated in Spring 2006. 
 
Project Justification Rating: Medium-High
The Medium-High rating for project justification is based on a Medium rating for cost effectiveness and a 
Medium-High rating for transit-supportive land use. 
 

Cost Effectiveness Rating: Medium  
The Medium rating is based on the level of travel-time benefits (14,000 average weekday hours) relative 
to the project’s annualized costs.   
 

Cost Effectiveness 
New Start vs. Baseline 

 $19.93* 
 
Cost per Hour of Transportation System User Benefit  
Incremental Cost per Incremental Trip 

* Indicates that measure is a component of Cost Effectiveness rating. 

$16.84 

 
The University Link LRT Extension is intended to provide improved bi-directional transit access and 
faster travel times between Capitol Hill, the University District, downtown Seattle, and points south.  
Nearly two-thirds of project travel-time benefits accrue to travelers destined for the University District or 
Capitol Hill, while 25 percent of benefits are for trips originating in these station areas destined for other 
parts of the region.   Over 20 percent of project benefits accrue to trips internal to the project corridor.    
Approximately 10 percent of project benefits are the result of improved LRT frequencies throughout the 
entire Central Link line necessitated by the higher passenger loads caused by the extension.   
 
The project’s level of design is relatively advanced for a project just approved into preliminary 
engineering, owing to the amount of engineering and design already completed for the 2001 Central Link 
alignment.  FTA’s review of the project cost estimate further indicates that it was prepared in accordance 
with good industry practice.  Consequently, there is an increased level of confidence in the University 
Link LRT Extension’s current budget and schedule relative to the defined scope.  The total project 
contingency appears sufficient but unallocated contingencies and assumed cost inflation rates may be low 
and should be re-examined by Sound Transit. 
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Transit-Supportive Land Use Rating: Medium-High 
The Medium-High land use rating is based upon the High rating assigned to transit supportive policies 
and the Medium-High ratings assigned to existing land use and the performance of policies. 
 
Existing Land Use: Medium-High 

• The University Link connects the densely developed Seattle CBD to the Capitol Hill 
neighborhood and the University of Washington campus.  Employment in the Seattle CBD was a 
relatively high 183,200 in 2000.  Capitol Hill, a mixed-use urban neighborhood with the most 
dense residential development in the Puget Sound Region, is also home to two colleges and four 
large medical facilities.  The University of Washington is home to 35,000 students and 20,000 
faculty and staff.  The two project station areas have a combined population of nearly 21,000 and 
23,700 jobs, with an average population density of 16,400 persons per square mile.  

• Parking in the CBD is relatively expensive, up to $26 daily.  Total parking provided for the UW 
campus is capped at a restrictive 12,300 which is roughly one space for every five students, 
faculty, and staff.  In the Capitol Hill neighborhood, most parking is on-street or in small off-
street lots, and is highly utilized. 

 
Transit-Supportive Plans and Policies:  High 

• Growth management policies are strong at all levels of government.  The state’s Growth 
Management Act requires establishment of an urban growth boundary, reflected in local 
comprehensive plans.  King County’s planning policies established this boundary and designated 
urban centers, including downtown Seattle, Capitol Hill, and the University District.  Seattle’s 
comprehensive plan identifies both the Capitol Hill and University of Washington station areas as 
urban centers or villages, in which new growth will be concentrated. The region’s Vision 2020 
land use plan identifies policies used to guide development and control urban sprawl. 

• Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan and neighborhood plans for the Capitol Hill and University District  
call for the concentration of growth in compact walkable neighborhoods known as urban villages. 
Station area planning processes have been completed and resulted in recommendations including 
changes to zoning, parking policies, development opportunities, and other actions.  Many of these 
recommendations have been implemented.  For example, station area overlay districts and 
rezones have been accomplished to prohibit auto-oriented uses, increase densities, and reduce 
parking requirements in the Capitol Hill station area.  The UW Campus Master Plan defines 
opportunities for building expansion, provides design guidelines, and recommends pedestrian 
improvements. 

• A range of tools exist to implement policies that are not otherwise mandated by law.  These 
include tax increment financing, multi-family tax abatement and exemption programs, a location 
efficient mortgage program, and funding provided through the Washington State Commute Trip 
Reduction Act.  Regional, county, and city agencies have all implemented outreach activities, 
technical assistance, and financial incentives to promote transit-oriented development.  

 
Performance and Impacts of Policies: Medium-High 

• Regional monitoring of growth targets in 2002 by the Puget Sound Regional Council indicates 
that growth is in fact occurring in targeted areas, with King County the most aggressive in 
targeting this growth in its urban centers. Some instances exist of coordination of development 
with the LRT Initial Segment planning and construction.   

• There is not a significant amount of land available for development in either of the two University 
Link station areas.  However, redevelopment and infill development is expected to be supportive 
of transit, based on policies and zoning adopted in each area. 
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Other Project Justification Criteria  

Mobility Improvements Rating: Medium-High   
 
Within ½-mile radius of boarding areas: 
       Existing Employment  
       Projected Employment (2030) 
       Low Income Households (% of total HH) 
 
Average Per Station: 
      Employment 
      Low Income Households  
 
 
Transportation System User Benefit Per Project 
Passenger Mile (Minutes) 

 
 

23,700 
35,000 

1,990 (15%) 
 
 

11,830* 
1,000* 

 
New Start vs. Baseline

 
2.82* 

 
Environmental Benefits Rating: Medium 

  
New Start vs. Baseline  

602 
52 
46 
1 

Criteria Pollutant (Reduction in tons)  
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Nitrogen Oxide (NOx) 
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 
Particulate Matter (PM10) 

11,816 Carbon Dioxide (CO2) 
  

EPA Designation 
Maintenance Area 

Criteria Pollutant Status 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Particulate Matter (PM10) 

 
Annual Energy Savings (million British Thermal Units) 
 

Maintenance Area 
 

151,198 
 

Operating Efficiencies Rating: Medium  

* Indicates that measure is a component of rating for each criterion.  
N/A indicates information was not available for this entry. 

 
 
System Operating Cost per 
Passenger Mile (current year dollars) 

 
Baseline 

 
$0.392* 

 
New Start 

 
$0.372* 
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Local Financial Commitment Rating: Medium-High
The Medium-High local financial commitment rating is based on the Medium-High ratings assigned to the 
New Starts share of project costs and both the capital and operating finance plans.  
 

Section 5309 New Starts Share of Total Project Costs: 41%  
Rating:  Medium-High 
Sound Transit is requesting a less than 41 percent New Starts share of total project costs, which equates to 
a Medium-High rating for this measure. 
 

Locally Proposed Financial Plan 
Source of Funds Total Funds ($million) Percent of Total

Federal:  
Section 5309 New Starts 
 

 
$700.0 

 
40.7% 

Local: 
Local Option Taxes 
Bonds 
Additional Revenues 
 

 
$230.0 
$490.0 
$300.0

 
13.4% 
28.5% 
17.4%

Total:   $1,720.0 100.0%

NOTE:  The financial plan reflected in this table has been developed by the project sponsor and does not reflect a commitment 
by DOT or FTA.  The sum of the figures may differ from the total as listed due to rounding.   
 
Capital Finance Plan Rating: Medium-High 
The capital finance plan is rated Medium-High, based upon the average of ratings assigned to each of the 
subfactors listed below.  The commitment of capital funds subfactor was rated High.  Capital condition 
and completeness of the capital plan were rated Medium-High.  The capital cost estimates and planning 
assumptions subfactor was rated Medium.  Capital funding capacity was rated Medium-Low. 
 
Agency Capital Condition: Medium-High 

• The average age of Sound Transit’s bus fleet is 5.1 years, which is significantly younger than the 
industry average.  The age of the agency’s light rail and commuter rail fleet is also very young at 
two and five years respectively. 

• Sound Transit’s good bond ratings, which were issued in March 2005, are as follows: Moody’s 
Investors Service Aa3 and Standard and Poor’s Corporation AA-.  

 
Completeness of Capital Plan: Medium-High  

• The capital plan is complete and includes a 20-year cash flow, key assumptions, moderate detail, 
a fleet management plan, a sensitivity analysis and more than five years of historical data. 

 
Commitment of Capital Funds: High 

• Over 70 percent of non-New Starts funding is committed.  The non-Section 5309 capital funds 
are comprised of Sound Transit cash provided by local option sales and use taxes, existing or new 
bond proceeds, and additional local resources. 
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Capital Funding Capacity: Medium-Low 

• The project’s financial plan shows projected cash balances, reserve accounts, and/or access to 
credit that would allow Sound Transit to cover cost increases or funding shortfalls equal to 
approximately 13 percent of project costs.  Sound Transit has ample debt capacity as an agency.  
However, Sound Transit’s financial policies impose local/internal constraints that limit the 
amount of funds available for this project. 

 
Capital Cost Estimate and Planning Assumptions: Medium 

• Sound Transit capital planning assumptions are conservative compared to historical experience. 
• The cost estimate is considered current and reliable, although unallocated contingencies and cost 

escalation assumptions may be low. 
 
Operating Finance Plan Rating: Medium-High 
The operating finance plan is rated Medium-High, based upon the average of the ratings of the five 
subfactors listed below.  Completeness of the operating plan was rated Medium; the operating cost 
estimates and planning assumptions subfactor was rated Medium-Low; and the remaining subfactors were 
rated High. 
   
Agency Operating Condition: High 

• Sound Transit is in very good condition.  Sound Transit has not experienced any recent service 
cutbacks.  On the contrary, Sounder commuter rail service continues to ramp up as additional 
round-trips are added, while Regional Express bus service increases gradually. 

• Sound Transit’s current ratio of assets to liabilities as reported in its most recent audited financial 
statement is 6.2. 

 
Completeness of Operating Plan: Medium  

• The submission was complete.  It included a 20-year cash flow statement, a limited sensitivity 
analysis, and a moderate level of detail.  While key assumptions regarding the operating plan 
were stated and eight years of historical data were provided, the data was provided at only a 
highly summarized level. 

 
Commitment of Operating Funds: High  

• All operating funding is committed.  Sound Transit’s operating expenses are entirely funded by 
dedicated local option (sales and use/motor vehicle excise (MVET)/car rental) taxes, fares and 
other system-generated revenue, especially investment income and advertising. 

 
Operating Funding Capacity: High 

• The project’s financial plan shows cash balances, reserve accounts and/or access to credit 
exceeding 100 percent of annual operating expenses.   

 
Operating Cost Estimates and Planning Assumptions: Medium-Low  

• Light rail fare revenue assumptions are much higher than national experience.   
• It is difficult to compare the growth in operating and maintenance expenses to historical trends 

because Sound Transit is a relatively new and emerging transit agency, with no experience 
operating light rail.  Sound Transit’s estimates of light rail operating costs place its future system 
near the middle of costs experienced by other light rail operations in the United States. 
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Appendix B 
FY 2007 Evaluation and 
Rating Process 
 
 

FY 2007 Evaluation and Rating Process  B-1 



2006 Annual Report on New Starts 

FY 2007 New Starts Evaluation and Rating Process 
 
This document describes the methodology that the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) used 
to evaluate, rate, and recommend funding for projects included in the FY 2007 Annual Report 
on New Starts.  This methodology was similar to the process used in the evaluation of projects 
included in the FY 2004-2006 Annual Reports on New Starts, and is consistent with FTA’s 
Final Rule on Major Capital Investment Projects issued on December 7, 2000.  
 
The bulk of this appendix is based on processes that were developed before passage of the 
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU) which was signed into law on August 10, 2005.   However, the FY 2007 
project evaluation process reflected two changes established in SAFETEA-LU which FTA 
implemented in time for the FY 2007 evaluation cycle.  Specifically, SAFETEA-LU replaced 
a three-point rating scale with a five-point scale, with the overall project rating designations of 
Highly Recommended, Recommended, and Not Recommended replaced with Low, Medium-
Low, Medium, Medium-High, and High.  In addition, SAFETEA-LU, while continuing to 
require that a project’s overmatch be evaluated, added a clause that nothing in the Act shall be 
construed as authorizing the Secretary to require a non-Federal financial commitment for a 
project that is more than 20 percent of the net capital project cost.  Project sponsors are still 
encouraged to request the lowest New Starts share possible given there are limited funds and 
the number of projects in the New Starts pipeline exceeds available funds.   
 
This appendix describes how FTA applied these two provisions for the FY 2007 evaluation 
cycle.  For all other changes in SAFETEA-LU, FTA intends to work closely with the transit 
industry over the coming months to fully implement the New Starts provisions, including 
further refinements to the New Starts evaluation and rating process to be applied to subsequent 
annual project evaluation cycles.  
 
Section I of this appendix introduces the legislative background of FTA’s project evaluation 
and rating responsibilities; identifies each of the statutory criteria used by FTA in its 
evaluation process; and summarizes the overall project evaluation and rating process.  Sections 
II and III describe the specific project justification and local financial commitment measures 
and ratings, respectively, including an explanation of the rating ranges and thresholds for each 
individual measure, and how they are rolled up into aggregate criteria ratings.  Section IV 
concludes with a summary of what the overall project rating means for funding 
recommendations in the President’s Budget for FY 2007.  All funding recommendations in the 
President’s Budget are subject to the availability of appropriations.     
 
This document is supplemented by two additional documents.  Guidelines and Standards for 
Assessing Transit-Supportive Land Use and Guidelines and Standards for Assessing Local 
Financial Commitment provide additional detail on the process FTA uses to evaluate these two 
criteria.   These materials are posted on FTA’s website at its site for New Starts Project 
Planning and Development: 
http://www.fta.dot.gov/grant_programs/transportation_planning/9924_ENG_HTML.htm. 
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FTA reminds the audience of this appendix that project evaluation is an on-going process. It is 
based on an analysis of Section 5309 New Starts Criteria and documentation submitted to FTA 
by local agencies. As New Starts projects proceed through project development, the estimates 
of costs, benefits, and impacts are refined. The FTA ratings and recommendations will be 
updated at least annually to reflect new information, changing conditions, and refined 
financing plans. 
 
I.  Legislative Background 
 
SAFETEA-LU continues the evaluation process provisions first established by the 
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) in 1998.  SAFETEA-LU requires the 
U.S. Department of Transportation to submit an annual report to Congress (Annual Report on 
New Starts) that includes a proposal on the allocation of funds among applicants for amounts 
to be made available to finance grants and loans for capital projects for new fixed guideway 
systems and extensions to existing fixed guideway systems.  It also requires that the annual 
report include the Secretary’s evaluations and ratings of the capital projects seeking grants or 
loans for new or extended fixed guideway systems.  
 
Like TEA-21, SAFETEA-LU mandates that proposed New Starts projects must receive FTA 
approval to advance from “alternatives analysis” to “preliminary engineering,” and from 
“preliminary engineering” to “final design and construction.” This approval is based, in large 
part, on an evaluation of the proposed project’s New Starts criteria.  
 
FTA’s evaluation includes a review of each project’s New Starts criteria and the assignment of 
a rating to each criterion.  Based on these criteria-specific ratings, FTA assigns candidate New 
Starts projects summary ratings for project justification and local financial commitment, as 
well as providing an overall project rating.  Sections 1.A and 1.B below present the criteria 
used by FTA in its New Starts evaluation process; Section 1.C provides an overview of how 
these criteria fit into the overall evaluation process; and Section 1.D summarizes how overall 
project ratings are derived.   
 
I.A Project Justification Criteria 
Similar to TEA-21, SAFETEA-LU Section 3011(a)(49 USC 5309(d)) requires that projects 
proposed for New Starts funding be justified based on a comprehensive review of the 
following criteria:  

• Mobility Improvements; 
• Environmental Benefits; 
• Operating Efficiencies; 
• Cost Effectiveness; and  
• Transportation Supportive Land Use Policies and Future Patterns  

 
SAFETEA-LU also continues the TEA-21 requirement of considering “other factors.”  
 
SAFETEA-LU further requires that FTA consider in its review the economic development 
effects of New Starts projects.  However, FTA desires to work with the industry on the 
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development of appropriate factors for measuring the economic development effects of 
candidate projects, and therefore did not consider them in the FY 2007 evaluation cycle.   
 
Section III of this appendix presents the specific measures FTA used in the FY 2007 
evaluation cycle to represent each of the project justification criteria, and how FTA evaluated 
them.   
 
I.B Local Financial Commitment  
Similar to TEA-21, SAFETEA-LU Section 3011(a)(49 USC 5309(d)) requires that proposed 
projects also be supported by an acceptable degree of local financial commitment, including 
evidence of stable and dependable financing sources to construct, maintain and operate the 
transit system.  Section 5309(d) calls for an evaluation of the extent to which the project has a 
local financial commitment that exceeds the required non-Federal share of the cost of the 
project.  
The measures for the evaluation of the local financial commitment to a proposed project used 
in the FY 2007 evaluation cycle were:  

• The proposed share of total project costs from sources other than the Section 5309 
New Starts program, including Federal formula and flexible funds, the local match 
required by Federal law, and any additional capital funding;  

• The strength of the proposed capital financing plan; and  

• The ability of the sponsoring agency to fund operation and maintenance of the 
entire system as planned once the guideway project is built.  

 
Section IV describes how FTA used these measures in its evaluation of candidate New Starts 
projects. 
 
I.C The Evaluation Process 
FTA evaluates proposed New Starts projects against the full range of criteria for both project 
justification and local financial commitment, as described in Figure I-1 on the following page.  
The specific project justification and local financial commitment measures included in Figure 
I-1 are described in detail in Sections II and III of this appendix, respectively. 
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Figure I-1 New Starts Evaluation Process 

 

I.D Overall Project Ratings 
TEA-21 required that an overall project rating of Highly Recommended, Recommended or Not 
Recommended be assigned to each proposed project, based on the results of FTA’s evaluation 
of each of the criteria for project justification and local financial commitment.  However, 
SAFETEA-LU Section 5309(d) requires that FTA assign overall ratings on a 5-point scale of 
High, Medium-High, Medium, Medium-Low, or Low to each New Starts project subject to 
evaluation. 
 
To assign overall project ratings to each proposed New Starts project, FTA considers the 
individual ratings for each of the local financial commitment measures and project justification 
criteria.  FTA combines this information into summary "finance" and "project justification" 
ratings for each project.   
 
For both project justification and finance, summary ratings are assigned as one of the 
following: High, Medium-High, Medium, Medium-Low or Low.   These summary ratings are 
then combined into an overall project rating.  Table I-1 on the following page summarizes the 
decision rules used to reach overall project ratings under both TEA-21 and the FY 2007 
evaluation cycle under SAFETEA-LU.   As the table demonstrates, the decision rules remain 
unchanged; only the designation assigned to the project’s overall rating is different from prior 
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practice.  While SAFETEA-LU anticipates that FTA will use the full range of ratings, from 
High, Medium-High, Medium, Medium-Low to Low in making this determination, however, 
FTA determined that it was less subjective to simply use High, Medium and Low in FY 2007.  
We want to receive input from the transit community before using the five-point rating system.  

 
Table I-1 FY 2007 Overall Rating Decision Rules 

 
Summary Ratings 

Overall Ratings 
TEA-21 

(FY 2000 -FY 2006) 

Overall Ratings 
SAFETEA-LU 

(FY 2007) 
At least Medium-high for finance and 
project justification 

Highly 
Recommended 

 
High 

At least Medium for finance and project 
justification 

 
Recommended 

 
Medium 

Not rated at least Medium for finance and 
project justification 

 
Not Recommended 

 
Low 

 
FTA emphasizes that these decision rules are for the FY 2007 evaluation cycle only.  It is 
anticipated that the decision rules used to achieve an overall project rating in subsequent 
evaluation cycles (FY 2008 and beyond) will be established through a formal rulemaking 
process and will encompass all five ratings from High to Low.   
 
FTA further notes that a project will no longer receive a designation of Not Rated if it 
receives a Medium or higher rating for finance, but cannot produce acceptable information in 
support of its project justification criteria.   In cases where such information is either not 
submitted or submitted but deemed to be unreliable, FTA will assign a rating of Low to the 
affected project justification criteria. 
 
I.E Ratings: An On-going Process 
Again, it is important to emphasize that project evaluation is an on-going process. FTA 
evaluation and rating occurs annually in support of budget recommendations presented in the 
Annual Report on New Starts and when a project sponsor requests FTA approval to advance 
their proposed New Starts project into preliminary engineering and final design. Consequently, 
as proposed New Starts projects proceed through the project development process, information 
concerning costs, benefits, and impacts is refined and the ratings are updated to reflect new 
information. 
 
II. Summary Project Justification Rating 
 
The following summarizes FTA’s process for evaluating the project justification criteria of 
proposed New Starts projects. 
 
II.A Project Justification Rating 
FTA assigns a summary project justification rating of High, Medium-High, Medium, 
Medium-Low or Low to each project based on consideration of the ratings applied to the 
project justification criteria presented in Section I.A and each of the specific measures 
identified in Table II-1 below:  
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Table II-1 New Starts Project Justification Criteria and Supporting Measures and 
Categories 

Criterion Measures/Categories 
Cost Effectiveness • Incremental Cost per Hour of 

Transportation System User Benefit 
Transit Supportive Land Use and Future 
Patterns 

• Existing Land Use  
• Transit Supportive Plans and Policies  
• Performance and Impacts of Policies  

Mobility Improvements • Normalized Travel Time Savings 
(Transportation System User Benefit 
per Project Passenger Mile)  

• Low-Income Households Served  
• Employment Near Stations 

Operating Efficiencies • System Operating Cost per Passenger 
Mile 

Environmental Benefits • Change in Regional Pollutant 
Emissions  

• Change in Regional Energy 
Consumption  

• EPA Air Quality Designation 
 
For mobility improvements and transit supportive land use, projects are aligned for each 
measure and category in a continuum of values from Low to High and broken into five groups, 
with each group assigned a numeric rating of 1 (Low) to 5 (High).  The thresholds that 
distinguish the five groups are not pure quintiles (that is, 20 percent each of the total number 
of projects being evaluated for the measure) but rather logical break points in the aligned data 
that separate one group from another.  Where criteria are represented by more than one 
measure, ratings for each measure are rolled up and averaged into criterion-specific ratings, 
where the numeric rating is converted into a corresponding High, Medium-High, Medium, 
Medium-Low or Low rating.   The mobility improvements and land use rating process are 
described in greater detail in Sections II.C and II.D below. 
 
For the cost effectiveness criterion, specific dollar breakpoints are defined for High, Medium-
High, Medium, Medium-Low and Low ratings (these breakpoints are presented in Section II.B 
below).  Decision rules for the operating efficiencies and environmental benefits criteria are 
described in Sections II.E and II.F below. 
 
Criterion-specific ratings are subsequently combined to form the summary High, Medium-
High, Medium, Medium-Low or Low justification ratings for each project presented in Section 
I.E.  
 
FTA assigns a weight of 50 percent each to the cost effectiveness and land use criteria in order 
to establish a summary project justification rating.  When the average of the cost effectiveness 
and land use rating falls equally between two ratings (say, between a Medium and a Medium-
High rating), the mobility improvements rating is introduced as a “tiebreaker.”   Specifically, 
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when mobility improvements are rated Low, the summary rating will "round down" to the 
lower of the two ratings; for all other mobility improvement ratings, the rating is "rounded-up" 
to establish the summary project justification rating.  For example, a project with a cost 
effectiveness rating of Medium-High and a land use rating of Low - along with a mobility 
improvements rating of Medium - would receive a summary project justification rating of 
Medium.   
 
Based upon its prior experience in evaluating New Starts projects, FTA has determined that 
locally-generated and reported information in support of the operating efficiencies and 
environmental benefits criteria does not distinguish in any meaningful way any differences 
between competing major transit capital investments.  Consequently, while ratings for these 
criteria are assigned by FTA and reported in (among other places) the Annual Report on New 
Starts, they are not considered in the determination of an overall project justification rating.  If 
well documented, and considered by FTA to be an unusually significant benefit to a proposed 
project that is not otherwise captured in the other New Starts criteria, “other factors” may 
increase a summary project justification rating by no more than one step (for example, from 
Medium-High to High).  The evaluation and rating of individual project justification criteria is 
discussed below. 
 
Failure to submit acceptable information (for example, reliable travel forecasts to support the 
cost effectiveness, mobility improvements, and operating efficiencies criteria) will result in a 
Low rating for the affected project justification criteria.     
 
II.B Cost Effectiveness 
In its evaluation of the cost effectiveness of a proposed project, FTA considers the incremental 
cost per hour of transportation system user benefits in the forecast year. This measure, 
expressed in constant base-year dollars, is based on the annualized total capital and annual 
operating costs divided by the forecast change in annual user benefits, comparing the proposed 
project to the New Starts baseline alternative.  Table II-2 below presents the thresholds FTA 
used in FY 2007 for assigning a High, Medium-High, Medium, Medium-Low or Low  cost 
effectiveness rating for each project:   
 
Table II-2 Cost Effectiveness Breakpoints 
High $10.99 and under 
Medium-High $11.00- $13.99 
Medium $14.00-$21.99 
Medium-low $22.00-$27.99 
Low $28.00 and over 
 

 
II.C Transit-Supportive Existing Land Use and Future Patterns 
In its evaluation of the land use affecting New Starts projects, FTA explicitly considers the 
following transit supportive land use categories and factors:  

1. Existing Land Use  
2. Transit Supportive Plans and Policies, including the following factors: 

• Growth management; 
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• Transit supportive corridor policies; 
• Supportive zoning regulations near transit stations; and  
• Tools to implement land use policies. 

3. Performance and Impacts of Policies, including the following factors: 
• Performance of land use policies; and  
• Potential impact of transit project on regional land use. 

 
FTA also permits New Starts project sponsors to submit information in support of an optional 
“other land use considerations” category.  
 
Based on information submitted to FTA by local agencies, FTA gauges each category by the 
factors identified above.  FTA assigns one of five numerical ratings (“1” to “5”) to each 
project for each of these factors.  Each factor is weighted equally within its category, averaged, 
and combined into category-specific ratings.  These category ratings are then combined 
equally (that is, each land use category rating contributes one-third of the value) and converted 
to a descriptive rating of High, Medium-High, Medium, Medium-Low or Low to determine the 
overall land use rating.  In rare cases, when based on unusually compelling “other” land use 
considerations, FTA may increase the land use rating by one point. 
 
Additional detail on FTA’s land use rating process is contained in Guidelines and Standards 
for Assessing Transit-Supportive Land Use.  Table II-3 on the following pages summarizes the 
ratings applied by FTA in the assessment of each land use category and supporting factor at 
each stage of project development. 
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Table II-3 Ratings Applied in Assessment of Land Use Criterion 
I.  EXISTING LAND USE 

Existing Land Use 
Phase of Project 
Development  

Land Use Assessment Ratings 

Preliminary 
Engineering and 
Final Design 

HIGH (5) Current levels of population, employment, and other trip generators in 
station areas are sufficient to support a major transit investment.  Most 
station areas are pedestrian-friendly and fully accessible. 

 MEDIUM (3) Current levels of population, employment, and other trip generators in 
station areas marginally support a major transit investment.  Some station 
areas are pedestrian-friendly and accessible.  Significant growth must be 
realized. 

 LOW (1) Current levels of population, employment, and other trip generators in 
station areas are inadequate to support a major transit investment.  Station 
areas are not pedestrian-friendly. 

Ratings based on assessment of the following: 
• Existing corridor and station area development; 
• Existing corridor and station area development character; 
• Existing station area pedestrian facilities, including access for persons with disabilities; and 
• Existing corridor and station area parking supply. 

II.  TRANSIT-SUPPORTIVE PLANS AND POLICIES 

Growth Management 
Phase of Project 
Development  

Land Use Assessment Ratings 

Preliminary 
Engineering and 
Final Design 

HIGH (5) Adopted and enforceable growth management and land conservation 
policies are in place throughout the region.  Existing and planned 
densities, along with market trends in the region and corridor are strongly 
compatible with transit. 

 MEDIUM (3) Significant progress has been made toward implementing growth 
management and land conservation policies.  Strong policies may be 
adopted in some jurisdictions but not others, or only moderately 
enforceable policies (e.g., incentive-based) may be adopted regionwide.  
Existing and/or planned densities and market trends are moderately 
compatible with transit. 

 LOW (1) Limited consideration has been given to implementing growth 
management and land conservation policies; adopted policies may be 
weak and apply to only a limited area.  Existing and/or planned densities 
and market trends are minimally or not supportive of transit.  

Ratings based on assessment of the following: 
• Concentration of development around established activity centers and regional transit; and 
• Land conservation and management. 
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Table II-3 Ratings Applied in Assessment of Land Use Criterion (cont.) 
II.  TRANSIT-SUPPORTIVE PLANS AND POLICIES 

Transit-Supportive Corridor Policies  
Final Design HIGH (5) Conceptual plans for the corridor and station areas have been developed.  

Local jurisdictions have adopted or drafted revisions to comprehensive 
and/or small area plans in most or all station areas.  Land use patterns 
proposed in conceptual plans and local and institutional plan revisions 
are strongly supportive of a major transit investment.   

 MEDIUM 
(3) 

Conceptual plans for the corridor and station areas have been developed.  
Local jurisdictions have initiated the process of revising comprehensive 
and/or small area plans.  Land use patterns proposed in conceptual plans 
and local and institutional plan revisions are at least moderately 
supportive of a major transit investment. 

 LOW (1) Limited progress, to date, has been made toward developing station area 
conceptual plans or revising local comprehensive or small area plans.  
Existing station area land uses identified in local comprehensive plans 
are marginally or not transit-supportive. 

Preliminary 
Engineering 

HIGH (5) Conceptual plans for the corridor and station areas have been developed.  
Discussions have been undertaken with local jurisdictions about revising 
comprehensive plans.  Land use patterns proposed in conceptual plans for 
station areas (or in existing comprehensive plans and institutional master 
plans throughout the corridor) are strongly supportive of a major transit 
investment. 

 MEDIUM 
(3) 

Conceptual plans for the corridor and station areas are being developed.  
Discussions have been undertaken with local jurisdictions about revising 
comprehensive plans.  Land use patterns proposed in conceptual plans for 
station areas (or existing in local comprehensive plans and institutional 
master plans) are at least moderately supportive of a major transit 
investment.  

 LOW (1) Limited progress, to date, has been made toward developing station area 
conceptual plans or working with local jurisdictions to revise 
comprehensive plans.  Existing station area land uses identified in local 
comprehensive plans are marginally or not transit-supportive.  

Ratings based on assessment of the following: 
• Plans and policies to increase corridor and station area development; 
• Plans and policies to enhance transit-friendly character of corridor and station area development; 
• Plans to improve pedestrian facilities, including facilities for persons with disabilities; and 
• Parking policies. 
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Table II-3 Ratings Applied in Assessment of Land Use Criterion (cont.) 
II. TRANSIT-SUPPORTIVE PLANS AND POLICIES 

Supportive Zoning Regulations Near Transit Stations 
HIGH (5) Local jurisdictions have adopted zoning changes that strongly support a 

major transit investment in most or all transit station areas. 
MEDIUM 
(3) 

Local jurisdictions are in the process of adopting zoning changes that 
moderately or strongly support a major transit investment in most or all 
transit station areas.  Alternatively:  strongly transit-supportive zoning has 
been adopted in some station areas but not in others. 

Final Design 

LOW (1) No more than initial efforts have begun to prepare station area plans and 
related zoning.  Existing station area zoning is marginally or not transit-
supportive. 

Preliminary 
Engineering  

HIGH (5) A conceptual planning process is underway to recommend zoning changes 
for station areas.  Conceptual plans and policies for station areas are 
recommending transit-supportive densities and design characteristics.  
Local jurisdictions have committed to examining and changing zoning 
regulations where necessary.  Alternatively, a “high” rating can be 
assigned if existing zoning in most or all transit station areas is already 
strongly transit-supportive. 

 MEDIUM 
(3) 

A conceptual planning process is underway to recommend zoning changes 
for station areas.  Local jurisdictions are in the process of committing to 
examining and changing zoning regulations where necessary.  
Alternatively, a “medium” rating can be assigned if existing zoning in 
most or all transit station areas is already moderately transit-supportive. 

 LOW (1) Limited consideration has been given to preparing station area plans and 
related zoning.  Existing station area zoning is marginally or not transit-
supportive. 

Ratings based on assessment of the following: 
• Zoning ordinances that support increased development density in transit station areas; 
• Zoning ordinances that enhance transit-oriented character of station area development and pedestrian access; 

and 
• Zoning allowances for reduced parking and traffic mitigation. 
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Table II-3 Ratings Applied in Assessment of Land Use Criterion (cont.) 
II.  TRANSIT-SUPPORTIVE PLANS AND POLICIES 

Tools to Implement Land Use Policies 
Final Design HIGH (5) Transit agencies and/or regional agencies are working proactively with 

local jurisdictions, developers, and the public to promote transit-supportive 
land use planning and station area development.  The transit agency has 
established a joint development program and identified development 
opportunities.  Agencies have adopted effective regulatory and financial 
incentives to promote transit-oriented development.  Public and private 
capital improvements are being programmed in the corridor and station 
areas which implement the local land use policies and which leverage the 
Federal investment in the proposed corridor.   

 MEDIUM 
(3) 

Transit agencies and/or regional agencies have conducted some outreach to 
promote transit-supportive land use planning and station area development.  
Regulatory and financial incentives to promote transit-oriented 
development are being developed, or have been adopted but are only 
moderately effective.  Capital improvements are being identified that 
support station area land use plans and leverage the Federal investment in 
the proposed major transit corridor.   

 LOW (1) Limited effort has been made to reach out to jurisdictions, developers, or 
the public to promote transit-supportive land use planning; to identify 
regulatory and financial incentives to promote development; or to identify 
capital improvements.  

Preliminary 
Engineering 

HIGH (5) Transit agencies and/or regional agencies are working proactively with 
local jurisdictions, developers, and the public to promote transit-supportive 
land use planning and station area development.  Local agencies are 
making recommendations for effective regulatory and financial incentives 
to promote transit-oriented development.  Capital improvement programs 
are being developed that support station area land use plans and leverage 
the Federal investment in the proposed major transit corridor. 

 MEDIUM 
(3) 

Transit agencies and/or regional agencies have conducted some outreach to 
promote transit-supportive land use planning and station area development.  
Agencies are investigating regulatory and financial incentives to promote 
transit-oriented development.  Capital improvements are being identified 
that support station area land use plans and leverage the Federal investment 
in the proposed major transit corridor. 

 LOW (1) Limited effort has been made to reach out to jurisdictions, developers, or 
the public to promote transit-supportive land use planning; to identify 
regulatory and financial incentives to promote development; or to identify 
capital improvements.  
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Table II-3 Ratings Applied in Assessment of Land Use Criterion (cont.) 
II.  TRANSIT-SUPPORTIVE PLANS AND POLICIES 

Tools to Implement Land Use Policies (Continued) 
Ratings based on assessment of the following: 
• Outreach to government agencies and the community in support of land use planning; 
• Regulatory and financial incentives to promote transit-supportive development; and   
• Efforts to engage the development community in station area planning and transit-supportive development. 
III. PERFORMANCE AND IMPACTS OF LAND USE POLICIES 

Performance of Land Use Policies 
Final Design HIGH (5) A significant number of development proposals are being received for 

transit-supportive housing and employment in station areas.  Significant 
amounts of transit-supportive development have occurred in other, existing 
transit corridors and station areas in the region. 

 MEDIUM 
(3) 

Some development proposals are being received for transit-supportive 
housing and employment in station areas.  Moderate amounts of transit-
supportive development have occurred in other existing transit corridors 
and station areas in the region. 

 LOW (1) A limited number of proposals for transit-supportive housing and 
employment development in the corridor are being received.  Other existing 
transit corridors and station areas in the region lack significant examples of 
transit-supportive housing and employment development. 

Preliminary 
Engineering 

HIGH (5) Transit-supportive housing and employment development is occurring in 
the corridor.  Significant amounts of transit-supportive development have 
occurred in other, existing transit corridors and station areas in the region. 

 MEDIUM 
(3) 

Station locations have not been established with finality, and therefore, 
development would not be expected.  Moderate amounts of transit-
supportive housing and employment development have occurred in other, 
existing transit corridors and station areas in the region. 

 LOW (1) Other existing transit corridors and station areas in the region lack 
significant examples of transit-supportive housing and employment 
development. 

Ratings based on assessment of the following: 
• Demonstrated cases of development affected by transit-oriented policies; and 
• Station area development proposals and status. 
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Table II-3 Ratings Applied in Assessment of Land Use Criterion (cont.) 
III.  PERFORMANCE AND IMPACTS OF LAND USE POLICIES 

Potential Impact of Transit Project on Regional Land Use 
Preliminary 
Engineering 
and Final 
Design 

HIGH (5) A significant amount of land in station areas is available for new development 
or redevelopment at transit-supportive densities.  Local plans, policies, and 
development programs, as well as real estate market conditions, strongly 
support such development. 

 MEDIUM 
(3) 

A moderate amount of land in station areas is available for new development 
or redevelopment at transit-supportive densities.  Local plans, policies, and 
development programs, as well as real estate market conditions, moderately 
support such development. 

 LOW (1) Only a modest amount of land in station areas is available for new 
development or redevelopment.  Local plans, policies, and development 
programs, as well as real estate market conditions, provide marginal support 
for new development in station areas. 

Ratings based on assessment of the following: 
• Adaptability of station area land for development; and 
• Corridor economic environment. 

 
As Table II-3 indicates, FTA takes into consideration the stage of development of a proposed 
project in its evaluation of land use information.  For example, the planning and policy 
oriented factors (existing land use, containment of sprawl, and corridor policies) are relevant in 
evaluating projects in all stages of project development, but particularly useful for projects 
early in project development. On the other hand, the implementation-oriented factors 
(supportive zoning regulations, implementation tools, and performance of land use policies) 
are more applicable in evaluating projects more advanced in preliminary engineering or final 
design. 
 
II.D Mobility Improvements  
In its evaluation of the mobility improvements that would be realized by implementation of a 
proposed project, FTA reviews three measures:  

1. Normalized Travel Time Savings, as measured by transportation system user 
benefits per project passenger mile;  

2. Number of current Low-income Households which would be served by the 
proposed New Starts investment; and 

3. Number of current Jobs served by the proposed New Starts project. 
 

The normalized travel time savings of New Starts projects is weighted 50 percent in the 
development of the mobility improvements rating; the low-income households and 
employment measures combined account for the other 50 percent of the rating.  The process 
FTA uses to establish measure-specific ratings and the overall mobility improvements rating is 
described below:  
 

Transportation System User Benefits per Passenger Mile This measure reflects the 
travel time savings, as measured by minutes of transportation system user benefits in 
the forecast year anticipated from the proposed project compared to its baseline 
alternative.  In order to rate projects in comparison to other proposed New Starts, this 

B-16 FY 2007 Evaluation and Rating Process   Appendix 



2006 Annual Report on New Starts 

measure is normalized by the annual passenger miles traveled on the New Starts 
project in the forecast year.   
 
As noted previously, projects are aligned in ascending order of user benefits per 
passenger mile and categorized into five groups, separated by the logical breakpoints 
indicated by the submitted data for the measure.  Projects in the highest grouping (that 
is with the most user benefits per passenger mile) receive a “5,” while projects in the 
lowest grouping receive a “1.”   
 
Number of Low-income Households and Jobs Served These two measures reflect 
the absolute number of low-income households (defined as below the poverty level) 
and jobs located within ½ mile of the "boarding points", or stations, associated with the 
proposed project. The total number of low-income households and jobs located within 
these ½ mile zones is then divided by the total number of stations to determine both the 
average number of low-income households and average number of jobs per station.  
Projects are aligned in ascending order of both low-income households per station and 
jobs per station, categorized into five groups, and assigned a numerical rating from “1” 
to “5.” 
 
The numerical ratings assigned for both low-income households and jobs are compared 
for each project.  FTA then considers the potential for connections of these two 
markets in assigning a single rating for both measures.  In the case of projects which 
are new guideway systems in their regions, the lower of the low-income households or 
jobs rating is assigned as the combined rating for the two measures.  For extensions to 
existing guideways, the higher of the low-income households and employment rating is 
utilized, unless the employment rating is higher and there are few low-income 
households living along the guideway. In this latter case, the low-income rating would 
be assigned as the combined rating of the two measures. 
 

II.E Operating Efficiencies  
FTA measures this criterion by evaluating the change in systemwide operating costs per 
passenger mile in the forecast year, comparing the Section 5309 New Start investment to the 
baseline alternative.   FTA assigns a rating of Medium to all projects that have information 
submitted for this measure.  As noted previously, FTA has found that information submitted in 
support of the operating efficiencies criterion does not distinguish with any meaning the merits 
of competing New Starts projects.  While FTA reports the information submitted by project 
sponsors on operating efficiencies to Congress in the Annual Report on New Starts, it does not 
formally incorporate this measure into its evaluation.    
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II.F Environmental Benefits  
In its evaluation of environmental benefits that would be realized through the implementation 
of a proposed project, FTA considers the current air quality designation by EPA.   This 
measure is defined for each of the transportation-related pollutants (ozone, CO, and PM-10) as 
the current air quality designation by EPA for the metropolitan region in which the proposed 
project is located, indicating the severity of the metropolitan area’s noncompliance with the 
health-based EPA standard (NAAQS) for the pollutant, or its compliance with that standard.  
New Starts project sponsors submit information to FTA on the forecast reductions in emissions 
resulting from the New Starts project for each transportation-related pollutant.   
 
Specifically, FTA follows the following decision rule when assigning ratings for 
environmental benefits: 

• Projects in non-attainment areas for any transportation-related pollutants that 
demonstrate a reduction in that pollutant receive a “high” rating. 

• Projects that are in attainment areas that demonstrate reductions in any 
transportation-related pollutant receive a “medium” rating. 

• All other projects are rated “low.” 
 

As noted previously, FTA has found that information submitted in support of the 
environmental benefits criterion does not distinguish with any meaning the merits of 
competing New Starts projects.  While FTA reports the information submitted by project 
sponsors on environmental benefits to Congress in the Annual Report on New Starts, it does 
not formally incorporate this measure in its evaluation of New Starts projects.    
 
II.G Other Factors  
Consistent with Section 5309(d), FTA also includes a variety of other factors when evaluating 
project justification, including:   

• Environmental justice considerations and equity issues;  

• Opportunities for increased access to employment for low-income persons, and 
welfare to work initiatives;  

• Livable communities initiatives and local economic development initiatives;  

• Consideration of innovative financing, procurement, and construction techniques, 
including design-build turnkey applications; 

• The cost effectiveness of the New Starts project based on alternative land use 
forecasts which consider the economic development impacts (benefits) of the 
proposed transit capital investment; and 

• Any other factor which the New Starts project sponsor believes articulates the 
benefits of the proposed major transit capital investment but which is not captured 
within the other project justification criteria. 

 
Only in the most compelling of cases are other factors formally assigned a rating.  When they 
are rated, FTA considers other factors in the evaluation of candidate New Starts projects in two 
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ways.  For evaluations in support of budget recommendations contained in the Annual Report 
on New Starts, the other factors rating is introduced after the assignment of an initial summary 
project justification rating.  If the other factors rating are higher than the summary project 
justification rating, FTA may increase this initial summary justification rating by a maximum 
of one step.   
 
For preliminary engineering and final design approvals, other factors are considered in the 
same way. In addition, the technical capability of the project sponsor to implement and operate 
the project is implicitly considered within the “other factors” criteria. This inclusion ensures 
that project management issues are adequately addressed in FTA’s decision to permit 
advancement into the next stage of the project development process.  
 
III.  Summary Finance Rating 
 
The following provides a summary of FTA’s process for evaluating the local financial 
commitment of proposed New Starts projects. 
 
III.A Financial Rating 
FTA assigns a summary finance rating of High, Medium-High, Medium, Medium-Low or Low 
to each project following consideration of individual ratings applied to the following measures 
for local financial commitment: 

1. Share of non-New Starts funding;  

2. Stability and reliability of the proposed project’s capital funding plan, 
including the following factors: 

• Current capital condition; 
• Completeness of plan; 
• Commitment of capital funds; 
• Capital funding capacity; and 
• Reasonable capital planning assumptions and cost estimates. 

3. Stability and reliability of the proposed project’s operating funding plan, 
including the following factors: 

• Current operating financial condition; 
• Completeness of operating plan; 
• Commitment of operations and maintenance (O&M) funds; 
• O&M funding capacity; and 
• Operations planning assumptions and cost estimates. 
 

These ratings are based on an analysis of the Section 5309 New Starts Criteria and 
documentation submitted to FTA by local agencies.   FTA’s evaluation takes into account the 
stage of project development, particularly when considering the stability and reliability of the 
capital and operating finance plans. Expectations for firm commitments of non-Federal 
funding sources become increasingly higher as projects progress further through development 
(preliminary engineering, followed by final design), and are rated accordingly.   

FY 2007 Evaluation and Rating Process B-19 



Annual Report on New Starts        2006 

The summary finance rating considers the non-Section 5309 New Starts share of project 
capital costs.  The following ratings are assigned to the New Starts share of project costs: 
 

• >60 percent = Low rating 
• 50-60 percent = Medium rating 
• 35-49 percent = Medium-High rating 
• < 35 percent = High rating                                                                                                 

 
In addition, FTA rates the capital and operating plan for each factor according to the standards 
defined in Tables III-1 and III-2 on the following pages. 
 
Additional detail on FTA’s process for rating local financial commitment is contained in its 
Guidelines and Standards for Assessing Local Financial Commitment.  However, it should be 
noted that those guidelines do not reflect the way that FTA treated the non-Section 5309 New 
Starts share of the project in FY2007.  Based on language in SAFETEA-LU, where there is 
any inconsistency between those guidelines and this appendix, the practices spelled out in this 
appendix supersedes those guidelines.   
 
Numerical ratings from 1 to 5 (Low to High) are assigned to each of the factors reflecting each 
measure; these factors are weighted equally within each measure, then averaged and combined 
into ratings for each measure.  Once measure-specific ratings have been determined, FTA 
weighs the proposed non-New Starts share as 20 percent of the summary financial rating; the 
strength and reliability of the capital plan counts as 50 percent of the rating; and the strength 
and reliability of the operating plan accounts for 30 percent of the rating.  These ratings are 
combined and converted by FTA into a summary financial rating of High, Medium-High, 
Medium, Medium-Low or Low.  
 
Failure to submit either a capital or operating financial plan for evaluation will result in a Low 
rating for finance.     
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Table III-1 Capital Plan Rating Standards 
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Table III-2 Operating Plan Rating Standards 
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III.B Financial Rating Decision Rule 
In addition to the non-Section 5309 New Starts share, capital and operating financial rating 
considerations and weights described above, FTA uses the following decision rules to 
calculate the overall financial rating.   

• If the New Starts share, which accounts for 20% of the financial rating, brings the 
overall financial rating to less than Medium, it will be excluded from the overall 
financial rating calculation. In other words, a New Starts share of less than 80 
percent can improve the project’s rating but it cannot hurt it.  This rule was applied 
for the first time in FY2007 in order to respond to direction in SAFETEA-LU that 
we evaluate the percent of New Starts share, as required by Section 
5309(d)(4)(B)(v), while ensuring that no project is required to provide more than 
the required 20 percent match as provided in Section 5309(h)(5).  If and how this 
rule is applied in future years will be subject to the New Starts rulemaking.   

• If either of a proposed project’s capital or operating finance plan receives a 
Medium-Low or Low rating, the summary finance rating for the project cannot be 
higher than a Medium-Low.  

• To receive a summary financial rating of Medium-High, both the capital and 
operating funding plan must be rated at least Medium-High. 

 
IV.  Ratings and Funding Recommendations 
 
Section 5309(d)(1)(B)(ii) directs FTA to consider for full funding grant agreements (FFGA) 
only those projects which receive a Medium, Medium-High, or High overall project rating.  
(Note that for the FY 2007 funding recommendations FTA did not use the Medium-High 
overall rating.)  FTA notes, however, that project ratings are intended only to reflect the 
worthiness of each project, not the readiness of a project for an FFGA.  A rating of High or 
Medium does not translate directly into a funding recommendation in any given fiscal year.  
Proposed projects that are rated High or Medium, will be eligible for multi-year funding 
recommendations in the Administration's proposed budget if other requirements have been met 
(completion of the Federal environmental review process, demonstrated technical capability to 
construct and operate the project, development of a firm and final cost estimate and financial 
plan, etc.) and if funding is available.  In addition, notwithstanding their overall project rating, 
as a general practice the Administration will target its funding recommendations in FY 2007 
and beyond to those proposed New Starts projects able to achieve a Medium or higher rating 
for cost effectiveness, unless the project has been exempt from this policy.  
 
When determining annual funding allocations among proposed New Starts, the following 
general principles are applied: 

• Any project recommended for new funding commitments should meet the project 
justification, finance, and process criteria established by Section 5309(e) and be 
consistent with Executive Order 12893, "Principles for Federal Infrastructure 
Investments," issued January 26, 1994.  
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• Existing FFGA commitments should be honored before any additional funding 
recommendations are made, to the extent that funds can be obligated for these 
projects in the coming fiscal year.  

• The FFGA defines the terms of the Federal commitment to a specific project, 
including funding.  Upon completion of an FFGA, the Federal funding commitment 
has been fulfilled.  Additional project funding will not be recommended.  Any 
additional costs beyond the scope of the Federal commitment are the responsibility 
of the grantee.  

• Funding for initial planning efforts such as alternatives analysis is provided through 
grants out of the Section 5303 Metropolitan Planning or Section 5307 Urbanized 
Area Formula programs or from the newly created Section 5339 Alternatives 
Analysis program. 

• Firm funding commitments, embodied in FFGAs, will not be made until the final 
design process has progressed to the point where costs, benefits, and impacts are 
accurately forecasted.  

• Funding should be provided to the most worthy projects to allow them to proceed 
through the process on a reasonable schedule, to the extent that funds can be 
obligated to such projects in the upcoming fiscal year.  The results of the project 
evaluation process and resulting finance, justification, and overall ratings determine 
whether particular projects are “worthy.”  

 
Again, FTA emphasizes that project evaluation and rating is an on-going process.  As 
proposed New Starts projects proceed through the project development process, information 
concerning costs, benefits, and impacts is refined and the ratings may be updated to reflect 
new information. 
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