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Transit Capital Planning in the San 
Francisco Bay Area 

JOEL MARKOWITZ 

In the San Francisco Bay area, the multiplicity of independent 
public transit agencies complicates transit capital planning. 
Throughout the 1980s, the Metropolitan Transportation Com
missi~n (MTC), the regional transportation planning agency, 
coordinated a cooperative process to produce a list of priorities 
for federal capital grants. The process evolved into a complex 
but subjective scoring and ranking system, within a fund con
straint. Two observations emerged after a decade of experience: 
(a) the process could continue despite annual reductions in federal 
and state capital financing, and (b) inherent limitations in the 
s~bjective ~coring system prevented it from fully incorporating 
diverse capital program goals and needs. A resilient institutional 
framework has contributed to the successful continuation and 
refinement of the process. 

The San Francisco Bay area is blessed with spectacular sce
nery, a moderate climate, unmatched cultural diversity, and 
a vibrant economy. It is also home to perhaps the most diverse 
public transportation system in North America. Transit ser
vice is provided by 17 principal public agencies, not including 
exclusive paratransit services, and almost as many modes. A 
map of the location of the area's major transit operators is 
shown in Figure 1, and a list of transit operator statistics is 
presented in Table 1. 

Although this diversity serves the patron well, it presents 
formidable problems for coordinated planning. Since 1971, 
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) has been 
responsible for overall transportation planning in the nine
county San Francisco Bay area. MTC has 16 voting members, 
of which 14 are appointed by the boards of supervisors and 
councils of mayors within each county, and 2 represent other 
regional agencies. 

MTC is one of the two statutorily created transportation 
planning agencies in the state of California. It was charged 
with developing and updating a regional transportation plan 
and was given review authority over all applications for federal 
and state transportation grants within its jurisdiction. 

Since 1978, MTC has worked formally with the largest tran
sit agencies in the region through an advisory committee called 
the Transit Operator Coordinating Council (TOCC). TOCC 
comprises the general managers of the eight largest systems: 
Alameda-Contra Costa Transit (AC Transit), Bay Area Rapid 
Transit (BART), Central Contra Costa Transit (CCCTA), 
California Department of Transportation (operator of the 
CalTrain peninsula commute train), Golden Gate Transit 
(GGBHTD), San Francisco Municipal Railway (MUNI), San 
Mateo County Transit (SamTrans), and Santa Clara County 

Metropol!tan Transportation Commission, 101 Eighth Street, Oak
land, Cahf. 94607. 

Transit (SCCTD). Representatives of the transit services in 
the cities of Vallejo and Santa Rosa are also included. TOCC 
has been MTC's forum for developing regional policies, 
resolving differences, and promoting coordination. 

As public transportation financing changed over the years, 
so did MTC's role. In 1972, the Transportation Development 
Act (TDA) was enacted by the state legislature. The TDA 
created local transportation funds in each county on the basis 
of a quarter-cent of the state sales tax. As administrator of 
this fund source within the region, MTC is responsible for 
allocating about $180 million annually to transit operators and 
local governments. Because the funds must remain within 
each county, MTC must decide among claimants in cases for 
which more than one agency serves the same geographic area. 
TDA funds are predominantly used for operating expenses 
by the principal public transit operators. 

Under federal law, MTC was named the metropolitan plan
ning organization (MPO) for carrying out planning guidelines 
and administrative regulations of FHWA and UMTA. For 
instance, MTC is responsible for preparing the annual update 
to the multiyear Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), 
the basis for all subsequent federal transportation grant 
applications. 

When the federal transit block grant program (Section 9) 
was adopted in 1982, MTC was made the designated recipient 
for those funds within the two major urbanized areas under 
its jurisdiction: San Francisco/Oakland (encompassing parts 
of five counties) and San Jose (within one county). 

Urbanized areas are specially defined by the U.S. Census 
Bureau and have little relation to city or county boundaries 
or metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs). In the San Francisco/ 
Oakland urbanized area, there are at least six discontiguous 
areas of urban density, separated by water or hills. These 
definitions were established to implement UMTA's first for
mula program under Section 5. When Section 9 replaced Sec
tion 5 in 1982, the formula was changed substantially but the 
definitions of urbanized areas were maintained. 

As designated recipient, MTC is responsible for program
ming all Section 9 operating and capital funds for the urban
ized areas each year. In FY 1989-1990, these funds were 
expected to be about $90 million. 

Section 9 funds must remain within the urbanized areas as 
apportioned by UMT A. There are eight eligible recipients in 
the San Francisco/Oakland urbanized area and two in the San 
Jose area, and one operator crosses between the two areas. 
It was largely in response to the need to divide the Section 9 
pie each year that the region's approach to capital replacement 
planning was developed. 
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FIGURE 1 Bay area transit operators. 

EVOLUTION OF THE CAPITAL PRIORITIES 
PROCESS 

Overview of the Process 

Figure 2 shows the overall capital priorities process. Each 
year, a review of the previous year's process is conducted to 
develop new recommendations which must be formally adopted 
by MT · in the fall. In January, the perators submit their 

MTC Oropl!IOOlpb- Morch 1990 

proposals for the upcoming 5-year period, incmoing projects 
for the new fifth year, and any amendments to the first 4 
years. From January through April, MTC staff evaluate the 
proposals under the adopted criteria, propose project scores 
for review by operators, and recommend a final ranking. The 
final 5-year priority list is adopted by MTC in May as the 
basis for subsequent preparation of the TIP in June and the 
Section 9 Program of Projects and operators' individual grant 
applications during the summer. The adopted program deter-
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TABLE 1 TRANSIT OPERATOR STATISTICS: OPERATING BUDGETS 1987-1988 (a) 

Operating Sources of Operating Funds (b) (SOOO) 
Data Local/Regional State Federal Total 

Average Operating 
Active Weekday User Local TDA AB 1107 STA UMTA Other Expenses 

Transit Operator Fleet Boardings (Fares) Taxes (c) (d) (e) (I) (g) ($000) 

AC Transit (h) 850 211,000 $ 30,124 $ 27,594 $ 25,315 $ 15,238 $ 943 $ 7,073 $ 7,610 $ 113,897 
BART 526 202,500 78,475 76,084 348 0 564 0 5,221 160,692 
Ca It rans 73 16,000 9,545 0 3,788 (J) 0 0 1,272 11,347 25,952 
CCCTA 95 14,300 1,719 0 7,949 0 0 1,411 -409 10,670 
ECCTA 23 1,800 171 0 1,581 0 0 0 -18 1,734 
Fairfield 10 1,100 114 0 306 0 0 255 -39 636 
GGBHTD 243 (I) 30,400 14,444 587 6,817 0 31 1,754 14,096 37,729 
LAVTA 22 1,500 126 0 2,007 0 0 0 122 2,255 
Napa City 9 1,600 130 0 296 0 0 289 -9 706 
SF Muni 1,065 801,200 71,176 115,656 17,056 15,238 575 8,764 7,834 236,299 
Sam Trans 299 61,500 7,797 13,079 11,563 0 8 1,636 460 34,543 
SCCTD 552 118,500 11,338 56,585 34,313 0 0 6;983 -571 108,648 
Santa Rosa 21 4,200 503 0 1,236 0 35 553 -66 2,261 
Sonoma County 35 2,800 541 0 2,113 0 65 0 -4 2,715 
Union City 8 1,400 145 0 984(k) 0 0 204{k) -319 1,014 
Vallejo 31 4,400 555 0 1,215 0 251 213 -127 2,107 
WCCCTA 17 1,000 87 0 868 0 0 224(k) -243 936 

Regional Total 3,879 1,475,200 $226,990 $289,585 $117,755 $ 30,476 $ 2,472 $ 30,631 $ 44,885 $ 742,794 

(a) Figures are unaudited data reported by transtt (d) 25% of 1 /2 cent transactions and sales tax (g) Negative numbers indicate funding not actually 
operating agencies and MTC resolutions. revenues collected in Alameda, Contra Costa spent for operations in FY 1987-88. 

and San Francisco counties. 
(b) TDA, STA, AB 1107 and UMTA funds (h) AC Transit Districts 1, 2 and contract services, 

corresponds to MTC allocatlons. Actual amount (e) State Transit Assistance. but excluding BART express bus services. 
used for the fiscal year might have varied 
somewhat. Any adjustments are made under (I) Urban Mass Transportation Administration (I) In addition, service Is provided by 19 club buses. 
"Other.' grants (Sections 9 and 18). Actual amounts 

were reduced 8.43% after appropriations bill (j) Allocations to SF Muni and Sam Trans for 
(c) Transportation Development Act. was signed. 

mines both the division of Section 9 formula block grant funds 
and the regional program for seeking federal and state dis
cretionary funds. All operators agree to work with MTC in 
Sacramento and Washington to promote not only their own 
projects but the entire regional program. 

The current process was developed through several stages, 
with each step adding further refinements. A review of the 
historical development of the process is provided in the fol
lowing subsections, followed by a discussion of the institu
tional arrangements that maintain the effectiveness of the 
process. 

Before Section 9 

Other than the Section 5 Tier IV bus capital program, which 
was apportioned by formula to urbanized areas for vehicle 
purchases, other transit capital needs were previously met by 
UMTA's Section 3 discretionary program. Although it was 
possible to estimate the amount of Section 3 money that could 
be expected each year, these funds were not guaranteed . 

Consequently, long lists of projects were developed, and 
there were always unmet needs from the previous year that 
had to be added to the new year's list. MTC tried to introduce 
some flexibility by defining a 2-year program, so adjustments 

CalTrain services. 

(k) Includes allocations to AC Transit for contract 
services to WestCat and Union City. 

could be made when UMT A's discretionary program choices 
were made, but true multiyear programming was not attempted. 
Although a 5-year program was defined, only the first year's 
needs were explicit. All other projects were placed in the 
out-years list. Moreover, evaluation criteria were generally 
nonspecific. 

All projects had to meet the following general criteria, 
which were principally procedural requirements: 

•Local consensus , including approval by the policy board, 
community support, and inclusion in the Short-Range Transit 
Plan (SRTP); 

• Regional requirements , i.e., conformity with MTC's 
Regional Transportation Plan and rail proposals resulting from 
corridor or other special studies; and 

• Sound financial plans, including sources and amounts for 
capital and associated operating costs. 

Priority consideration was given to projects that (a) enhanced 
and supported desired development patterns, (b) were well 
defined and ready for implementation, and (c) were likely to 
compete well for funding from major sources (i.e., state and 
federal). 

Other criteria were defined for each of the three funding 
categories-Section 5 bus, Section 3 bus facilities, and Section 
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2. 

3 . 

Agree on procedures and criteria 

Operators develop and submit 5-year 
program documentation 

MTC staff develop 5-year 
Master rankings by: 

Screening all projects for 
necessary findings 

Evaluating and ranking by general 
and project merit criteria 

4. MTC staff propose tentative programming 
of ranked projects for Section 3, Section 9, 
mixed Section 3/9, or special funding 

5. MTC staff develops 5-year programs for 
Section 9 and Section 3 projects. Projects 
will be ranked within the 5-year Section 9 
or Section 3 programs based on rankings 
developed in Step 3. 

6. MTC and operators discuss final project 
rankings and assignments to fund categories 

7. Present priorities to MTC's Work Program and 
Plan Revis i on Committee CPW&PRC) 

8. Present priorities for Commiss i on adoption 

9. If necessary, re-open TOCC discussion of 
programming of projects based upon final 
federal and state budget or appropriation 
actions. 

10 . Develop TIP, Program of Projects, and Guideway 
Plan by refining documentation submitted for 
priority-setting. 

FIGURE 2 Steps in the capital priorities process. 
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3 rail modernization. For Section 5 bus, a replacement pro
gram was implemented on the basis of fleet age using a for
mula . For bus facilities and rail modernization, projects were 
ranked in descending order depending on whether they were 
required for improving safety or reliability, maintaining the 
existing plant and services, or expanding service . There were 
no explicit evaluations of individual projects within the three 
categories, although operators were asked to indicate their 
own priority order for their projects. 

Early Revisions Under Section 9 

This approach produced a list of recommended projects for 
each transit operator under each funding category, but there 
was no predetermined interoperator project ranking. As fed
eral funding was determined, adjustments were made on an 
ad hoc basis . 

At first, Section 9 was simply viewed as a more predictable 
and flexible Section 5 program. The same kinds of criteria 
were applied as before , only within the new categories of 
Sections 9 and 3 funding. The program was still a 1-year list 
of projects, grouped by operator in the priority order sub
mitted, subject only to reranking as safety , maintenance 
(including productivity improvements as well as replacement), 
or expansion, in that order. The general criteria described 
previously were still applied . 

By 1984, 2 years into the Section 9 program, it became clear 
that the annual block grants allowed a new degree of flexible 
multiyear planning that could be advantageous to all. Although 
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the annual appropriations process wa still subject to uncer
tainty , the multiyear congressional authorizations (maxi
mums) allowed the region to better predict area onable range 
of available resources. Con equently , the procedures and 
criteria for the 5-year program were substantially revised, 
beginning with FY 1985-1986. 

The first major change was the development of more explicit 
regional objectives for the capital priority-setting process. Six 
objectives were adopted: 

1. Fund basic capital requirements to sustain and improve 
the existing transit capital plant; 

2. Use evaluation criteria that make the process more pre
dictable for the operators, avoiding rigid, arbitrary, or 
mechanical use of the criteria; 

3. Honor the operators' own priorities as much as possible 
to reinforce their 5-year planning; 

4. Maintain the region's credibility with state and federal 
funding agencies by demonstrating the soundness and validity 
of the process; 

5. Tailor the project evaluations to the projects' signifi
cance by not requiring elaborate evaluation of routine projects 
(basic needs) and by focusing on the few large or pecial 
project (nonbasic) to be funded at the margin each year; and 

6. Test the resulting priorities for their fairness to all oper
ators given the total funding available to them, the services 
provided, or other relevant factors. 

Although these objectives were more explicit than before 
they were quite ambiguou on major point which was partly 
a resuJt of the process of negotiation that occurs continually 
among MTC and the transit operators. 

Jn addition to the objectives, the procedures included several 
other changes: 

•A more explicit process (see Figure 2); 
•A new documentation format, requiring annual phasing 

of multiyear projects to be shown explicitly, along with year
by-year operator ranking · 

• A requirement for project justification worksheets for 
each project requested in the annual element (the first year 
of the new 5-year program); 

•Expanded evaluation criteria with explicit, project-by
project scores and ranks (see Figure 3); and 

• Explicit programming of each of the 5 years in the program 
and restrictive rules on subsequent amendments. 

The scoring and ranking were crude-mostly a matter of 
assigning points if individual criteria were met , with ome 
weighting across criteria. The ba ic/nonba ·ic distinction was 
maintained, so there were in effect two lists for each year. 
The operator's own project ranking was deemphasized but 
was still worth some points in the scoring scheme. The "honor 
operator priorities" objective was replaced with "establi ·h 
prioritie on the basis of the region' adopted criteria and 
each operator's 5-year planning process." Still the principle 
of explicit scores and rankings was established. 

Later Revisions 

The revisions were reviewed the next year, and the following 
additional changes were instituted: 
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• Uniform regional scoring replaced any acknowledgment 
of operator prioritie (see Figure 4). 

• The basic/nonba ic distinction was dropped in favor of a 
master list that incorporated all types of projects in score 
order. 

• The programs for each of the 5 years were co.n trained 
to a more reasonable fund estimate rather than programming 
to the fully authorized level (recognizing that appropriations 
never match authorizations). 

The new scoring process was as subjective as before but 
was more focused, with four major areas for assessing project 
merit: direct passenger benefits, system productivity and effi
ciency benefits, regional goaJs and u taining the capital plant. 
A scoring scheme wa developed for the four criteria with 
high receiving 10 points, medium receiving 5 point , and low 
receiving 1 point. This scheme was admiltedly arbitrary but 
was simple and intuitive enough to gain broad acceptance. 

Subsequent. annual reevaluations have refined the process. 
More gradation in allocating points to project were insti
tuted (see Figure 5), and more explicit guideline for point 
assignments were developed (se Figure 6). Standard inflation 
rates and bus prices were developed and are presented in 
Table 2. The basic proces , however , has remained unchanged 
over four annual cycles. 

INSTITUTIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

In capital priority setting MTC's overriding objective has 
been to ensure that the region is able to bring in and effectively 
spend federal and tate transportation funding to usrain and 
expand the region 's transit y tern. To achieve that goal it 
was es ential that the region' many operators work together 
to present a single capital program to federa l and state funding 
authorities. Before the previously described process wa 
adopted , operator djsagreement frequently carried over into 
the pol.itical arena or caused conflicting lobbying with the 
funding agencies. A proce to forestall uch detrimental results 
needed several characteristics, which are described in the 
following subsections. 

Credibility 

Credibility was considered the primary feature of the process. 
The pa-iticipants had to believe that the proce s wa hone t, 
open, predictable, and competently run . MTC ought to achieve 
credibility by involving th operator at every rage-from 
the review of procedures and fund estimate to the debate 
over individual project scoring. MTC staff worksheets were 
available to anyone questioning the scoring, and projects were 
often rescored following a challenge if mistakes or incomplete 
data were discovered . No changes were made without a full 
explanation and the opportunity for debate by all participants. 
There were no sub idiary transactions. Any such attempt would 
have undercut the needed consensus on the overall capital 
program. The fundamental test of credibility is the agreement 
by all operators that the overall result is fair even if their 
individual requests are not all granted. 

On a technical level, the scoring ·ystem appears to be defi
cient. It is inherently subjective, and the point assignments 



Where possible and reasonable, quantitative evaluations of project 
merit ~hould be provided. Otherwise, concise verbal descripliu11s drl:! 

acceptable. Criteria should be applied to a project only if 
appropri ate to the project's scope and intended fund source. Criteria 
are not listed in priority order. 

A. General 

l . Project enhances and supports desired development patterns 

2. Project li kely to compete well for funding from major sources 

WEIGHTS 

3. Project was high- priority but unfunded in previous Transit 2 
Capital Priorities 

4. Project is a continuation of a multi-year project previously 2 
given high-priority 

(B) 5. Project responds to specific recommendations of special studies 2 
or performance audits 

6. Project implements specific, previously committed service 
expansions in accordance with adopted plans and programs. 

(B) 7. If replacement or rehabilitation, part of a well-defined 
program containing specific age, wear or other criteria 
governing the replacement schedule. 

B. £!.Qject Need 

l. Well-defined purpose, objective 

2. Adverse effects if project deferred or deleted 

3. No suitable alternative action or project 

4. Project is ranked highly by operator 

C. Project Effecti veness 

l. Clear statement of project benefits to system operations, 
passengers, local/regional goals, etc . 

(B) 2. Es sential to continue normal operations 

(B) 3. Addresses significant system safety or passenger/employee 
security problems 

(B) 4. Increases productivity of system or addresses significant 
productivity problems (reduces cost, increases efficiency 
or effectiveness) 

(B) 5. Required to sustain or improve existing plant 

6. Increases system capacity to meet current and projected demand . 

D. Adequacy of Financi al Plan 

(B) l . Financial plan indicates all sources of funds for the project 

2. Shows local commitment or private participation, where 
appropriate 

3. Shows sources and amounts of operating funds required to 
implement proposed capital project 

(B) Reasonable cost estimates, phasing, cash flow 

FIGURE 3 Criteria for evaluating project merit. 
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I. NECESSARY FI NDINGS 

All projects must be in conformance with the following criteria before an 
evaluation (II below) will be made. (Criteria are not in any order of 
importance.) 

A. Regi ona l Requirements 

1 .• Approval by operator policy board. 

2.• Included in upcomin~ 5-year Short Range Transit Development 
Plan (SRTP). 

3. Project is advanced to a state of readiness for 
implementation in the year indicated. 

4.• Project is well-defined and justified. 

5. Project implementation schedule provides for any necessary 
clearances and approvals. 

6.• Operator has capacity to implement project. 

7. Operator has an adequate financial plan, with reasonable cost 
estimates, phasing, and cash flow, and all sources of 
expected funding identified . 

• For projects programmed in out years (years 2-5), only 
requirements l, 2, 4 and 6 apply. 

II. PROJECT EVALUATION 

Where possible and reasonable, quantitative evaluations of project merit 
should be provided to allow gradations in scoring to be made . 

A. Cont i nuation of Pr ior Commitment 

1. Project is a continuation of a funded 10 
multi-year project previously given high 
priority ~ the operator continues to 
assign the project high priority. 

B. Proj ect Merit 

l. The degree to which the project 
directly benefits the passengers 

2. The degree to which the project 
directly produces benefits to 
system productivity and efficiency. 

3. The degree to which the project 
directly addresses significant 
or regional goals or policies 
(e.g., E&H accessibility or regional 
coordination). 

4. Replacement or rehabilitation for 
maintaining existing service. 

10 

10 

10 

Medium/ 
Av erage Low 

5 

5 

5 

5 

l. Direct Passenger Benefits - direct on-street service effects (schedule 
adherence, safety, reliability, etc.), service quality (peak capacity), 
passenger comfort (clean vehicles, shelters, etc.), passenger convenience 
(public information, fare payment, access, etc.). 

2. System Productivity - direct reductions in cost or achievement of 
efficiencies in operations or maintenance, revenue enhancement, etc. 

3. Regional Goals - E&H access; interoperator schedule, fare and transfer 
coordination. 

FIGURE 4 Evaluation criteria and scoring. 
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are arranged on an arbitrary scale that has no clear scientific 
basis. Still, the approach is simple enough that all participants 
can grasp it. A more complex scheme would tend to favor 
certain types of projects or modes and thereby threaten the 
con ensus. It is not possible to obtai n equally quantirative, 
objective data on every type of proje t to asse s engineering 
costs and benefits. In effect, the simplicity of the process is 
a source of credibility. 

cies. Credibility also means that the priorities must reflect real 
needs, not just mutual back scratching. In 1981 , MT\. p11h
lished its first evaluation of long-term transit capital replace
ment needs (1). In rough terms, that report identified a need 
for about $100 million annually for basic capital replacement, 
notwithstanding additional needs for system expansion. Because 
the Section 9 formula apportionment to the Bay Area was 
initially in that range, MTC decided that s11st<1ining the exist
ing capital plant had to receive top priority in terms of the 
new formula funds. MTC wanted to ensure that the region 

However, merely satisfying everyone within the region is 
not enough to ensure funding by the state and federal agen-

I. NECESSARY FINDINGS 

All projects must be in conformance with the following criteria before an 
evaluation (II below) will be made. (Criteria are not in any order of 
importance). 

A. Regional Screening Requirements 

l. Approval by operator policy board. 

2. Included in upcoming 5-year Short Range Transit Development 
Plan (SRTP). 

3. Project is well-defined and justified. 

4. Project implementation schedule provides for any necessary 
clearances and approvals. 

5. Operator has capacity to implement project. 

6. Operator has an adequate financial plan, with reasonable 
estimates, phasing, and cash flow, and all sources of 
expected funding identified. 

7. Project is advanced to a state of readiness for 
implementation in the year indicated. Grants for projects 
which are ready are expected to be obligated within one year 
of the UMTA award date: or in the case of larger construction 
Q.IQ.jects. the fun Qs _are expected to be obligated according to 
an accepted implementation schedule. For projects reauiring 
State Guideway funds, the grants are exoected to be obligated 
within a year of the CTC award date . 

II. PROJECT EVALUATION 

The evaluation criteria are grouped into two categories: continuation of 
prior commitment and project merit . The continuation of prior commitment 
provides for the continuing funding and construction of a multi-year 
project . The project merit criteria are designed to address both 
external and internal benefits, and to achieve regional goals. Special 
consideration is given to replacement projects to achieve our objective 
of sustaining and replacing the existing transit capital plant. 

Where possible and reasonable, quantitative evaluations of project merit 
should be provided to allow gradations in scoring to be made. 

A. Continuation of Prior Commitmen t 

1. Project is a continuation of funded multi-year 
project previously given high priority .a.nQ the 
operator continues to assign the project high 
priority. 

FIGURE 5 Evaluation criteria and scoring (refined). (continued on next page) 
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B. PrQject Merit High/ Low/ 
High Medium Medium Medium Low 

1. The degree to which the 10 6 5 4 
project di rectly benefits 
the passengers 

Direct Passenger Benefits - direct on-street service effects 
(schedule adherence, safety, reliability, etc.), service·quality 
(peak capacity), passenger comfort (clean vehicles, shelters, 
etc.), passenger convenience (public information, fare payment, 
access, etc.). 

2. The degree to which the 
project di rect l y produces 
benefits to internal system 
productivity and efficiency 

10 6 5 4 

Internal System productivity - direct reductions in cost or 
achievement of efficiencies in operations or maintenance, revenue 
enhancement, etc. 

3. The degree to which the 
project di rect ly addresses 
significant or regional 
goals or policies 

10 6 5 4 

Regional Goals - E&H access; interoperator schedule, fare and 
transfer coordination. 

4. Replacement or rehabilitation 
for maintaining existing 
service. 

10 6 5 4 

Replacement or Rehabilitation - MTC staff and operators will 
develop guidelines for scoring different types of replacement 
projects. 

FIGURE 5 (continued from previous page) 

did not suffer the fate of some older urban areas that had 
deferred basic maintenance but were later faced with a near 
collapse of their infrastructure. A dogged commitment to a 
clear goal-maintain the plant first and expand later-helped 
establish the external credibility of the process. 

Responsiveness 

It is easy to say, "Here are the rules; follow them and don't 
deviate." In the real-world environment, however, such pro
cedural purity is dysfunctional. Emergencies and gradually 
changing conditions may demand radical reevaluation of 
priorities. Nothing requires such a reevaluation so quickly as 
changes in funding programs, levels, and rules. The process 
has had to deal with frequent changes over the years, partic
ularly the drastic reductions in state and federal funding levels 
(see Figures 7 and 8). Changes in the fund estimates meant 
that the line separating funded from unfunded projects had 
to be redrawn and the priority order rules had to be revised. 

Most operators have had to request amendments in their 
plans to accommodate some unanticipated event. For exam
ple, a project is over budget and needs additional resources, 
a project is under budget and previously unfunded projects 

are on the list, a project is running into environmental clear
ance problems with toxic wastes, or a project has to be cut 
because it is not well defined and ready to implement. For 
each request, the operators know they must be both accom
modating and skeptical so that the process works equitably 
no matter which side of the fence they are on. 

Self-Enforcement 

The process would not have survived one cycle if it had 
depended on MTC staff to police it. Instead, a Capital Prior
ities Task Force was established, chaired by one of the operator 
members, to oversee the process. MTC staff members support 
the task force, but their role is limited to the following: 

• Keep the process on schedule. 
• Maintain the integrity of the process. 
• Make sure no operator gains an unfair advantage. 
• Keep the lines of communication open. 

Once the task force agrees on the ground rules, the indi
vidual members have an incentive to police themselves. Because 
the amount of funding can be estimated in advance (at least 
for Section 9), there is a zero-sum game. In other words, it 



TABLE 2 BUS PRICES 

FY 1990 

FY 1991 

FY 1992 

FY 1993 

FY 1994 

FY 1995 

FY 1996 

FY 1997 

FY 1988 

FY 1999 

FY 2000 

Artie 
60' 

$300,000 

315,000 

330,750 

347,288 

364,652 

382,884 

402,029 

422, 130 

443,237 

465,398 

488,668 

Super 
Bus 
40' 

$231,525 

243' 101 

255,256 

268,019 

281,420 

295,491 

310,266 

352, 779 

342,068 

359' 171 

377,130 

Std 
40' 

$189,630 

199, 112 

209,067 

219,520 

230,496 

242,021 

254, 122 

266,828 

280, 170 

294, 178 

308,887 

35' 30' 

$185,000 $180,000 

194,·250 189,000 

203,963 198,450 

214, 161 208,373 

224,869 218,791 

236' 112 229,731 

247,918 241,217 

260,314 253,278 

273,329 265,942 

286,996 279,239 

301,346 293,201 

24 
Psgr 

$61,320 

64,386 

67,605 

70,986 

74,535 

78,262 

82, 175 

86,283 

90,598 

95, 127 

99,884 

Van 

$35,700 

37,485 

39,359 

41,327 

43,394 

45,563 

47,841 

50,233 

52,745 

55,382 

58, 152 

----------·- ·--------------------·-----------------------------

Assumptions: 

0 5.0% Inflation Rate 

0 Bus prices include: administration and inspection costs, air conditioning, delivery 
charge, electronic destination signs, padded seats, radios, registering fareboxes, 
roof exhaust exits, sales tax, spare power packs, warranty extension, wheelchair 
1 if ts. (Normal "bus spec development" included in admin.istration and inspection 
costs.) 



CRITERION B. l 

Degree to which the project directly benefits the pas sengers. 

The following elements are used in the scoring of this criteria; 

l. Majority of that mode benefits - H 
2. Safety - L,H 
3. Reliability - L, H 
4. Peak Capacity/Increase in Service, L,H 
5. Comfort and Convenience - L,H 

Score 10 =Majority of that mode benefits + High Safety or High 
Reliability 

6 = (H,L,L) or (H,H) or (L,L,L,L) 
5 = (L,L,L) or (L,H) 
4 = (L,L) or (H,) 
l = L 

e.g . If t he project directly benefits the passengers and has High 
Safety and Hi gh Reliability it receives a score of 6. 

o Replacement buses receive a score of 4. 

o Expansion buses receive a score of 5. 

o Park- and-Ride facilities receive a score of 6. 

o Other parking facilities receive a score of 5. 

This criterion does not apply to MIS or Maintenance Facilities. 

CRITERION B. 2 

Degree t o whi ch the project directly produces benefi ts to system 
productivity and effi ciency . 

The following is used in the scoring of this criteria; 

l. Cost reduction/efficiency of operations (including 
administration)/maintenance and revenue enhancement. 

Score JO = H 
6 = M+ 
5 = M 
4 = M-
l = L (Low efficiency or service effectiveness) 

a. All normal replacement receives a score of 4. 

b. Normally Maintenance Facilities and support equipment receive 
a score of 4. 

c. Expansion buses receive a score of l. 

d. Park-and-Ride facilities receive a score of l . 

e . Other parking facilities receive a score of l. 

CRITERION B.3 

Degree t o which th e project di r ect ly add resses significan t r egiona l goals 
or pol icies . 

a. Replacement of accessible with accessible vehicles a score of O. 

FIGURE 6 Guidelines for scoring projects. (continued on next page) 
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b. Replacement of non-accessible vehicles with accessible vehicles 
receive a score of 1. 

c. Lift replacement receive a score of 1. 

d. Expansion buses receive a score of 1. 

e. Other accessible projects may receive 1, 4, 5, 6 or 10. 

f. Coordination projects, with an accessibility element, may receive 
a total score of l, 4, 5, 6 or 10. 

CRITERION B.4 

Replacement or rehabiljtation for maintaining existing service. 

5 points - f?r bus~s aged 12 and above. An additional point will be 
given, 1f the operator has an established replacement program 
which is well-defined, documented and includes factors 
governing the replacement schedule. 

20 points - the justification clearly demonstrates special circumstances 
(age, maintenance cost or other factors) which make replacement 
an urgent priority. 

1984 

FIGURE 6 (continued from previous page) 

i-----------, 
' I 

Funding 
Cut 

1989 

I 
I 
I 
I 
·• 

STA 

FIGURE 7 Recent cuts in federal and state funds to the Bay 
area ($ millions). 

is in each player's interest to make sure the other players do 
not receive more funds than the rules allow. 

In addition to the external enforcement, internal MTC staff
ing has developed into roles that foster open debate on capital
project evaluations. An M' l'C staff member is assigned to each 
operator on a continuing basis, functioning as the MTC expert 
for that operator's planning program, operations, and capital 
needs . These staff act as both critics and advocates for the 
operators. They take the first step in assigning scores to proj
ects; then, to ensure consistency and fairness, they argue for 
those scores with the staff representing other operators. If 
necessary, an MTC staff member who is not assigned to a 
particular operator serves as mediator and referee. Through 
this internal process, major problems are identified and options 
developed before the task force considers the remaining issues. 

Reinforcement 

The capital priorities proce can erve to reinforce both regional 
and operator needs. It wa not de ·igned to be a special MTC 
t:vent apart from each operator's ongoing concerns. Rather, 
it was meant to be an ou1grow1h of every operator's continuing 
planning process. The MTC requirements help the operators 
promote better multiyear capital planning internally, which 
results in better individual short-range plans and, in turn, a 
more ound regional plan. Improvements in operator plan
ning helped provide the basic data for the recently completed 
Bay Area Transil Finance Plan (2), a long-term look at the 
region's ability both to maintain the existing system and fund 
needed expansions. 

Feasibility 

Implementation is the hobgoblin of all good ideas. A regional 
capital priorities process was a good idea , but implementing 
it has taken years of trial and error. MTC did not want to 
impose an overly burdensome bureaucratic requirement on the 
operators, considering the myriad requirements of the federal 
and state funding agencies. Yet, a lot of new information was 
being demanded in a short timeframe. 

A partial solution to this dilemma was to ease the paper
work preparation and reduce the processing time through 
automation . MTC began to apply microcomputers to this 
process in the early 1980s (3). Operators currently prepare 
their 5-year program financial summaries on electronic 
spreadsheets. MTC supplies the disks with blank forms, and 
the operators fill in the blanks on the computer screen (see 
Tables 3-5). Formulas incorporating inflation adjustments 
are provided. When the disks are returned to MTC, the indi
vidual operator files can be easily sorted and combined into 
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FIGURE 8 Transit capital replacement needs versus funding. 

the regional program. Once on disk, the draft priorities can 
be revised quickly to respond to changes in project scope or 
available funding. For example, when the federal deficit 
reduction cuts began (Gramm-Rudman-Hollings), having the 
priorities on disk allowed the task force to briefly consider 
several options in terms of scaling back projects or phasing 
them over longer periods. 

In addition to the quantitative information, operators are 
also given blank word processing forms on disk to help them 
fill out the project justification worksheets required for first
year projects (see Figure 9) . The standard format allows easier 
compilation of programs into the regional program of projects 
document required by UMTA . 

This relatively low level of automation has greatly improved 
the process . The production demands of assembling the mul
tiyear program have been drastically reduced, and a variety 
of options can now be examined in a short time. This ability 
to respond quickly to changes requested by the task force and 
TOCC has further enhanced the effectiveness of the process. 

CONTINUING ISSUES 

No planning process is ever completed. Experience with cap
ital priority setting over the past several years has revealed 
shortcomings that may be inherent in such a process. 

Project Selection 

It is difficult to determine if the best projects are being pre
sented. Although MTC can adopt the rules, each operator's 
internal process actually regulates the individual projects that 
feed into the pipeline. Only the operator can thoroughly eval
uate the actions needed to sustain its capital plant. There is 
little MTC can do directly to influence the method each oper
ator uses to ensure that the most important projects are put 
forward. 

Scoring 

Another issue that must be considered is the effectiveness of 
the scoring scheme. The simple high, medium, and low scores 
for four equally weighted criteria may be unintentionally dis
torting the priorities. Small projects tend to score low because 
of the relative magnitude of their impact on any criterion. 
Facilities projects tend to score lower than vehicle projects 
because the facilities projects rarely score well under the direct 
passenger benefits crite rion. 

Different remedies are possible, but all have their prob
lems. If the list of criteria is expanded, different weighting 
must immediately be justified. For instance, a new procedure 
developed in Pbiladelphia has 12 criteria, cored on a scale 
of 0 to 4, with weight for each criterion from 3 to 10 ( 4) . 
Although it is possible to determLne such weighting through 
a more rigorous analysis (e.g., preferences of inforrned experts), 
the relative weighting can never be settled conclusively. 

Another frequently proposed solution is to provide a por
tion of the Section 9 block grant to each operator by formula 
to fund all the smaller projects that will never score high 
enough under regional criteria to make the annual funding 
cut. Although this solution is being reconsidered, a formula 
approach could undercut the basic philosophy of directing 
funds to the best projects in the region . Any formula would 
invariably direct too much or too little to some operators, 
leaving higher priority needs unmet. 

Project Cutbacks 

The appropriateness of the project cutbacks must also be 
evaluated. Once a capital priority list is completed, it is subject 
to radical revision if the final appropriation level and appor
tionment are greatly below expectation . The rules for choos
ing which projects to cut have been developed on an ad hoc 
basis throughout the process. The first test is readiness; in 
other words , a project that is not ready to obligate funds either 



TABLE 3 PROJECT JUSTIFICAilON WORKSHEET 

1. OPERATOR: BA 
LEAD AGENCY: BA 

2. 
PROJECT NAME AND 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

NAME: Fruitvale AIP 
Fruitvale AIP 

DESCRIPTION: 
First year funding for this 
project provides for design 
of bUs transit interface. 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

FISCAL 
YEAR 

91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 

I 
I 
I 

TOTAL 

llORKSHEET FILE NAME: BA91-143.WK1 
PAGE: 1 

3. COST IN PROGRAM YEAR (INFLATED DOLLARS) 

FEDERAL 
FUND 
CODE 

9 
9 

FEDERAL 
FUNDS 

REQUESTED 

$800,000 
$9,490,000 

$10,290,000 

STATE STATE 

TPD 

FUND FUNDS 
CODE REQUESTED 

$1,186,000 

$1, 186,000 

LOCAL 
MATCH 

CODE 

BT 
BT 

LOCAL 
MATCH 

$200,000 
$1,186,000 

04-Jun-90 
143 FORM 

TOTAL 
COST 

$1,000,000 
$11,862,000 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$1,386,000 $12,862,000 
================================================================================================================================ 

NAME: Walnut Creek AIP 91 
Walnut Creek AIP 92 

0 93 
0 94 
0 95 
0 96 
0 97 

DES CR I PTI ON: I 
First year funding for this I 
project provides for design I 
of bus transit & 1200 spaces. TOTAL 

9 
9 

$800,000 
$13,307,000 

$14,107,000 

TPD $1,663,000 

$1,663,000 

BT 
BT 

$200,000 
$1,664,000 

$1,000,000 
$16,634,000 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$1,864,000 $17,634,000 
================================================================================================================================ 

NAME: Railroad Ave. Park/R 91 
0 92 
0 93 
0 94 
0 95 
0 96 
0 97 

DESCRIPTION: I 
This project is· to acquire I 
land and construct a 200 I 
space park/ride lot. TOTAL 

9 $552,720 OP 

$552,720 $0 

$138, 180 

$138, 180 

$690,900 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$690,900 
================================================================================================================================ 

NAME: Brentwood Park/Ride 91 
0 92 
0 93 
0 94 
0 95 
0 96 
0 97 

DESCRIPTION: I 
This project is to construct I 
a 100-space park/ride lot I 
in the city of Brentwood TOTAL 

9 $281,400 

$281 ,400 $0 

OP $70,350 

$70,350 

$351, 750 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$351, 750 
=-=========-:i==-=======-:::.::====-= ========-=-=-=-======_;_;.;·=====-==-===:::--====·============---=-====-::-== ==-=-.:.:.=-====:= 
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TABLE 4 IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE AND EXPENDITURE PLAN 

Date: January 30, 1990 

Project: Fruitvale Access Improvements 
Operator: SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT 

Initial Clearances Required: 

1--------------1------------'------------1------------
IIMPLEMENTATION FY 89/90 1, FY 90/91 I FY 91/92 
SCHEDULE: Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 

'--------------'------------'------------'------------! EIR I ===!========= I 

------------1 
FY 92/93 

Ql Q2 Q3 Q41 

------------, 
1-;;~~~;~-;;;--'------------1---------===!===---------
1-------------- ------------'------------'------------

Bid/Award I l I -------

------------' 

------------! I ! I o-------o 
,-~~~~~;~~~i~~-i------------1------------1------------ :::=====----! 

1--------------1------------1------------1------------ ------------! 

l--------------1------------1------------l------------l------------! 
O: Clearances and Approvals 

xooo 

'--------------'------------,------------'------------'------------' I EXPENDITURE l I I I 
!-:~~-~~~~:~:-1 __ ::_:~~==--1--::_:=~=~--1--:: ________ ! __ :: ________ , 
I UMTA SEC. 9 I 800 I 9,490 I I I 

UMTA SEC. 3 I I I I 
OTHER FED. I I I I 
STATE TP&D I I 1, 186 I I 
ARTICLE XIX : I I 
RAIL BONDS I I I I 1· PCL BONDS 
OTHER STATE I I I 

LOCAL FUNDS I I I I 
SOURCE: I I I I 

BRIDGE TOLLSI 200 I 1,186 I I I 
-;;;~~-;~~~;--,----~~~~~---1----~~~;~;--l------~----1------------1 
--------------1------------!------------!-----~-----i------------I 

91 

is scaled down to where it can commit or is bumped out to 
the next year. When shifted to a new year, however, the 
project may rank poorly or highly, depending on the array of 
scores in that year versus the fund constraint. For instance, 
the FY 1991 list, presented in Table 6, contains 6 projects 
having a score of 10. If the final apportionment were to fall 
in that block ($40 to $44 million), some of the 10s and all of 
the 8s and 9s would bump out to FY 1992. In that year, the 
10s would probably be funded , but all of the FY 1990 8s and 
9s would be bumped into the next year (see Table 7). Hence, 
the process may start with a rational multiyear array of staged 
projects and end up with an unwanted jumble. 

It may be more reasonable in some cases, then, to simply 
scale back all projects proportionate to the funding cuts. That 
trategy may work well for easily divisible project (such as 

vehicle purchases) but may not be feasible for facilities and 
equipment that are not easily divisible purchases. 

CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE PROSPECTS 

The regional capital priority- etting process is imilar to the 
talking dog i.e., the significance lies not in what it says but 
merely that it talks at all. Given a history of conflict, a large 



TABLE 5 PROJECTED ANNUAL EXPENDITURES 

PAGE: 
143A FORM 

ANNUAL 
ELEMENT 

PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED 

PROJECT NAME 
FISCAL YEAR 

91 
FY 
92 

FY 
93 

FY 
94 

FY 
95 

FY 
96 

FY 
97 

---- ----- ------ ------- --- ---- ------ ---- -- ------- --- -------- ----- --- --- --- ---------------- --- -- -------- --- --
Fruitvale AIP F 800,000 9,490,000 0 0 0 0 0 

s 0 1, 186,000 0 0 0 0 0 

L 200,000 1,186,000 0 0 0 0 0 

T 1,000,000 11,862,000 0 0 0 0 0 

7-Year Project Total: 12,862,000 
=========================================================================================================== 
~elnut Creek AIP F 800,000 13,307,000 0 0 0 0 0 

s 0 1,663,000 0 0 0 0 0 

L 200,000 1,664,000 0 0 0 0 0 

T 1,000,000 16,634,000 0 0 0 0 0 

7-Year Project Total: 17,634,000 
============================================================================================:::.:=.:..=======-==-== 
Railroad Ave. Park/R F 552,720 0 0 0 0 0 0 

s 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L 138,180 0 0 0 0 0 0 

T 690,900 0 0 0 0 0 0 

7-Year Project Total: 690,900 
==================·=====-======-==·=-===-===================================================================== 
Brentwood Park/Ride F 281,400 0 0 0 0 0 0 

s 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L 70,350 0 0 0 0 0 0 

T 351, 750 0 0 0 0 0 0 

7-Year Project Total: 351, 750 
=========================================================================================================== 



1. OPERATOR: SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT 

2. PROJECT NAME: FRUITVALE ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS (FRUITVAL.PJW) 

3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: First-year f unding for t h is proj£ct provides 
for the de s i gn o f bus t r ansit i nterface 
improvements a nd a ppr oxi ma t ely 560 parking 
spaces (incl udi ng s ite rep l acement s paces) in 
a multi-level structure on BART-owned land. 

4. PROJECT CLASS: 7 

5. SRTP PAGE REFERENCE: PP 20-22 CIP TIP PAGE REFERENCE: 

6. PROPOSED FEDERAL FUNDING: $ 800,000 SOURCE: Section 9 

7. PROPOSED LOCAL MATCH (20%): $ 200,000 SOURCE: Bridge Tolls 

8. TOTAL PROJECT COST: $1,000,000 

9. PRIOR UMTA FUNDING: None 

10. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT TYPE AND STATUS: 

NEPA STATUS: 

CEQA STATUS: 

Environmental documentation 
771.117(d) et. seq. 
Determination of significant 
effects per Sec. 15063 et. seq. 

per 23 CFR 

environmental 

11. COMPLIANCE WITH PRIVATE SECTOR PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE COMPLETE FOR ANNUAL ELEMENT PROJECTS ONLY) : 

* 

a. Was the private sector involved in the development on this 
project as set forth in your adopted policy? 

~ No. ~~- Yes: SRTP Page Reference 

b. Were proposals received from the private sector to operate, 
construct, or otherwise provide all or part of the above named 
project? 

~~- No. ~ Yes: SRTP Page Reference 
(If yes, how were those proposals evaluated? Reference ~~~~~-

c. Are there impediments affecting your ability to contract for the 
above named project? 

~ No. ~~- Yes: SRTP Page Reference 
(If yes, have you taken measures to address the impact of these 
impediments? Reference ) 

FIGURE 9 Project justification worksheet for projects submitted for the annual element of MTC's transit 
capital priorities. (continued on next page) 



d. Have you received any formal complaints from the private sector 
regarding this project? 

__x_ No. 
(If yes, _____ ) 

Yes: SRTP Page Reference 
how have t he complaints been addressed? Reference 

* Construction of this project will be contracted out following 
BART's formal bid procedures. 

12. ADDITIONAL PLANNING JUSTIFICATION: 

Existing intermodal transfer areas are shared by bus and auto modes. In 
addition, a significant portion of the parking access takes place on the 
same access roads. Presently, four bus bays are provided on site. 

The proposed pro j ect will provide a minimum o f twelve bus bays and the 
separation of t he bus and auto access imp rov ing general c irculation, as 
well as street circulation in the vic i nity o f t he s tation . In 
additional, kiss/ride and bus bays would be separated, improving flow 
for both modes. 

A sawtooth des ign for bus b a ys will provide independent berthing for all 
buses. Cover ed wait and walk areas would be provided at the bus access 
points a long with improved s i g na ge and transit in.for mation . Other 
improvements will include l a ndscaping. BART will e xplore the 
feasibility of direct bus to train access, which may include automatic 
ticket machines, transfer machines, bill/coin changer, and new fare 
gates. These improvements would be added to this scope of work if 
feasible and justified. 

AC Transit is in the p r ocess of i mplementing a modified g r i d system 
throughout the central c ore of i ts serv i ce are a (Oakland, Berkeley, 
Alameda, Al b a ny , Emeryville, and Piedmont). There are some locations 
where severa l bus routes naturally converge creating the need to 
accommodate several buses at once and facilitate ease of transfer 
between buses. I n t he cen t ra l core , Fru i tvale Station must be improved 
before r oute restructuring c a n take p lace . It simply cannot accommodate 
the l eve l o f bus and transfer a ctivity envisioned. The planned increase 
is from the current maximum of four simultaneous loadings up to a future 
twelve such loadings. 

Significant restructur i ng of the existing parking lot is required to 
support improved multimoda l access. 

FIGURE 9 (continued from previous page) 
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TABLE 6 FY 1991-1997 FIVE-YEAR TRANSIT CAPITAL PRIORITIES 
FOR YEAR 1 

Final CPLi st91 
01-Hay-90 

OPERATOR CODE & PROJECT NAME 
(1} 

FY 91 SF/0 Section 9 

JPB02 
AC01 
GG01 
AC01 
GG01 
AC05 
CT21 
GG05 
SM02 
CT22 
BA01 
BA02 
MU07 
MU15 
AC02 
AC4A 
MU08 
MU09 
MU22 
SM15 
AC03 
MU10 
MU14 
CC01 

SF Terminal Ext. 
Repl Buses -33 SML 
Repl Buses -23 
Repl Buses -72 SML * 
Repl Buses -16 * 
Oil ~ater Separators 
Accessibility (SF) 
Fuel Storg San Raf -
Repl Vans - 4 @,& 
Ticket Vend Equip @ 
Fruitvale AIP 
~alnut Creek AIP 
Fixed Facility Rehab 
Trolley Ovhd REC-#14 
Svc Vehicle Repl-12 
Bus Fueling Nozzle 
Misc Maint & Repair 
Non-Revenue Vehicles 
Replace 24th & Utah 
Exp Buses-(6 w/over) 
Replace Lifts 
DP & Office Equipmen 
Rehab 10 PCC Stears 
Maint Shop Equip. 

SCORE 
(2) 

NRS 
16 
16 
16 
16 
14 
14 
14 
14 
13 
11 
11 
11 
11 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
9 

9 
9 
8 

FEDERAL 
SHARE 

(3) 

$1,312,500 
5,010,768 
4,473,063 
9,238,no 
3,111,692 

147,000 
2,372,932 
1,439,086 

281,280 
1,166,497 

800,000 
800,000 

6,674,080 
3,035,096 

165 , 440 
672,000 

1, 144,500 
729,304 
449,496 
674,458 

1,751, 160 
875, 164 

2,632,632 
254,770 

CUMULATIVE 
FEDERAL 

SHARE 
(4) 

$1, 312, 500 
6,323,268 

10,796,331 
20,035,102 
23, 146,794 
23,293,794 
25,666,726 
27, 105,812 
27,387,092 
28,553,589 
29,353,589 
30, 153,589 
36,827,669 
39,862,765 
40,028,205 
40,700,205 
41,844, 705 
42,574,009 
43,023,504 
43,697,962 
45 , 449, 122 
46,324,286 
48 , 956,918 
49,211,688 

"AIP" is an abbreviat i on for the BART station access improvement projec ts , 
and includes construction of bus loading bays near station entrances 
and additional patron parking spaces around station. 

* Project moved from FY 1992 to meet expected apportiorvnent_ 
Lower apportiorvnent bumps these projects first, proportionately . 

- Pending verification of emergency status . 

@Projects may not displace any other project originally prograrrmed 
for FY 1991. 

& SamTrans' unit cost for replacement vans is not an adopted standard for 
future prograrrming_ Standard unit costs will be developed by MTC staff 
and the TOCC. 

95 
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TABLE 7 FY 1991-1997 FIVE-YEAR TRANSIT CAPITAL PRIORITIES 
FOR YEAR 2 

Final CPList91 
01-May-90 

CUMULATIVE 
FEDERAL FEDERAL 

OPERATOR CODE & PROJECT NAME SCORE SHARE SHARE 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

FY 92 SFiO Section 9 

GG02 Replacement Ferry 15 3,571,505 3,571,505 
MU05 Trolley Coach SPEC 15 400,000 3,971,505 
SM01 Repl Buses - 62 15 10,369,723 14,341,228 
CC02 Rehab 14 Buses * 14 368,480 14,709,708 
SM02 Repl Vans - 10 & 14 145,477 14,855,185 
MU35 Cable Car Veh Rehab 13 490,000 15,345,185 
AC06 Transit Centers Devl 11 2, 182,400 17,527,585 
BA01 Fruitvale AIP 11 3,200,000 20, 727,585 
BA02 ~alnut Creek AIP 11 2,600,000 23,327,585 
BA06 Concord AIP 11 800,000 24, 127,585 
MU07 Fixed Facility Rehab 11 4,304,480 28,432,065 
MU15 Trolley Ovhd Rec-#14 11 3, 186,852 31,618,917 
MU29 14-Missn to DC BART 11 1,798,574 33,417,491 
CC13 Paratransit Fae. 11 1,564,000 34,981,491 

"AIP" is an abbreviation for the BART station access ifl1)rovement projects, 
and includes construction of bus loading bays near station entrances 
and additional patron parking spacez ~round station. 

*Section 9 portion will be increased to $726,880 if TIP amendment to re-obligate 
prior year bus purchase grants is unsuccessful. (also includes deob of: 

& Standard paratransit van unit costs will be reviewed by MTC staff and TOCC 
Includes overmatch for standard paratransit vans, minus FY 1991 swap amount. 

number of players, and shrinking resources, the deck would 
seem to he stacked against the success of a process predicated 
on consensus building and budget cutting. Paradoxically, those 
negatives seem to have contributed to its uccess. 

The history of conflict established the need for a new approach 
to deve'loping a regional program that could be upporteu by 
and could benefit, all. The large number of roughly equal 
player caused independent coalition building to be time con
suming and frustrati ng. With uu lung-term basis for cooper
ation any coalition wa un likely to last beyond the immediate 
need of a specific negotiation . Finally, the immediacy and 
everity of the Gramm-Rudman cuts necessitated a stream

lined procedure for communicating quickly on all channels; 
bi lateral n.egotia lions among operators could not have coped 
efficiently with uch shocks. 

With an annual review requirement, MTC will always seek 
to correct deficiencies in the proce s. It is likely, for instance, 
that an approach similar to Philadelphia 's will be developed 
in the fu ture- somewhat more quantitative and m re com-

plex-in response to a desire for more rigor. In particular, a 
more explil:il connection will be sought between the long
range estimates of capital replacement needs and the annual 
5-year program update . The Transit Finance Plan plotted the 
annual capital requirement according to a strict asset life 
replacement schedule and found that there were extraordi
nary year-to-year swings (see Figure 10). A strategy will have 
to be developed as shown to smooth out those needs and 
translate them into annual programming. 

As long as significant federal and state funding exists for 
public tra nsporta tion , MTC's capital priority-setting proce s 
will be needed to develop a unified regional program. Without 
MTC, the operators would have had to invent a similar proc
ess on their own. A rhe fu ture of public transportation fund
ing becomes increasingly complex and varied , program coor
dination at the regional lev I wi ll bee me even more essential. 
T his early effort may some day be seen as a charmingly simple
minded attempt to impose an artmcial order on a chaotic 
environment. 
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FIGURE 10 Annual capital replacement needs for alternative funding concepts. 
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