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Purpose
Build on assets in urban core;:
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Goals and Objectives

* Begin regional transit network, starting Downtown
- Leverage existing rail infrastructure
* Find lower cost options
» |dentify projects for:
2040 Transportation Plan
HART 10-Year Transit Development Plan
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Goals and Objectives

» Maximize use of existing transit assets
» Expand transit markets
» |dentify opportunities:

Integrate rail and bus

Maximize flexible use of rail lines

Use freight rail corridors
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Goals and Objectives

» Create revenue opportunities for streetcar
» |dentify opportunities for:
Transit oriented development
Redevelopment
Public-private partnerships
Joint development

Reducing streetcar liability
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Building on Previous Efforts
» HART Alternatives Analysis (2010)

» Tampa Center City Plan (Invision - 2013)
- TBARTA Master Plan (2013)

* HART Tampa Rail Project (Final EIS & Record of
Decision - 2004)

» Various studies done for/by
Streetcar
MPO
City of Tampa
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Alternatives Evaluation

- Started with:
Tampa Rail Study
HART AA
Existing streetcar
- Evaluated:
Individual segments
8 system alternatives
» Considered:
Findings from previous studies - strongest performers
Stakeholder input
Scenarios:
* No use of freight rail
» Freight rail operating agreement or purchase
 Use of I-275 median

MEROPOLTAR

PLANNING

URS %% ORGANIZATIN
7 =l




Evaluation Process

Criteria based on

» Goals and objectives

» Stakeholder input
 Standard transit indicators

Phase 1 — Technical Feasibility (quantitative):
* Engineering constraints

» Cost

* Freight rail liability

* Impact on right-of-way, environment
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Evaluation Process

Phase 2 — Transit Success Indicators
(qualitative)

» Serves existing & future pop. & job density
» Expands in-fill & redevelopment potential

» Connects activity centers

» Serves disadvantaged populations

* Enhances bus, bike & pedestrians
connections
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Modes Considered

Light Rail

Modern Streetcar
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Modes Considered

DMU (Diesel Multiple Unit)
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Modes Considered
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System Alternatives
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System Alternatives
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Evaluation of Alternatives Results

Phase I: Initial Screening

“Maximize System Flexibility and

“Establish a technically feasible and cost effective transit system” S ¥
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Evaluation of Alternatives Results

ing
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“Enhance Mobility Into and Within Downtown Tampa”
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Evaluation of Alternatives Results

Technical
Alt Systems Cost

Total Score Capital Costs O&M Costs

1 33 - $1.5-%2.0B $28.6 - $34.4 M

2 33 - $1.0-$1.3B $25.6 - $30.7 M
3 40 $1.5-%2.0B $31.7 - $38.0 M
4 38 $1.5-%2.0B $31.7 - $38.0 M
5 42 $800 M -$1.0B l $16.1 -$19.3 M
6 47 - $1.0-$1.3B $14.1 -$16.9 M
7 43 $1.0-$1.3B $14.1 -$16.9 M
8 44 - $1.6-%2.0B I $34.7-%$41.7 M
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LRT Capital Costs = $404m to $525m

LRT Annual O&M = $8.4m

Modern Streetcar Capital Costs = $320m to $420m é)
Modern Streetcar Annual O&M = $5.7m @
Laurel Street Bridge = $20m to $25m 4 ﬁ?

e ® O
One-seat ride from Convention 3 I
Center & Cruise Terminal'to ' )
Westshore Multimodal Center & yf
Airport People Mover EXxt.

Options Going

Peak Headways = 15 min (5 hours)
Off-Peak Headways = 30 min
Hours of operation = 18.5 hours (weekdays) WeSt

14 hours (Sat/Sun)



Options Going
North

@ S

10

= $175m to $228m

DMU Annuai O&ivi
= $5.4m

Modern Streetcar Capital Costs
= $280 to $360m

Modern Streetcar Annual O&M
= $4.0m

Passenger service on existing
rail (DMU) is potentially 1/2 to
1/3 the cost of previous LRT
proposal, downtown to USF

Peak Headways =
15 min (5 hours)
Off-Peak Headways =
30 min
Hours of operation =
18.5 hours (weekdays)
14 hours (Sat/Sun)



Freight Rail
Assumptions

* Based on Sunrail costs

In the case of Sunrail in Orlando,
the rail corridors were acquired by
the State of Florida.

Segment Total Length Acquisition e
Length Needed Cost*

3.2 miles

Brooksville
Subdivision

Clearwater
Subdivision

Port Tampa
Spur

URS

61.2 miles

60.3 miles

12.7 miles

West-Central Florida
Rail System (2014)

Legend
Section of Subdivision Used By TAOS Alterative
Rail Subdivision
— BROOKSVILLE
m— CLEARWATER
PORT TAMPA SPUR
Other Rail

e Cther Rail

System Statistics

otal Lengtn Len ized by
Subdivision | Spur  TAOS Altarnatives
lllllllllllllll ion 61.2 Mil
Claarwater Subdivision 0.3 i
Part Tampa Spur ]

5.4 miles

0.0 miles

N
R
v iy =N
i |
‘\\ { ik | \
| 1=
[ E ;‘s‘d
e =

$8M - $16M

$13M — $27M




West-Central

Florida

Rail System (2014)

Legend

Section of Subdivision Used By TAOS Alternative

Rail Subdivision

w— BROOKSVILLE

m— CLEARWATER
PORT TAMPA SPUR

Other Rail

Other Rail

System Statistics

Total Length of Length Utilized by
Subdivision ! Spur  TAOS Alternatives
Brooksville Subdivision 812 Wiles. 3.2 Miles.
Clearwater Subdivision 80.3 Miles 5.4 Mibes:
Port Tampa Spur 127 Mies 0.0 Mies.
' Holiday.
tr
PASCO
pon
ings
s I
Crystal Ta
Beach
Palm;
Harbor
Dunedin

Clearwaler
Beach

C

Iparwaler

BelleNr

Indian Rocks Beach

Bay
— Pines

Treasure
Island

Hudson

HERNANDE

San

Odessa

I ¢
HILLSBOI

25

St Petersburg

West-Central Florida

Rail System (2014)

Legend
Section of Subdivision Used By TAOS Altemative
Rail Subdivision
— BROOKSVILLE
m— CLEARWATER
PORT TAMPA SPUR
Other Rail
= Cther Rail

System Statistics
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Annual Operating Costs

Phase | (In-Town Trolley)
Phase Il (East West Option 1)
Phase Il (West UT Option)

Capital Cost

Phase | (In-Town Trolley)
Phase Il (East West Option 1)
Phase Il (West UT Option)

$1,256,029
$798,054
$798,054
$2,852,138

$1,600,000
$1,200,000
$1,200,000
$4,000,000

Headways =
Hours of operation =

Rubber-wheeled
e Options

10 min
15 hours (Mon — Sat)

Qo INRERERERRINNE

0
- )
Jrrepnst?

11 hours (Sun)



Potential Regional Connections

Transit
Assets and
Opportunities
Study

Building on Current Assets

Local System Utilizes
Existing Streetcar Corridor,
Existing CSX Rail Corridors,
Airport People-Mover Extension,
I-275 Right-of-Way, and

The Marion Street Transitway

________ [ Ry

ruture Connections Utilize
Howard Frankland Bridge,

I-4 Right-of-Way, and

Existing CSX Rail Corridors

@RA S

1t

Pasco County
Connerton
Land O' Lakes
Lutz

Lake Magdalene

/A A A B EEEN

Westchase

Town n' Country
Westlake Corp. Center
Carrollwood

O Tampa International Airport

Westshore

Intermodal Center

k‘

e\\a‘5
kot aot (5,00(9

? el
%é\ea‘“a‘

Downtown Intermodal Center

West Tampa

West Bank

Convention Center

Channelside

USF/Hospitals

Busch Blvd./
Gardens

Sligh Ave./
Seminole Heights

Hillsborough Ave./
Meridian Pointe/Eastgate

Heights

Belmont/Jackson

L 2

4
2

o* &
2 O‘“\rb
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Imagine

hillsborough

2040

| \@ ’ . ‘ Partz
You spoke. We listened. Tell Us More!

A Planning Commission — Metropolitan Planning Organization for Transportation
Partnership in Coordination with the Transportation for Economic Development Initiative

Part 2. How will we get here?
Imagine2040.org July 10t through Labor Day

/lll'
B e ( g .
""“M'sm cﬁgmf’ﬁm Hillshorough
Plan Hillsborough Wit County




Next Steps

Include corridor(s) in 2040 Long MPO
Range Transportation Plan:
 ldentifies:
Mode
Termini
Costs
Potential funding
» Signals intent to develop a project
» Officially communicates project
priorities to Tallahassee & DC

METROPOLITAR
PLANNING

. RGANIZATION

7 =T



Next Steps

Enter Project Development Phase: HART or other implementing agency
« Alternatives Analysis « With FTA concurrence

* Environmental review

« Stakeholder participation

Select preferred alternative HART or other implementing agency
Pursue new funding source BOCC ->Voter referendum

Adopt project into Cost Affordable Plan MPO

Rate & approve project to enter FTA

Engineering & Design Phase

Secure funding commitment HART or other implementing agency
» Local, state & private
» Sufficient to build & operate system

Rate project & approve Full Funding FTA
Grant Agreement
« Construction phase mwﬁn



Federal Funding

Funds light rail, commuter rail, streetcar, and
BRT projects

Roughly $2 billion appropriated each year

Annual Report to Congress includes ratings
for each project and Administration’s funding
recommendations

Highly competitive, demand for funds exceeds
supply — 29 projects in current pipeline

METROPOLITAN
PLANNING

P IGHIZATION
7 =l



MAP-21 Eligible Projects

* New Starts

Total Cost = $250M and/or New Starts funding sought is >$75M
New fixed guideway system (light rail, commuter rail etc.)
Extension to existing system

Fixed guideway BRT system

» Small Starts
Total cost <$250 million and Small Starts share <$75 million

New fixed guideway systems (light rail, commuter rail etc.)
Extension to existing system
Fixed guideway BRT system
Corridor-based BRT system

ETROPOLTE
PLANNING

URS % ORGANIZATION
7 =l



New Starts Process

Full Funding

Project : - -
Development > IEiEivEiig Agifrﬂtent

» Complete environmental review * Gain commitments of » Construction

process including developing all non-New Starts

and reviewing alternatives, funding

selecting locally preferred » Complete sufficient
alternative (LPA), and adopting engineering and design
it into the fiscally constrained

long range transportation plan

Small Starts Process
Project ‘ EXAgreement

Development

» Complete environmental review process
including developing and reviewing
alternatives, selecting locally preferred
alternative (LPA), and adopting it into

fiscally constrained long range Legend

transportation plan <> = FTA approval
* Gain commitments of all non-Small Starts

funding FTA evaluation, rating,
« Complete sufficient engineering and design D and approval

TNETROPOLITAR
PLANNING

P BGAICATION
7



New Starts & Small Starts Criteria

Individual Criteria
Ratings

Mobility Improvements

Summary Ratings Overall Rating

5 point scale (Low to High)

16.66%

Environmental Benefits : “Medium” Rati_ng Required
16.66% for Consideration

Congestion Relief
16.66% Project Justification

Economic Development (50% of overall rating)
16.66%

Cost-Effectiveness
16.66%
e ———
— ——

Current Condition

25%
Local Financial

Commitment
(50% of overall rating)

Commitment of Funds

25%

Reliability/Capacity
50%

URS

METROPOLITED
PLANNING

7 »; GANIZATION

7 =T



Local Financial Commitment

Reasonableness of
Assumptions and
Financial Capacity

(both Capital
and Operating)
50%

Current Condition Commitment of Funds
(both Capital (both Capital

And Operating) and Operating)
25% 25%

Local Financial Commitment Rating

To encourage overmatch, projects proposing less than 50% Section 5309
share will have their local financing commitment rating raised one level

TNETROPOLITAR
PLANNING

A ]
7



Receipt of Funding

* FTA's decision to recommend funding project in President’s Budget
“readiness” of the project for capital funding
project’s overall rating
geographic equity

amount of available funds versus the number and size of the
projects in the pipeline

» To receive construction grant agreement a project must:
Complete the Planning, Project Development, and Environmental
Review Processes

Meet Project Readiness Requirements (technical capacity, firm and
final cost estimate, all funding committed)

Receive a “Medium” or higher overall rating
Meet all other Federal Requirements

METROPOLITAN
PLANNING

P IGHIZATION

7 =l



Timeline

Funding Project Design | ROW | Construction Total
Development

New Starts 2-3 yrs 2-3yrs  2yrs 2-3 yrs 8-11 yrs
No New 1-2 yr 1-2yrs  2yrs 1-2 yrs 9-8 yrs
Starts

(Local)

METROPOLITAD
PLANNING

A ]
7



SWOT

(Strengths, Weakness, Opportunities and Threats)

METROPOLITAR
PLANNING

7 »; GANIZATION
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SWOT

(Strengths, Weakness, Opportunities and Threats)

METROPOLITAR
PLANNING

7 »; GANIZATION
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Transit Assets and

Opportunities
Study

STAKEHOLDERS MEETING #4
TAMPA BAY HISTORY CENTER
MONDAY, JUNE 23, 2014

METROPOLITAR
PLANNING
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