
Questions etc. about New/Small Starts NPRM (2132 -AA81) 

[Attached markup has typos, minor edits, etc.] 
[Nerdy note: Page numbers below refer to the revised version sent January 23.1 

Part A 
1. In process. 
2. In process. 
3. Answered. 

4. Which market failures are addressed by this rulemaking? 

5. How do States allocate their grants for local transit? Any lessons to be learned? 

6. (p. 6) Why the limitation to fixed guideways? What is the effect of the definition of 
"fixed guideway", i.e., what possible guideways are excluded or included, compared to 
other definitions suggested by commenters or otherwise considered? Would any 
congestion-reducing "wannabe guideways" be excluded? 

7. (p. 8) In the formula, shouldn't "passenger-miles" be used instead of "vehicle-miles"? 

8. (p 14, etc.) Is the further guidance (e.g., on rating factors) referred to in the preamble 
currently in draft? If so, please provide. In not, what is the schedule and plan for it? 

9. Please describe the underlying circumstances and problems caused by "optimistic" or 
otherwise inaccurate forecasts. Are "optimistic" forecasts accurate another five or ten 
years out? 

10. (p. 14) "However, the New Starts process, which measures project benefits for forecast 
periods that are 20 to 25 years into the future, based on annualized costs and benefits, 
does not account for the year in which the benefits occur." Does this mean that a 
proposal with benefits 25 years in the future will be evaluated the same as an otherwise 
identical proposal that produces benefits in five years? If so, why? 

11. (pp. 15, 203) Given the distinctive importance of congestion concerns, why lump them 
under "other factors"? Why not rename these as "Congestion and other factors"? 

12. (p. 15) "F TA will evaluate projects that are a principal element of a congestion reduction 
strategy, in general and a pricing strategy, in particular, more highly." Would this more-
favorable evaluation also consider the effectiveness of the congestion reduction or pricing 
strategy? Is this effectiveness required to be estimated? 

13. (p. 16) "FTA agrees that both station area economic development and regional economic 
impacts are useful and valid measures of project benefits." To what extent does the 
estimation of station-area benefits take account of the station merely shifting growth 
within the region, not making a net addition to economic growth? 
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	 Comment [MH2]: Did you mean to say 
"expected"? 

Comment [MH3]: Who determines whether 
changes have occurred and whether they are 
dramatic? FTA? Sponsors? 

Comment [MH4]: What is the average time since 
adoption? 

14. (p. 26) I understand the reason for retaining the current measure of project cost-
effectiveness. Still, doesn't FTA want to add an incentive to better, more direct 
estimation of travel-time savings? 

15. (p. 28) Why not incorporate more explicitly the level of private-sector resource 
involvement? It shows acceptance and support for the project and diverse financing is 
desirable, too. 

16. (p. 29) What is the status of the pilot program for public private partnerships? 

17. (pp. 99-100) What is an example of a privately funded "betterment"? Would it include a 
bus terminal with commercial space? Currently, why are such betterments apparently 
excluded from the cost-effectiveness evaluation? 

Part B 

1. (pp. 27) Proposal: With regard to process transparency, is there a reason that the actual 
cost effectiveness calculation is not shown in the Annual New Starts Report? Why would 
co-mingling the two measures be superior to the present framework that considers both, 
but separately? Cost effectiveness is, among several things, a proxy for benefit cost 
analysis to rank projects. Although other factors are important in the ranking process, we 
need to be careful not to dilute or diminish the stature of cost effectiveness. 

2. (pp. 31) Transparency in the application of the process is not as strong as transparency in 
the explanation of the process. Overall transparency could be enhanced with more detail 
in each project in the Appendix Part A showing how quantitative measures derived and, 
in particular, describing how subjective rating decisions were made. 

3. (pp. 30 "FTA does not propose to modify or update the measures themselves as a 
proposed project advances through project development but will look at the most recent 
information in making its assessment of reliability.' 

4. (pp. 40) Why no response to the cost effectiveness comments and its use as a project veto 
in the proposal? 

5. (pp. 49) "Response: Given the critical role that the information gleaned from on-board 
surveys plays in understanding the nature of the transit riding market and in ensuring that 
travel models can forecast Currenf conditions, it is essential that the data on ridership  
patterns be as current as possible." 

6. (pp. 50) 'Dramatic changes in  service, demographics, or other factors would require a 
more recent survey to validate the model. 

7. (pp. 52) " Thus, it is expected that the time between entrance into final design and 
negotiations on an FFGA will be reduced. 

8. (pp. 57) The term "projection" generally has a different meaning than "forecast" and the 
two words should not be used interchangeably. Projections involve inclusion of a 
hypothetical(s), forecasts do not. 

Comment [MH1]: I am unclear on meaning here. 
What is the difference between updating measures 
and assessing/reassessing reliability? 
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' Comment [MH7]: Based on what follows this 
word in the remainder of the paragraph, it sounds 
like you actually mean viability, not reliability. 

In the proposal in the paragraph following this 
material on page 85, reliability is used in a different 
and more traditional sense (i.e. accuracy, etc) 

Comment [MH5]: What is the thinking as far as 
magnitude? How much additional Federal 
share/scope? 

— --(Comment [MH6]: In aggregate, or individually?  I 

9. (pp. 58) "an incentive clause that would allow for an amendment to either increase the 
Federal funding contribution or allow for the addition of scope,'" 

10. (pp. 65) Proposal: FTA proposes that all potential Small Starts projects (i.e., portions of 
a larger investment) planned in a corridor will be evaluated as a single project. If the 
combined cost or total requested funding amount, both expressed in year-of-expenditure 
dollars, is over the Small Starts limits, he projects will be evaluated as traditional New 
Starts projects]. 	  

11. (pp. 71) Same as second question and comment in 1. above, except here for Small Starts. 

12. (pp. 72) Figure 1 and the explanation that follows diminishes cost effectiveness and 
creates the opportunity for projects that fail in cost effectiveness to still be rated medium. 
Pending further understanding, OMB could not support such a framework. 

13. (pp. 78) Proposal: how would the five measures listed be quantified? 

14. (pp. 85) " eliability measures take into account a project sponsor's ability to manage 
transit projects, as well as factoring in local expertise and development conditions. 
Financial reliability depends on both the amount and the terms of local financial funding, 
as well as the size of the funding request (e.g., is it reasonable in relation to other projects 
of a similar size in a similar community?) In addition, measures such as forecasted 
ridership and peer reviews are valid means to assess reliability. 

15. (pp. 85) How will the five measures/factors listed in the proposal be quantified? 

16. (pp. 85-86) How will the three cost reliability factors be applied? Subjectively? 
Quantitatively? 

17. (pp. 111-112) How will FTA assure that both measures will be given appropriate 
attention, even though they are combined? 
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