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Briefing Topics

1) Introduction

2) Process Review

3) Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA)
4) Project Timeline/ FTA Process

5) Next Steps
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Project Connect
Vision

* Connects @pro/ectconnact &
¢ 25 Centers & ABIA B =
* 4 Counties/13 Cities

* Modes
* Regional/Commuter
Rail
* Urban Rail
* Bus Rapid Transit
* Transit on Express
‘" Lanes

Q oioleciconnect

* 9 Project Connect
Corridors
* 5 High Priority:
|- North
* East
* Southwest
* Northwest
* Central




Central Corridor Stut!y

Central Corridor
Work Plan Phases 3

Decision-Making Process g
- Phase 1: Select Priority Sub- %=
Corridor g

— ‘Where are we going...next?’

* Phase 2: Select Locally
Preferred Alternative (LPA)

— ‘How will we get there?’
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* 10 sub-corridors
identified + Core

* Comparison of sub-
corridors for high-
capacity transit (HCT)
suitability

* No single factor tells
the whole story

v p.':_:-jp.:'rcannec_t w l

|* 55 Measures
* 12 Criteria
-4 5 Problems
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Phase 1 Evaluation Results _

Project Team CCAG Public* Equal Wei
ERC ERC ERC ERC
Highland 61 |Highland Highiand | 64 |Highiand
L.amar 53 [|Mueller 51 [Mueller 57 Mueller
Mueller 52 Lamar 48 Lamar 50 Lamar
East Austin 50  JEast Austin 45  East Austn 49  |JEast Austin
SaCo 44 {SoCo 41 JSoCo 45  |SoCo
West Austin West Austin ) West Austin. 39 |West Austin
MLK Sola MLK MLK
Mopac MLK Mopac Sola
Sola Mopac Sola Mopac

*Public includes input from on-ine surveys (295) and three public workshops (120)
Key Findings

* ERC & Highland are top performers
— From various perspectives

* Weightings do not change the overall results
* All sub-corridors could support HCT

Current Future
Focus Focus
t Serving Criteria Only |Shaping Criteria Onl
ERC ERC
EastAustin -~ 53 [Highland | 52
51 |lamar | ‘-5::];#-'-' Mueller 44
50  [WestAustn 52 llamar 42
47  |Highland 47  §SoCo 38
43 Mueller 4 East Austin 34
SoCo | 37 [WestAustn 28
Mopac 'f:':-’-.‘_ihé'r_. ISoLa
MLK MLK
Sola Mopac

Note: Evaluation scores can only be

[

mpared within each column.

East Riverside
&
Highland

East Riverside (ERC) and Highland
were consistently in the top two
Advanced both into Phase 2

— Develop best project
Balanced corridor

— System Development

— Shaping Characteristics

— Serving Characteristics

Phase 1 Central Corridor Prior

‘5 ]

ity Area

7

vyt mennect

@ projectconnect @
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Phase 1 Actions

* CCAG - December 6, 2013

* City Council - December 12, 2013

* Capital Metro - January 29, 2014

* Lone Star Rail Executive Committee - February 7, 2014

¢ Action Taken

— Endorsed project team recommendation for East Riverside and
Highland Sub-Corridors

— ldentify funding needs and potential sources to continue Central
Corridor project definition and development activities in the next tier
of sub-corridors

— Continue cultivating a relationship with FTA to prepare for any future

high-capacity transit investments in the Lamar sub-corridor (Council &

Board only)

Phase 2 Objectives

* Project Definition
— Service, mode, alignment, stops
Funding Approach Project

— Capital and 0&M costs, funding
sources

— Within overall Project Connect Plan
* Governance Approach
— Framework, lead roles

o Funding «—— > Governance
* Programs and Policies €

— Housing/Transit/Jobs Action Team

— Alignment of programs and policies
with FTA New Starts criteria

1
mrojectconnect @
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Phase 2 Evaluation Processo

January February March Aprit May June

Service
=
<<
Mode S R .
< 00—
&
Alignment
Qualitative Quantitative Quantitative
Meet Purpose? Best Meets Purpose? Competitiveness/
*Demographics *Ridership Benefits?
Qctvities *Destinations *Detailed Costs *Economic Impacts
* Logical Termini *Stations *Prelim FTA Rating

*Technical Feasibility * FTA Criteria
*Maintenance Facility

Phase 2 Target Service Profile

o s \/
Reliability

Mixed Traffic Transit Priority/ Dedicated Separated Fully Separated

Pre-emption Guideway Guideway Guideway
Frequenc
5 minutes 60 minutes
Stop Spacing

< Yamile ZS > 5 miles

\/
Jhesd

10 mph 55 mph maximum (including sto

S

Ba-Mps
@projsc.’connect @




paLe ot

Phase 2 {, T
Preliminary ' i |
Alternatives |/

TR

Two modes
1. Urban Rail ©

2. BRT e

#¥ Lady Bird Lake alternatives

5 1. Bridge nnmmmm

g% 2. Shorttunnel @ B ®
3. Longtunnel

8/14/2014
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Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA)

Actions Taken

CCAG - June 13t

Capital Metro - June 23"

City Council - June 26t

Lone Star Rail Executive Comm - August 15t

Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA)

@ connect r B o
* 9.5-mile Urban Rail route, double-track and e :
electrified Iy 3
— Bridge across Lady Bird Lake s
~ Easttunnel at Hancock Center under Red Line a‘ A o
+ 16 Stations with 4 park and rides Q=]
* Estimated 18,000 daily Ridership by 2030
* 6,500 new transit riders to line

* 10,000 new transit riders to system
* Travel Times
— Grove to Conv Center (3.9 miles) - 11 min
- AQC Highland to Conv Center (5.6 miles) - 17 - "’“ t....-.;._..-.__..r: / _# ‘
min o
+ Total Capital Cost: $1.38 B (2020) ' ! = NPl i T8
Annual O&M Costs: $22 M (2022) : :
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Urban Rail “Layer”

System Concept

GEORGETOWN

I
* ldentification of E
Central Corridor LPA i
informs definition of |
Urban Rail “Layer” of |.
Project Connect Vision

* Next steps

— Urban Rail system
concept development

— Additional project
definition for
extensions and other

lines

T e

Project Features

0

Takes 10,000 cars off the road
every weekday

Within %2 Mile of Stations:
— Over 46,000 residents currently
* Over 8,400 new residents by 2030
— Nearly 97,000 employees currently
* Over 17,500 new employees by 2030
— Estimated 3:1 ROl -private

development due to the public
investment

— $23M new annual City of Austin
property and sales tax revenue

—~ Higher value development

— Lower per capita transportation costs|

and carbon emissions

8/14/2014
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Project Purpose

The purpose of the next high-capacity transit project in the
Central Corridor is to:

& Provide a reliable alternative to congestion

¥ Reinforce the success of the core through improved access
and affordable mobility

& Provide con nectivity to the city’s and region’s activity centers
& Provide a project compatible with urban physical constraints
™ Serve current demands and shape future growth
Eflmplement an integrated high-capacity transit system

® Be competitive for FTA funding

@_.':-':7-_-:1'.'!connect @ |

Capital Costs

* Incurrent dollars, proposed

Estimated Cost Urban Rail starter line is
(2020 Year of Expenditure) $118.9M/mi

¢ 21 US LRT projects currently

Capital Cost Category

o cton SOl under construction in FY14
— Average per mile cost is
Vehicles $40 M $236g3,3
: ¢ 16 of 21 US LRT projects are
Rightof-Way $40M at-grade or mostly at-grade
— Average per mile cost is
Professional services $240M $123.1M
— 6 projects more
Total contingencies $330M expensive per mile than
Urban Rail
Total $1.38B — 5 projects with total cost

above Urban Rail
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Capital Funding Approach

FEDERAL LOCP}_I_-W,

' Federal Transit ' City of Austin
Administration * Lead local funding
(FTA) partner for capital |
* Lead agency for * Primary Source:

NEPA - | General Obligation
| (GO)Bonds

* Source: Capital
Investment Grant
Program - New
Starts

0&M Costs

Make-up of Estimated Annual O&M + What's included?

Cost of $22Min 2022 — Operating plan (vehicle
hours, peak vehicles,
stations, track, etc.)

Nl - Overpgad (general & '
Supplies administrative, non-vehicle
main work hours, energy

~ Insurance

o consumption, other
h ;P“ utilities, insurance, etc.)
I - Actual unit costs from
Labor-General ./ [ Sther ol Capital Metro

& Admin

8% — Resource productivity

factors from peers
— Assumed contracted O&M
and 4% annual inflation

@_n.-'-:'._-!_\’.'connect @
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0&M Funding Approach

Sources of O&M

Funding

* Sales Tax

* FTA Formula Funding
(5307)

* Operations Savings
Funding (3507} * Fare Revenue
N Siey * Other

— Parking Revenue

~ %-Centfunds

— Potential PIDs

— Advertising/ Naming
Rights

— Private and In-kind
Contributions

Fare Revenue

ciconnect @

Governance Approach: Partnership

Builds on 2013 Project

2 Sk = Connect
“Owner” ,_‘f High-Capacity Transit “Operator”
\ Interlocal Agreement ~

Acts in an advisory role
to the actual governing
bodies, who would be
responsible for setting

Policy Level
Joint City-Capital Metro Policy Advisory Board
Members Appointed by Each Agency

i

s2 Executive Level i
" “ — Joint Executive Team (JET) Framework L METRO
Continues
l
Project Level
L 0 Urban Rail Project Director @ projectconnect @

8/14/2014
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FTA New Starts Evaluation

Individual Criteria
Ratings
Mobility Improvements
16.66%

Environmental Benefits
16.66%

Summary Ratings

Congestion Relief

16.66% 4 Project Justification
Economic Development 4  (50% of overall rating)
16.66%

Cost-Effectiveness
16.66%

[ELGRVEY

16.66%
Current Condition
25%

‘ Commitment of Funds
25%

Reliability/Capacity

‘ 50%

Local Financial
Commitment
(50% of overall rating)

A

Overall Rating

Overall Project Rating |

Project Timeline/
FTA Process

slconnect @

8/14/2014
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New Starts Process

0
2015-16 2017-18 2018-19
Project Full Funding
I cngincering  JP  Grant
Development
Agreement
* Complete + Gain commitments of m
environmental review all non-New Starts 2019-21
process funding
= DE:E'OID‘“EI:"U i « Complete sufficient
reviewing alternatives " .
Selecting locally engineering and
preferred alternative design
{LPA)
Adopting LPA into the <> = FTA approval
fiscally constrained
long range D = FTA evaluation, rating,
transportation plan and approval

ciconnect @

NEPA Process .

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

Coordination and
Analysis
T wee |

Unknown

+

Environmertal NKTET LT
Assessment impact

Hotice: of intent & Scoping
Procsss

| Coordinstion and Draft E1S

— — No significant

Public Comment

|' Document Fmal HIS
| sppropristely Finding of Ho
= = Signficamt impact {FONS!;
Record of Decision (ROD)

Agency Action

Agency Action
Agency Actian

Categorical Environmental Environmental Impact
Exclusion (CE) Assessment (EA) Statement (EIS)

8/14/2014
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Next Steps

Bond Election November 4t
NEPA/Preliminary Engineering
More Urban Rail Corridor Studies
Additional Regional Corridor Studies
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