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Executive Summary 

The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) is planning to 

connect existing and planned rail transit to the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX).  

Additionally, Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) is preparing to implement a number 

of major capital projects at LAX, including ground access to offsite projects adjacent to 

the planned light rail, specified in its master plan.  Furthermore, the project has a high 

profile at the local level, as both the Mayor and the Metro Board are interested in seeing 

the project initiated.  These conditions make the timing for a fixed public transit 

connection to LAX attractive; however, the actual project alignment and the funding 

strategy for the airport transit connection, the “Airport Connector”, have not been 

determined.  LAWA asked us to research the funding opportunities on their behalf.   

This report outlines the basic alternatives for a fixed public transit connection to LAX 

and presents an evaluation of the multi-agency funding strategies for each alternative 

from the perspective of LAWA.  In order to identify possible sources of funding, the 

project team reviewed the literature on transportation finance and studied other cases of 

ground access projects at airports in the US.  We established criteria by which to evaluate 

each funding source and identified the funding sources that would maximize the benefits 

and minimize the burden to Metro and LAWA. 

The preferred funding strategy for the project depends on the chosen alignment and 

associated total project costs.  We present five alternative projects with differing costs 

and possible user groups.  Potential users of the Airport Connector include those who 

circulate within the terminal, those connecting between the terminal and an offsite facility, 
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and those who travel between offsite facilities without visiting the terminal.  Each 

alternative contains project components that may be utilized by the different user groups. 

We believe that the user groups should help determine relative cost share for each agency.   

There is $200 million earmarked for the Airport Connector through the voter-approved 

Measure R, a local sales tax passed in 2008. Those funds are available for any of the 

project alternatives. Additionally, Metro suggests that an additional $130 million will be 

available for the project through federal and local sources.  The remaining project costs 

must be covered by LAWA or Metro, or a combination of sources from each agency.  

From LAWA’s perspective, any additional funding that Metro can contribute will allow 

LAWA to prioritize other airport development projects.  Metro is responsible for 

disbursing a variety of federal, state, and local funding sources, and would therefore need 

to shift funds away from other projects to program more than $330 million to the Airport 

Connector project.   

For its share of the costs, we recommend LAWA seek sources from which few other 

projects at LAX could be funded, sources with flexible funding amounts, and sources 

with a low cost of capital.  With low interest rates on external financing sources and the 

ability of LAWA to bond against future revenue, we recommend borrowing as a way to 

accelerate the project timeline and smooth the future cash flows. We recommend that 

LAWA apply for a federally supported Transportation Infrastructure Finance and 

Innovation Act (TIFIA) loan.  To the extent possible, we recommend raising the 

Customer Facility Charges for rental car customers and bonding most of this future 

revenue stream.  
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1. Introduction 

As air travel continues to grow, providing better ground access to airports is a key 

challenge for cities in the 21st century.  Each year more cities are connecting airports to 

fixed public transit systems in the hope that transit can alleviate some of the burden on 

local road networks.  In Los Angeles, rail transit is in a period of major expansion. 

Additionally, the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) is preparing to implement 

major capital projects, including ground access and offsite projects, specified in its master 

plan.  These two conditions make the timing for a fixed public transit connection to LAX 

attractive. The design of the project will determine the financing strategy.  The project 

must meet the needs of both airport and typical transit passengers for both airport and 

transit funds to be used for a single project.  Otherwise, each agency must design and 

finance a connection that meets the needs of its customers on its own. Prepared for the 

Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA), this report outlines the basic alternatives for a 

fixed public transit connection to LAX and presents an evaluation of the multi-agency 

financing strategies for each alternative. 

1.1.  About the Agencies 

Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) is the City of Los Angeles department that owns 

and operates a system of two commercial airports: LAX and, LA/Ontario International 

(ONT).  LAX is the sixth busiest airport in world in terms of total passengers and the 

busiest airport in the world in terms of being a passenger’s origin or final destination 

airport.   
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The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA or “Metro”) 

is the Regional Transportation Planning Agency as well as the major public transit 

operating agency for the County.   

1.2.  Project Background and Research Objective 

LAWA is in the process of implementing the LAX Master Plan and amending the LAX 

Specific Plan, including consideration of various ground transportation enhancements.1 In 

January of 2012, LAWA staff recommended to the Board of Directors that it pursue the 

alternatives that include a Consolidated Rental Car Center (CONRAC) in an area known 

as Manchester Square, an Intermodal Transportation Center (ITF) between the CONRAC 

and the Central Terminal Area (CTA), and an Automated People Mover (APM or 

“People Mover”) to connect the CONRAC and the ITF to the CTA.2  People Movers are 

similar to light rail but is generally run more frequently and does not need a conductor; 

they are commonly referred to as an “airtrain” or “skytrain” at other airports.  The site for 

the CONRAC is across the street from the proposed Aviation/Century light rail station.  

See Figure 1 below.  

In August of 1995, Metro opened service to its second light rail (LRT) line, the Green 

Line, which services the Aviation/LAX station at Aviation Boulevard and Imperial 

Highway.  This station is 2.2 miles away from the Central Terminal Area (CTA or 

“Terminal”) at LAX, but there are bus shuttles available to transport light rail passengers 

to the airport.  A new light rail line, the Crenshaw/LAX line, will connect the Green Line 

to the Expo Line to the north.  It is scheduled for opening in 2018 and will have a station 

																																																								
1 LAWA, LAX Master Plan 2004; LAX Specific Plan 2004 
2 LAWA, LAX Specific Plan Amendment Study – Final Report 2013, p. 2.1 
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at Aviation Boulevard and Century Boulevard, just 1.1 miles from the CTA.3 The new 

station presents a second opportunity for Metro rail to connect to LAX.   

The connection of Metro light rail to LAX, now called by Metro the Airport Connector 

project,4 is identified as an important project in Metro’s Long Range Transportation Plan 

(LRTP)5 and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional 

Transportation Plan.6   

There is $200 million set aside for the project from Measure R, which is programmed for 

expenditure in 2023.  In April of 2012, Metro published its Alternatives Analysis for the 

project, which identified four technologies and alignments that would be considered for 

future evaluation.7 In October of 2012, the Metro Board of Directors asked the staff to 

determine what it would take to have the Airport Connector project ready by 2018 when 

the Aviation/Century station is scheduled to open.8 

LAWA and Metro have worked together to identify three potential locations where Metro 

light rail transit (LRT) could interface with the LAX transportation system: at the planned 

Aviation/Century station, at the ITF, or at the east end of the CTA.9  These three 

connection points create five combinations of LRT and APM alignments.  These 

combinations, described below, offer different solutions to different targeted user groups.  

This creates challenges and opportunities for leveraging traditional and non-traditional 

funding sources.   

																																																								
3 Metro, Metro LAX/Crenshaw Corridor Project 
4 Metro, Metro Airport Connector Project 
5 Metro, Metro 2012 Long Range Transportation Plan 
6 SCAG, SCAG 2012 Regional Transportation Plan. Project List, p. 137 
7 Metro, Metro Airport Connector. Alternatives Analysis. April 2012, p. 120 
8 Metro, Metro Board Report – October 2012 
9 Metro, Metro Board Report – January 2013 
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This project aims to determine the feasibility of joint LAWA and Metro funding 

strategies for the various project alternatives.  

Table 1: Airport Connector Project Glossary 

Acronym Description 
Aviation  Planned Aviation Bl / Century Bl Light Rail Station 
APM Automated People Mover 
CTA Central Terminal Area 
CONRAC Consolidated Rental Car Center 
ITF Intermodal Transportation Facility 
LRT Light Rail Transit 

 

 

Figure 1:  Related Facility Locations 

  

Source: LAX Specific Plan Amendment Study Report 2012 
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2. Project Alternatives and Components 

This analysis identified five potential project alternatives that consist of a combination of 

five project components.  The five components are listed in Table 2 below.  The full 

APM planned by LAWA includes components A, B, and C. These are portions of the 

people mover between the CONRAC and the Intermodal Transportation Facility (ITF), 

from the ITF to the Central Terminal Area (CTA), and a circulator around the CTA.  

Component D is the light rail branch from the Aviation Boulevard station to the ITF and 

component E is a light rail branch from Aviation all the way to the CTA.   

Table 2: Components of the Project Alternatives 

Component Description 
A APM: CONRAC to ITF 

B APM: ITF to CTA 

C APM: CTA Circulator 

D LRT: Aviation to ITF 
E LRT: Aviation to CTA 

 

This analysis identified five potential project alternatives, which are listed in Table 3 

below.  Alternative 1 is a full APM (People Mover) and no LRT (Light Rail) (See Figure 

2). Alternative 2 is a full APM with an additional LRT branch to the ITF (Intermodal 

Facility) (See Figure 3).  Alternative 3 is a full APM with an additional LRT branch to 

the CTA (Terminal) (See Figure 4).  Alternative 4 is a LRT branch to the ITF and an 

APM from the ITF to the CTA (plus an APM circulator in the CTA).  Alternative 5 is a 

LRT branch to the CTA with only an APM circulator in the CTA.  

 

 

 



8	

	

Table 3: Project Alternatives 

Alternative Description Components 
1 APM Only A, B, C 

2 LRT to ITF, Full APM A, B, C, D 

3 LRT to CTA, Full APM A, B, C, E 

4 LRT to ITF, Half APM B, C, D 

5 LRT to CTA, CTA APM C, E 

 

Figure 2:  Alternative 1 – Full APM with potential LRT station locations 

 

Source: LAWA Staff Recommended Alternative  

 

Figure 3:  Alternative 2  - Full APM and LRT branch to ITF 

 

Source: LAWA Specific Plan Amendment Study - Preliminary Report 2012.  Components A, B, C, and D 
added by report authors 
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Figure 4:  Alternative 3 - Full APM and LRT branch to CTA 

 

Source: LAWA Specific Plan Amendment Study - Preliminary Report 2012.  Components A, B, C, and E 
added by report authors 

 

3. Research Task and Methodology 

This analysis determined the feasibility of joint LAWA and Metro funding strategies for 

the various project alternatives. The analysis has identified the funding sources that are 

applicable to each project component and makes recommendations on what combination 

of funding sources is appropriate for each project alternative.   

To answer these questions, our team engaged in the following steps:  

 Reviewed literature on transit connections to airports in the United States 

 Conducted case studies of airports in the United States that have connected, or are 

planning to connect, to transit systems 

 Identified potential funding opportunities 

 Established criteria to evaluate funding sources 

 Determined characteristics of each funding source 

 Evaluated alternatives based on established criteria 
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4. Funding Airport Connections in the US 

 

Funding for transportation in the US comes from a variety of federal, state, and local 

sources.  Intermodal projects that connect airports to local or regional transit systems can 

be eligible for both surface transportation and airport development funding sources.  

Federal programs administered by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the 

Federal Transit Administration (FTA), and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 

allocate transportation funding to local agencies through discretionary, competitive grant 

programs and programs based on statutory formulas. Those grants that are given to an 

agency or local government based on prescribed calculations (often by population) are 

referred to as “formula” grants. Depending on the region, there are normally programs at 

the state and local level that are also used to fund airport connection projects.    

Given the number of funding sources available, the eligibility requirements of the 

programs, and the varying technologies and alignments of each airport connection project, 

the determination of funding sources often depends on the specifics of the situation.  In 

fact, there has been minimal research on the factors that influence the funding 

determination process.10 However, there are some lessons to be learned about project 

finance from similar projects involving other airports and transit agencies in the US.   

 

 

 

 

																																																								
10 San Jose State University, Collaborative Funding to Facilitate Airport Ground Access, p. 1 
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We reviewed six case studies of existing and planned airport connections: 

Airport Acronym Connection Type 
Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport DFW Direct Light Rail Under Construction 

Denver International Airport DIA Planned Direct Commuter Rail 

Miami International Airport MIA 
People Mover to Heavy Rail (Existing) and 
Commuter Rail (Under Construction) 

Oakland International Airport OAK 
People Mover to Heavy Rail (Under 
Construction) 

San Francisco International Airport SFO Direct Heavy Rail 
Seattle Tacoma International Airport SEA Direct Light Rail 

 

Findings on specific funding sources at these airports are described in the detailed 

descriptions of each funding source in Section 8.    

5. Evaluating Funding Sources 

There are many factors to consider in the evaluation of funding sources for transportation 

infrastructure projects.  These sources have various funding levels and burden to users.  

We have sought sources with maximum funding levels and minimum burdens.  Based on 

our review of the literature and discussions with stakeholders, we have selected the 

following criteria by which to evaluate the funding opportunities for the Airport 

Connector Project: 

Funding Levels: 

 Flexibility of Funding Level 

 Level of funding available 

Burden of Funding Sources: 

 Timeline: 

o Frequency of allocation 

o Time to receive funds 
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o Time to spend funds 

 External competition 

 Internal competition 

 Cost of Funds 

 

Flexibility of Funding Level 

This criterion describes the ability of LAWA or Metro to access funding outside of 

normal formula allocations, but from established sources (i.e., not including budget 

“earmarks”).  The more characteristics a financing source possesses from the list below, 

the more likely a large project like the LAX Airport Connector could make a compelling 

case to receive funds above and beyond amounts typically apportioned to either agency: 

 External discretionary grant 

 Funding amount determined by third party process (underwriting) 

 Ability to change funding rate through established administrative procedure 

 Active lobbying effort to change statutory funding rate 

 

Flexibility of 
Funding Level 

Low Medium High 

Description 

Ability to change funding 
level dependent on statutory 
change AND no active 
lobbying effort underway by 
LAWA, Metro and/or other 
industry counterparts 

Includes formula grants 

Ability to change funding rate 
dependent on statutory change 
AND active lobbying effort 
underway 

External discretionary grant 
OR ability to change rate 
through established 
administrative process only 
OR ability to receive funds 
dependent only on external 
underwriting 

 

Level of Funding 

This criterion addresses the difficulties of “layering” multiple sources of financing by 

discounting sources with small amounts of potential funding available per project more 

heavily than those with relatively larger potential amounts.  These obstacles include: 
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 Overlapping and/or conflicting program requirements 

 Need to negotiate and comply with multiple sets of legal documents 

 Complexity of budgeting and cash flow management 

Of necessity, the project financing structure will need to include several sources of funds, 

but this evaluation gives preference to the set that minimizes that number. Sources of 

funds determined to be “Very Low” were eliminated from consideration.   

Level of Funding Very Low Low Medium High Very High 

Per Project Amount Under $10M $10 - $50M $50- $100M $100 - $300M Over $300M 

 

 

Timeline 

When funds will become available for the project is an important consideration in 

evaluating funding sources. There are three important components to the broader 

category of Timeline: the frequency of the application or allocation process, the time to 

receive the funds, and the time to spend the funds.  Often, one source may require that the 

full project cost is accounted for before granting the funds.  Together, these three 

conditions influence whether a project can be delivered in a timely manner or whether 

bridge financing will be necessary.   

 Frequency of allocation:  The frequency that decisions are made about funding 

allocations is important because it dictates how quickly the project materials must 

be ready and whether there will be multiple opportunities to apply for the funds.  

The more frequent the allocation, the higher likelihood it is a viable source of 

cash flow for the project.  
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 Time to receive:  How long it takes to receive the funds will determine when the 

funding sources must be identified and secured in order to begin construction 

without delay.  The longer the time to receive, such as due to the need to re-apply 

for an allocation in multiple funding rounds, the more complicated the project 

financing strategy becomes.  However, borrowing may lessen the impact of this 

criterion.   

 Deadline to spend: Most programs have requirements about when the funds must 

be placed under contract and how long before the funds must be completely spent.  

The project must be able to meet these deadlines, or risk recapture of allocated 

funds.  

Our evaluation favors funding programs that have the most frequent allocations, shortest 

time to receive funds, and no deadline to spend funds ,as shown in the categories below. 

Frequency of allocation Rolling Annual Bi-Annual One Time 

Time to receive <= 1 yr 1 to 3 yrs > 3 yrs  

Deadline to Spend No deadline > 3yrs 1 to 3 yrs <= 1 yr 

 

External competition 

External competition is an essential criterion for discretionary funding programs.  A 

prospective fund recipient competes with other prospective recipients from other public 

agencies.  In general, the broader the range of eligible activities and the greater the 

funding is expected to be, the lower probability to win. Competitiveness of a funding 

source is described by the approximate proportion of the number of awards to the number 

of applications.  Some external competition, however, is a good thing as it implies that it 
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is a discretionary source of funds that would not be available for the project otherwise.  

Alternatively, there are many “formula” funds that have no external competition because 

they are given to a public agency based on a predetermined allocation formula. 

External Competition No Yes 

Description 
Formula grants and on-going 

source of funds 
Discretionary grants 

 

Internal Competition 

Internal competition refers to fact that often various projects within an agency are 

competing for the same sources of funding.  The opportunity cost of choosing to spend 

money on one project is the benefits forgone by not funding a different project.  The 

broader the range of eligible activities and the more eligible projects exist in an 

organization, the smaller the amount of funding an individual project is likely to receive. 

Competitiveness has four levels, from no internal competition to high competition, each 

level reflecting the quantity of similar eligible projects within the agency.  In Los 

Angeles County, all formula funded transit projects have high internal competition 

because there is a high demand for transit capital projects.   

Internal Competition None Low Medium High 

Description 
No other 
competing projects 

Some other 
projects can be 
funded but 
possible to fund 
both concurrently 

Other projects can 
be funded but 
possibility that one 
might be delayed 

Clear competing 
projects and 
tradeoffs inevitable 

 

Cost of Funds 

This criterion responds to the need to pay a lender or an investor for use of its money in 

the form of interest or return on equity.  Private institutions include risk and profit along 
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with the opportunity cost of using their money elsewhere in these charges.  Government 

entities either indirectly subsidize projects by not charging interest, or simply pass along 

their cost of borrowing.  Future LAWA and/or Metro funding streams could eventually 

pay for the Airport Connector, but in any given year they would be inadequate to pay 

development costs.  Borrowing enables the agencies to bring these funds into the present 

by applying a discount rate to account for the time value of money.  This should equal the 

interest rate on the loan.  A high discount rate implies that future cash flows are uncertain 

or at least far less desirable than near-term ones.   The ranking prioritizes sources that 

have the lowest interest rates.  Both government and conventional private loans 

(including bonds) currently bear interest rates that are likely to be less than either 

agency’s discount rate.  These sources would give either agency a greater present value 

of funds than it would otherwise expect.  As long as this is true, the agencies should 

maximize use of these sources.   

Cost of Funds None Low Medium High 

Source of Funds Grant 
Government 
loan 

Private 
conventional 
loan 

Partner loan or 
equity 

 

6. Project Financials  

The final cost for each project alternative is a function of the costs of each project 

component.  The estimated cost of each project component is detailed below in Table 4.  

Additionally, project costs for each alternative are broken into three categories based on 

the likely user groups: Airport, Public, and Joint.  It should be noted that these 

distinctions are intended only as a framework for collaborative funding, not as strict legal 

differentiations.    
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 Public project costs refer to components that may serve transit users who are not 

visiting LAX.  For example, a transit user may disembark from the Crenshaw 

Line at the Aviation/Century station, ride a People Mover to the Intermodal 

Facility, and disembark there to transfer to a local bus, without ever visiting the 

LAX Terminal. 

 Airport project costs refer to facilities that are solely for the use of airport visitors 

and employees, and not the general public who may not visit the Terminal, as 

described above.  Airport passengers who use the Airport Connector project to 

circulate between the terminals are an example of this user group.   

 Joint project costs refer to project components that serve Airport Connector users 

who are visiting LAX. That is, any rider who is using the Airport Connector to 

travel between the Terminal and any offsite facility.  These users may be coming 

from or going to the light rail, the ITF, or the CONRAC.  

 

Table 4: Estimated Project Component Costs 

Componen
t Description User Group   Estimated Cost 

A APM: CONRAC to ITF Public   $149,538,907 

B APM:  ITF to CTA Joint if no LRT (E), Airport if LRT $193,017,992 

C APM:  CTA Circulator Airport   $421,206,512 

D LRT: Aviation to ITF Public   $425,000,000 

E LRT: Aviation to CTA Joint if no APM (A & B), Public if APM $850,000,000 
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The project component costs for the APM are based on the LAX Specific Plan 

Amendment Study Report (SPAS).11  The estimated costs for the LRT are based on 

Metro’s range of project costs outlined in their Alternatives Analysis.  As these numbers 

will surely change depending on the project alignment, estimated project costs are meant 

to be illustrative only.  Explanation of these costs can be found in Appendix A. 

These user group categories determine which portion of the project cost should be paid 

by LAWA, by Metro, or Joint financed.  For instance, the components that span from the 

ITF (Intermodal Facility) to Aviation station (components A and D) are considered 

Public costs because they have the potential to be used by non-airport constituents.  

Federal regulations stipulate that airports may only spend their revenue on projects that 

serve airport constituents.12  Therefore, it is possible that any portion of the Airport 

Connector project that allows the use by non-airport constituents may be ineligible for 

LAWA funding.  The APM within the Terminal may be used by patrons who are not 

using the Airport Connector and is therefore considered to be an Airport cost.  The LRT 

and APM components that connect to the Terminal are considered Joint project costs 

unless both projects are built. In this case, that portion of the APM becomes a project for 

airport constituents only and the light rail branch is considered a public project.    

With the combination of components, we have identified the total project costs of each 

alternative.   

 

 
																																																								
11 LAWA, LAX Specific Plan Amendment Study – Preliminary Report 2012, Appendix G 
12 San Jose State University, Collaborative Funding to Facilitate Airport Ground Access, p.24-25, p.27, p.30. 
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Table 5:  Alternative Project Costs 

Code Description Total Cost Public Costs Airport Costs Joint Costs 

1 APM Only $763,763,410 $149,538,907 $421,206,512 $193,017,992 

2 LRT to ITF, Full APM $1,188,763,410 $574,538,907 $421,206,512 $193,017,992 

3 LRT to CTA, Full APM $1,613,763,410 $999,538,907 $614,224,503 $0 

4 LRT to ITF, Half APM $1,039,224,503 $425,000,000 $421,206,512 $193,017,992 

5 LRT to CTA, CTA APM $1,271,206,512 $0 $421,206,512 $850,000,000 

 

 

7. Recommended Funding Sources  

We identified 36 potential sources and strategies for funding the Airport Connector 

project through the review of case studies and the transportation finance literature. 

Identified funding sources were divided by the recipient agency (Metro, LAWA, or non-

specific) and ranked based on our evaluative criteria. A full list of funding sources can be 

found in Appendix B. Tables 6 and 7 below highlight the top-ranked funding sources for 

both Metro and LAWA project costs. These programs are discussed in detail in Section 8 

below.   

From LAWA’s perspective, allowing Metro to pay for as much of the Public and Joint 

project costs enables LAWA to prioritize other capital projects.  The funding sources 

available to Metro are discussed first as it is assumed that the remaining costs would need 

to be covered by LAWA.  Through Measure R there is $200 million of baseload funding 

available for the project that cannot be spent on any other project.  However, choosing to 

spend any funds that Metro and LAWA receive by formula must be compared to 

spending those funds on other projects.  Programs that allow either agency to expand the 
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total amount of money available for the Airport Connector Project should be prioritized.  

Potential funding strategies for each project alternative are described below in Section 7.4.  

There are some important considerations when considering the funding sources.  While 

the ranking takes into account the competitiveness and opportunity cost of each funding 

source, it is still possible that the higher ranked programs may not be allocated for the 

Airport Connector project and therefore lower ranking programs may be used.  

Additionally, there are some programs that scored equally well in our alternatives 

analysis.  Finally, the maximum funding available for each source is either the theoretical 

maximum or the maximum awarded to a similar project in Los Angeles County. It is not 

reasonable to assume that a given funding source would necessarily allocate the same 

level of funding to the Airport Connector project. 

7.1.  Metro Funding Sources 

Funding for Metro capital projects comes from a variety of federal, state, and local 

sources. While the Metro staff has the ability to allocate funds from many of the formula 

programs, there are a few sources that are primarily used for rail capital projects.  Among 

them, there are some that are allocated to Los Angeles County for the dispersal of Metro 

by formula and there are those that are available through a competitive application 

process. The top ranked Metro funding sources are listed below in Table 6.   

Metro’s Long Range Transportation Plan indicates $330 million in available funds for the 

Airport Connector (referred to as Metro Green Line LRT Extension to LAX). According 

to Metro, this amount includes the $200 million from Measure R as well as $130 million 



21	

	

in total from Proposition A and other Federal money.13  While all projected funds are 

presently allocated to other projects in the Long Range Plan, with the approval of Metro’s 

Board, funds can possibly be shifted to the Airport Connector project.  For long-range 

capital planning, the opportunity cost of any funds allocated for one capital project is the 

fund not spent on other projects.   In Metro’s long-range plan, there is close to $20 billion 

planned for fixed guideway capital construction over the next 30 years.14 A full list of the 

planned projects can be found in Appendix C. 

Table 6 below contains a list of the available sources of funding that could potentially be 

reallocated to the Airport Connector project. The possible funding amounts are based on 

the amount received for a similar project. Since many of these sources are available on an 

annual basis, funds are programmed over the course of the construction schedule.    

Table 6: Metro Funding Sources 

Rank 
Funding 
Source 

Source 
Type 

Program Name 
Possible 
Funding 

1 Local Baseload Measure R - Transit Capital Specific Projects $200,000,000 

2 Federal Competitive Major Capital Investments (New Starts & Small Starts) $1,280,000,000 

3 Federal Competitive 
Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery 
(TIGER) 

$25,000,000 

4 Federal Formula Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) $68,200,000 

5 Federal Formula Surface Transportation Program (STP) $70,000,000 

6 State Formula 
Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement, and 
Service Enhancement Account (PTMISEA) 

$201,000,000 

7 State Formula State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) $37,000,000 

8 Local Formula Proposition A - Rail Development Program (A35) $238,000,000 

9 Local Formula 
Proposition C - Transit-related Highway Improvements 
(C25) 

$148,000,000 

10 Federal Formula Urbanized Area Formula Program (Section 5307) $63,700,000 

 

																																																								
13 Metro, Metro 2009 Long Range Transportation Plan, p. 30; Metro Communication 2013 
14 Metro, Metro 2009 Long Range Transportation Plan, p. 30 
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The Metro allocated funds are ranked based on the type of source, the funding source, 

and level of funding.   The source type determines the level of internal competition; all 

Metro allocated formula funds have high internal completion for rail capital projects.  

The funding source is a determining factor for when funds will be available and when 

they must be spent.  

The $200 million from Measure R is considered baseload funding for the project. The 

two discretionary programs, New Starts and TIGER, are listed next due to their ability to 

expand the available funds. However, while New Starts has a high level of overall 

funding and is a federal discretionary grant program, Metro is receiving New Starts 

funding for two other projects currently and must prioritize projects internally that they 

deem to be competitive.  TIGER, on the other hand, is highly competitive and the awards 

are generally small, but there is less internal competition.  Metro generally favors 

spending state and federal funds first due because of the requirements on when they must 

be spent.  Therefore, the federal programs CMAQ and STP are ranked next, followed by 

state-funded PTMISEA and STIP.  The local funds Proposition A and Proposition C are 

listed next, as they are common sources of capital funding and are often used as the local 

match required with federal funds. Finally, the Urbanized Area formula fund ranks low 

because it is generally used for operations and maintenance costs.  Each individual 

program is described in greater detail below in Section 8.  

 

7.2.  LAWA Funding Sources 

The ranking of funding sources available to LAWA prioritizes sources in the following 

order: 1) Low Internal Competition: The SPAS Financial Analysis identifies nearly $2 
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billion (in 2010 dollars) in costs other than ground access related to the staff-

recommended alternative in addition to approximately $3.2 billion in presently unfunded 

base development project costs at LAX.15  Funding the Airport Connector from funds 

available to LAWA imposes an opportunity cost of delayed or substantially restructured 

SPAS or base development projects, so the ranking prioritizes sources that minimize this 

displacement.   2) High Flexibility of Funding: LAWA receives large amounts of funding 

under fixed grant formulas or charge bases.  The ranking prioritizes sources that could 

increase funding to LAWA, either through discretionary grants, changes to base rates, or 

project-specific underwriting.  3) Low Cost of Funds: The ranking prioritizes sources that 

have the lowest interest rates.  Both government and conventional private loans 

(including bonds) currently bear interest rates that are likely to be less than LAWA’s 

discount rate.  These sources would give LAWA a greater present value of funds than it 

would otherwise expect.   As long as this is true, LAWA should maximize use of these 

sources.  The sources do not vary substantially as to other criteria: with few exceptions, 

each has a Very High potential Level of Funding, favorable Timeline, and no External 

Competition.  Where the ranking for two sources was otherwise equal, these criteria 

broke the tie. 

This analysis recommends the following ranked order for using LAWA sources.  Though 

some are not typically associated with airport-transit connections, at least one of the case 

study airports used each of the general funding types listed.   

																																																								
15 LAWA, LAX Specific Plan Amendment Study – Preliminary Report 2012, Ch. 8, p. 11. 
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1) Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act:  LAWA could apply 

for a federal loan to be repaid by the Customer Facility Charge (CFC) that it 

collects on every car rental contract at LAX16  to fund both a complete APM and 

the CONRAC.  Because these are the only facilities that a CFC can fund, there 

would be no opportunity cost to using CFC for these purposes.  The California 

law that enables CFC collections allows airports to increase the CFC through an 

administrative procedure.17  Further, demand for rental cars at LAX is relatively 

inelastic due to limited alternative transportation options (though the Airport 

Connector will increase those).  Therefore, LAWA should be able to increase the 

CFC at LAX to the level needed to fund the APM and CONRAC, even if 

additional sources with lower costs of funds cannot be secured.  The ranking 

prioritizes TIFIA since it has the lowest cost of funds of any borrowing source.     

2) Customer Facility Charge: Option 1:  Given that a TIFIA loan is limited to 33% 

of project costs, LAWA will need additional sources to fund both a complete 

APM and the CONRAC.  LAWA could issue Special Facility Bonds to borrow 

against future CFC collections, and use the proceeds along with the CFC balance 

on hand and future CFC revenue not pledged to debt service to cover the shortfall.  

Like TIFIA, this would be a highly flexible source of funding that would have no 

opportunity cost, though the cost of funds for a conventional bond loan would be 

higher than a government loan. 

3) Customer Facility Charge: Option 2: One variant of the strategy immediately 

above is not to borrow against future CFC collections, but rather to use them as 

																																																								
16 LAWA, Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 2012, 56. 
17 State of California, California Civil Code §1936(m)(2). 
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they become available during the predevelopment and construction periods.  This 

method is known as “pay-as-you-go.”  Funding the Airport Connector this way 

may induce some opportunity cost, since these collections, when combined with 

the CFC balance on hand, may be inadequate to fund both a complete APM and 

the CONRAC.  This may be true even if LAWA is able to increase the CFC to the 

highest level currently charged at other airports in California.  Although using 

CFC in a pay-as-you-go manner would involve no cost of funds, the interest rate 

on a CFC bond is likely to be lower than LAWA’s discount rate.  That is, in the 

current interest rate environment, a bank lender would charge LAWA a lower rate 

to make a loan against future cash flows than a conservative rate LAWA might 

apply internally when projecting the adequacy of future resources. Therefore, 

LAWA should maximize CFC borrowing before using CFC on a pay-as-you-go 

basis. 

4) Airport Revenue Bonds/Private Activity Bonds: LAWA uses its general revenues 

to issue bonds on a regular basis to fund a variety of projects at LAX.18  LAWA 

policies and existing documents for previously issued bonds limit the amount of 

required payments on the bonds (debt service) to, generally, 80% of revenues. 

This corresponds to 1.25 debt service coverage ratio.19  Presently, LAWA debt 

service is well below this level.20  This means that LAWA is able to increase 

borrowing to fund pending projects at LAX; however, the maximum increase is 

not adequate to fund all of them.  Using airport bonds to fund the Airport 

Connector, then, causes some opportunity cost in terms of other LAX projects 
																																																								
18 LAWA, Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 2012, p. 48-50. 
19 LAWA, LAX Specific Plan Amendment Study – Preliminary Report 2012, Ch. 8, pp 5-6.. 
20 LAWA, Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 2012, p. 88. 
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delayed.  The amount of funding up to the maximum is at the discretion of the 

bond underwriter.  The cost of funds is likely to be similar to Special Facility 

Bonds, but higher than ongoing CFC revenues.  

5) Passenger Facility Charge: 50/50: LAWA uses the Passenger Facility Charge 

(PFC) imposed on every enplaning passenger at LAX to pay debt service on 

bonds and on a pay-as-you-go basis to fund a variety of projects at LAX.21  On 

average, LAWA’s Airport Consultant projects that the ratio of PFC used in these 

ways will be approximately 50/50 in the coming years.22  Using PFC for Airport 

Connector-related debt service triggers the same debt limits and opportunity costs 

discussed above.  FAA policy requiring airports to fund “airside” improvements 

before “landside” projects (such as ground access) imposes an additional 

burden.23  Federal law limits the PFC to $4.50 per passenger.24  LAWA and other 

airports have been lobbying Congress to increase the maximum PFC to $8 per 

passenger, but have been unsuccessful.25 

6) Passenger Facility Charge: 80/20: One variation of the strategy directly above is 

to direct 80% of annual PFC collections to debt service, and the remaining 20% to 

projects on a pay-as-you-go basis.  This approach would entail the same debt 

limits, opportunity costs, and funding flexibility issues discussed above.  This 

strategy would have a slightly higher cost of funds, since more of the total would 

be borrowed. 

																																																								
21 Ibid, 49, 55. 
22 LAWA, Official Statement (Senior Revenue Bonds) 2012, A-153. 
23 FAA, AIP Handbook, 37; 49 USC 40117(d)(4). 
24 FAA, Passenger Facility Fee statutory provisions, 49 USC 40117(b)(4). 
25 LAWA Communication 2013 
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7) Airport Improvement Program/Discretionary: LAWA has received discretionary 

grants from the federal Airport Improvement Program (AIP) to fund many 

projects at LAX.26  Using AIP discretionary funds for Airport Connector costs 

would impose the same opportunity costs as using PFC.  Though FAA has can 

exercise judgment, it directs AIP discretionary funds to capacity, safety, security, 

and noise compatibility enhancements.27  Though these grants have no cost of 

funds, any funds available for ground access under AIP are likely to be much less 

than those generated using PFC. 

8) Airport Improvement Program/Formula: LAWA also receives annual formula 

funding from AIP for projects at LAX.28  Using AIP formula funds for Airport 

Connector costs would impose the same opportunity costs and have the same cost 

of funds as using AIP discretionary funds.  However, the funding formulas are 

detailed in statute and LAWA has not lobbied Congress to change them.  In 

addition, the annual formula grant amount for LAX is smaller than recent 

discretionary grant amounts. 

Each individual funding program is described in greater detail in Section 8.2 below.  

 

 

 

 

																																																								
26 FAA, AIP Grant Detail Report. 
27 FAA, AIP Handbook, p. 37 
28 FAA, AIP Grant Detail Report. 
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Table 7: LAWA Funding Sources  

Rank Airport Programs Possible Funding 
1 Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act $419,000,000 

2 

Customer Facility Charge: Option 1 $258,000,000 
Special Facility Bonds $29,000,000 

Pay-as-you-go $104,000,000 

Cash on Hand $125,000,000 

3 
Customer Facility Charge: Option 2 $230,000,000 

Pay-as-you-go $105,000,000 

Cash on Hand $125,000,000 

4 Airport Revenue Bonds/Private Activity Bonds $310,000,000 
5 Passenger Facility Charge: 50/50 $1,072,000,000 
6 Passenger Facility Charge: 80/20 $834,000,000 
7 Airport Improvement Program/Discretionary $50,000,000 
8 Airport Improvement Program/Formula $97,200,000 

 

 

7.3.  Partner Loan or Equity 

Either LAWA or Metro could access debt or equity from a private financing partner.  

Partner funding sources have high flexibility.  Either would entail low Internal and 

External Competition since a partner would underwrite any project on its own merits.  

This means that there may be no opportunity cost in using these sources in terms of 

delaying other projects. Even though partner funding sources are specific to any given 

project and are not limited, practically speaking, in amount to projects nationally or to a 

particular agency, the discount rate implied is likely to be greater than either agency’s 

internal discount rate.  That is, a private partner that does not have access to low-cost 

sources of capital as does a bank would charge LAWA a lower rate to make a loan 

against future cash flows than a conservative rate LAWA might apply internally when 

projecting the adequacy of future resources. For this reason, this analysis does not 

recommend use of these sources until all others have been exhausted.  Partner sources 
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have favorable timelines and Very High Level of Funding.  One airport case used partner 

funding.     

 

7.4.  Funding the Airport Connector Alternatives 

 

The examples below illustrate how collaborative funding strategies could help finance 

each alternative.  The examples rely on estimated project costs and funding source 

amounts, which are subject to change. Therefore, the intent of this analysis is to provide a 

framework for choosing the best funding strategy for a multi-agency project.  For each 

alternative, we assume that funding sources will be prioritized in this order: 

1) Metro base funding of $200 million from Measure R and an additional $130 

million will be used to pay for Public costs first, and Joint costs second 

a. Any additional Public costs not covered by those Metro sources are 

indicated as “Public Cost Shortfalls” and Metro will need to shift funds 

from other sources to complete the project 

2)  TIFIA will be used to finance Airport costs because it would be paid back with 

CFC (which is an airport-generated source).  TIFIA can pay for 33% of project 

cost, but we assume it will pay only 33% of unduplicated project costs. 

3) Any additional Airport costs will require the use of CFC funds described in 

Option 1. We assume a $20 per rental CFC. The CFC Cash on Hand should be 

spent first, then Pay-as-you-go, followed by the proceeds from Special Facility 

Bonds.  If there are CFC funds remaining they should be used to pay for the Joint 
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project costs.  The total amount of CFC funds shown in the tables reserves $415 

million to pay for the CONRAC. 

4) After CFC funds are exhausted, Airport Revenue Bonds should cover Airport 

costs. 

5) Joint costs not covered by Metro base funding, TIFIA, and CFC funds must be 

paid for from additional Metro funds or the next best available LAWA source. 

 

 

Alternative 1: Full Automated People Mover Only 

Table 8: Recommended Funding Sources for Alternative 1 

Public Airport Joint 

Funding 
Source 

Possible 
Funding 
(millions) 

Funding 
Source 

Possible 
Funding 
(millions) 

Funding 
Source 

Possible 
Funding 
(millions) 

Measure R $150 TIFIA $252 Measure R $50 

    
CFC cash on 

hand 
$125 

Other Metro 
Base Funding 

$130 

    
CFC pay-as-

you-go 
$44 

CFC pay-as-
you-go 

$13 

Total ($) $150 Total ($) $421 Total ($) $193 

Alternative 1 Total Project Cost $764     

 

Alternative 1 includes the APM only. The portion of the APM from the ITF to the 

CONRAC is considered a Public cost.  The APM circulator around the CTA is 

considered an Airport cost.  The APM between the CTA and the ITF is considered a Joint 

cost.  
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Alternative 2: Full Automated People Mover and Half Light Rail Branch  

Table 9: Recommended Funding Sources for Alternative 2 

Public Airport Joint 

Funding 
Source 

Possible 
Funding 
(millions) 

Funding 
Source 

Possible 
Funding 
(millions) 

Funding 
Source 

Possible 
Funding 
(millions) 

Measure R $200 TIFIA $252 
CFC pay-as-

you-go 
$60 

Other Metro 
Base Funding 

$130 
CFC cash on 

hand 
$125 

CFC Special 
Facility Bond 

$29 

Public cost 
shortfall 

$245 
CFC pay-as-

you-go 
$44 

Joint Funding 
Shortfall 

$104 

Total ($) $575 Total ($) $421 Total ($) $193 

Alternative 2 Total Project Cost $1,189     

 

Alternative 2 consists of a full APM and a light rail branch to the ITF.  The portion of the 

APM from the ITF to the CONRAC is considered a Public cost.  The APM circulator 

around the CTA is considered an Airport cost.  The APM between the CTA and the ITF 

is considered a Joint cost.  The light rail between the new Aviation station and the ITF is 

considered a Public cost.   

Alternative 3: Full Automated People Mover and Full Light Rail Branch 

Table 10: Recommended Funding Sources for Alternative 3 

Public Airport Joint 

Funding 
Source 

Possible 
Funding 
(millions) 

Funding 
Source 

Possible 
Funding 
(millions) 

Funding 
Source 

Possible 
Funding 
(millions) 

Measure R $200 TIFIA $252     

Other Metro 
Base Funding 

$130 
CFC cash on 

hand 
$125     

Public cost 
shortfall 

$670 
CFC pay-as-

you-go 
$104     

  
CFC Special 
Facility Bond 

$29     

  
Airport 

Revenue 
Bond 

$104   

Total ($) $1,000 Total ($) $614 Total ($) $0 

Alternative 3 Total Project Cost $1,614     
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Alternative 3 has a full APM and the light rail from Aviation to the Terminal.  The APM 

from the CONRAC to the ITF and the light rail from the new Aviation station to the CTA 

are considered Public costs. The APM from the ITF to the CTA and the APM circulator 

are considered Airport costs. There are no Joint costs for this alternative. 

 

Alternative 4: Half Automated People Mover and Half Light Rail 

Table 11: Recommended Funding Sources for Alternative 4 

Public Airport Joint 

Funding 
Source 

Possible 
Funding 
(millions) 

Funding 
Source 

Possible 
Funding 
(millions) 

Funding 
Source 

Possible 
Funding 
(millions) 

Measure R $200 TIFIA $342 
CFC pay-as-

you-go 
$104 

Other Metro 
Base Funding 

$130 
CFC cash on 

hand 
$79 

CFC Special 
Facility Bond 

$29 

Public Cost 
Shortfall 

$95 
  

Joint Funding 
Shortfall 

 $60 

Total ($) $425 Total ($) $421 Total ($) $193 

Alternative 4 Total Project Cost $1,039     

 

Alternative 4 has a light rail from the new Aviation station to the ITF and an APM from 

the ITF to the CTA.  The light rail between Aviation and the ITF is considered a Public 

cost.  The APM circulator around the CTA is considered an Airport cost.  The APM 

between the CTA and the ITF is considered a Joint cost.  
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Alternative 5: Full Light Rail and Automated People Mover in Terminal Only 

Table 12: Recommended Funding Sources for Alternative 5 

Public Airport Joint 

Funding 
Source 

Possible 
Funding 
(millions) 

Funding 
Source 

Possible 
Funding 
(millions) 

Funding 
Source 

Possible 
Funding 
(millions) 

    TIFIA $419 
CFC cash on 

hand 
$123 

    
CFC cash on 

hand 
$2 

CFC pay-as-
you-go 

$156 

    
  

CFC Special 
Facility Bond 

$231 

    
  

Joint cost 
shortfall 

$340 

Total ($) $0 Total ($) $421 Total ($) $850 

Alternative 5 Total Project Cost $1,271     

 

Alternative 5 has a light rail from the new Aviation station to the CTA and an APM 

circulator at the CTA.  The light rail between Aviation and the CTA is considered a Joint 

cost.  The APM circulator around the CTA is considered an Airport cost. There are no 

Public costs as the LRT would not stop at the ITF.   

 

8. Detailed Description of Viable Funding Sources 

The following are detailed descriptions of the most viable funding sources for the Airport 

Connector Project.  They are listed in order of priority and separated by the recipient 

agency.   

 

8.1.  Metro Funding Sources 

Given Metro’s role as the transit authority for Los Angeles County, Metro distributes 

much of the transportation funding for the County.   Metro receives non-discretionary 

“formula” funds from state and federal sources.  Metro distributes these funds in three 
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ways: 1) to local cities and local transit operators by formula, 2) by a bi-annual 

competitive process known as the Call for Projects, and 3) at the discretion of the Metro 

Board.29   

In order for projects to receive federal and state funds, the project must be listed in the 

Federal Transportation Improvement Plan (FTIP) prepared by the Southern California 

Association of Governments (SCAG). Local agencies submit their projects to SCAG for 

inclusion in the FTIP.30  When Metro allocates funding for capital projects, the projects 

are included in the FTIP.  Most capital planning decisions are made through the long-

range planning process. Updated every five years, the Metro Long Range Plan (LRP) 

covers 30 years of multi-modal transportation planning in Los Angeles County.  The 

Board approved the most recent LRP in 2009 and Metro staff are currently working on a 

short-range plan that covers the next 10 years. 

While all projected funds are accounted for in the Long Range Plan, with the approval of 

Metro’s Board, funds currently reserved for other projects can possibly be shifted to the 

Airport Connector project.  For long-range capital planning, the opportunity cost of any 

funds allocated for one capital project is funding not spent on other projects.  In Metro’s 

long-range plan, there is close to $20 billion planned for fixed guideway capital 

construction over the next 30 years. A full list of the planned projects can be found in 

Appendix C.31 Therefore, there are drawbacks to shifting funds from one project to 

another.  First, the user benefits for the competing project will not be realized until later 

																																																								
29 Metro, Metro 2012 Funding Source Guide, p. 8-9 
30 SCAG, SCAG Federal Transportation Improvement Program 
31 Metro, Metro 2009 Long Range Transportation Plan, p. 30 
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in the future.  Second, given the geographical diversity of Los Angeles County it may be 

politically difficult for Metro to pull funds away from one project in favor of another.  

The top ranking Metro funding sources are detailed below in the following order: 

Rank 
Funding 
Source 

Source 
Type 

Program Name 

1 Local Baseload Measure R - Transit Capital Specific Projects 

2 Federal Competitive Major Capital Investments (New Starts & Small Starts) 

3 Federal Competitive Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) 

4 Federal Formula Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) 

5 Federal Formula Surface Transportation Program (STP) 

6 State Formula 
Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement, and Service 
Enhancement Account (PTMISEA) 

7 State Formula State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) 

8 Local Formula Proposition A - Rail Development Program (A35) 

9 Local Formula Proposition C - Transit-related Highway Improvements (C25) 

10 Federal Formula Urbanized Area Formula Program (Section 5307) 

 

 

Measure R - Transit Capital Specific Projects 

 

Measure R is a Los Angeles County initiative that was voter-approved in 2008.  It 

includes a ½ cent sales tax for 30 years exclusively for specific transportation 

infrastructure projects. In total, Measure R will raise approximately $40 billion over the 

30-year period.  Included in the Measure R Expenditure Plan was $200 million 

Flexibility 
of Funding 

Level 

Level of 
Funding / 

Likely Amount 

Timeline: 
Frequency 

Timeline: 
Time to 
Receive 

Timeline: 
Deadline 
to Spend 

External 
Competition 

Internal 
Competition 

Cost of 
Funds 

Low 
High/ $200 

million 
Rolling <=1 yr 

No 
Deadline 

No None None 
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specifically for a “Green Line Extension to Los Angeles International Airport“.32 These 

funds will become available from 2023 to 2028.  While the expenditure plan does refer to 

the Airport Connector as an extension of the Green Line (light rail), the Automated 

People Mover is called out as an option in Metro’s Alternatives Analysis as well as 

SCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan.33  Therefore, the $200 million from Measure R is 

considered baseload funding for any project alternative.   

 

Major Capital Investments (New Starts & Small Starts) 

Flexibility 
of Funding 

Level 

Level of 
Funding/ 

Likely Amount 

Timeline: 
Frequency 

Timeline: 
Time to 
Receive 

Timeline: 
Deadline 
to Spend 

External 
Competition 

Internal 
Competition 

Cost of 
Funds 

High 
Very High/ 

$1,280 million 
Annual <=1 yr 

>1yr to 
3yr 

Yes High None 

 
Re-authorized by Congress in 2012 under Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century 

(MAP-21) as U.S.C Section 5309, the Major Capital Investments program refers to the 

federally funded New Starts and Small Starts capital programs. The Federal Transit 

Administration awards the New Starts program funds to public agencies and project 

operators for projects that have a cost of over $250 million.34  The New Starts Program 

was originally authorized under the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation 

Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) to fund new and extensions of fixed 

guideway transit systems, including automated people movers. The discretionary grant 

program allocates funds to commuter rail, light rail, heavy rail, bus rapid transit, 

streetcars, and ferries in the United States. 
																																																								
32 Metro, Measure R Expenditure Plan 
33 Metro, Metro Airport Connector. Alternatives Analysis. April 2012, p. 120; SCAG 2012 Regional Transportation Plan. Project List, 
p. 137 
34 FTA, Capital Investment Program Overview 
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The available funding for New Starts is very high.  As of 2012, Metro’s Westside 

Subway Extension is projected to receive $2.4 billion from the New Starts program.35  

However, the average award for projects in California is about $990 million per project.36  

The statutory match is 80 percent Federal, 20 percent local, although FTA recommends 

agencies seek less than 60% of the project cost.37 New Starts distributes funds annually 

and funds are available for three years after allocation. 

 

New Starts receives applications for projects nationwide; there is high competition for the 

program funds.  Transit connection projects at other airports, such as Denver, San 

Francisco, Oakland, and Seattle have also received New Starts support.  Metro must 

decide internally which projects to put forward. As mentioned above, the Westside 

Subway project has received New Starts funds and according to SCAG’s 2013 FTIP, the 

Regional Connector and the Gold Line Extension are also in line for New Starts funding.  

Metro has indicated that it is unlikely they will seek additional funding from New Starts 

until the other two projects are underway; however, to the extent that they feel the Airport 

Connector project would be competitive with other New Starts projects, it could be 

promoted.     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
																																																								
35 FTA, Westside Subway Extension 
36 FTA, New Starts/Small Starts Current Projects 
37 FTA, Description of Major Capital Investments (New Starts & Small Starts) (5309(b)(1)) 
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Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) 

Flexibility 
of Funding 

Level 

Level of 
Funding/ 

Likely Amount 

Timeline: 
Frequency 

Timeline: 
Time to 
Receive 

Timeline: 
Deadline to 

Spend 

External 
Competition 

Internal 
Competition 

Cost of 
Funds 

High 
Low/ $25 
million 

Unknown <=1 yr No deadline Yes Low None 

 
TIGER was first authorized by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 

2009.  Since then, Congress has appropriated funds for TIGER and US Department of 

Transportation (DOT) has awarded the competitive discretionary grants three additional 

times.  The objective of TIGER is to foster innovative, multi-modal, and multi-

jurisdictional transportation projects in the nation, which will have a significant impact 

on the national economy. For the fourth round of TIGER in 2012, there were 703 

applications, from which 47 transportation projects in 34 states were awarded $500 

million in total.38 

 

The four TIGER budgets ranged between $500 million and $1.5 billion. For the fourth 

round, each individual submission was able to apply for between $10 and $200 million; 

however, the highest amount awarded was $21 million.39  In 2011, there were 848 

applications and only 46 projects approved, with a maximum award of $20 million.40  

Metro’s Crenshaw Line project received $13.9 million through TIGER II as well as a 

TIGER TIFIA loan.41  

 

																																																								
38 USDOT, USDOTTIGER 2012 Awards 
39 USDOT, Randall FY 2012 TPB TIGER Grant Application, February 15, 2012 
40 Metro, Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project 
41 USDOT, USDOT Tiger Grant Application Resources 
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Projects are selected on their efficiency, measured using a DOT-provided benefit/cost 

calculator, and scored based on how well they address issues of safety, economic 

competitiveness, livability, environmental sustainability, and safety.  No more than 25% 

of the TIGER funds can be awarded within a single state and the grants require a 20% 

local match.   

While TIGER gives priority to projects with innovative financing strategies and those 

that are multi-jurisdictional or otherwise difficult to fund, given the competitiveness of 

the program and the low level of funding, TIGER is not a likely to be a viable source 

unless the project is barely short on funding.  In March of 2013, Congress authorized 

$474 million for fiscal year 2013 TIGER grants.42 

 
 
Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) 

Flexibility 
of Funding 

Level 

Level of 
Funding/ 

Likely Amount 

Timeline: 
Frequency 

Timeline: 
Time to 
Receive 

Timeline: 
Deadline to 

Spend 

External 
Competition 

Internal 
Competition 

Cost of 
Funds 

Low 
Medium/ $68.2 

million 
Rolling <=1 yr < 3yr No High None 

 
Authorized under MAP-21, the objective of the federally funded CMAQ program is to 

provide a funding source to public transportation projects to help meet the requirements 

of the Clean Air Act. Eligible activities are public transit projects that reduce congestion 

and improve air quality in areas that do not meet the National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards (ozone and carbon monoxide in particular).  Activities that shift traffic demand 

																																																								
42	USDOT, USDOT Tiger Grant Program	
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to other transportation modes are eligible.43 The Denver International Airport commuter 

rail connection project is utilizing over $60 million in CMAQ funds.44 

 

The estimated total nationwide funding amount is $2.21billion in FY 2013.45  These 

funds are allocated to states based on a formula stipulated in MAP-21 and disbursed by 

Metro.  In 2012/2013, Metro will allocate roughly $136 million in CMAQ funds through 

their Call for Projects process and by Board discretion.46 In Los Angeles County, the 

highest amount that a transit project has received in recent years was $68.2 million for the 

Crenshaw Line.47  Funds must be spent within four years of receipt.   

 
 
Surface Transportation Program (STP) 

Flexibility 
of Funding 

Level 

Level of 
Funding/ Likely 

Amount 

Timeline: 
Frequency 

Timeline: 
Time to 
Receive 

Timeline: 
Deadline 
to Spend 

External 
Competition 

Internal 
Competition 

Cost of 
funds 

Low 
Medium/ $70 

million 
Rolling <=1 yr < 3yr No High None 

 
The Surface Transportation Program is an FHWA funding program under Moving Ahead 

for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) of 2012.  The purpose of this formula 

grant program is to improve the conditions and performance of the nation’s surface 

transportation system. The STP funds are eligible for rail and other transit capital 

projects.48   

 

																																																								
43	FHWA, Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ) Fact Sheet	
44 FTA, Eagle Commuter Rail, November 2011 
45 FHWA, Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ) Fact Sheet 
46 Caltrans, Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) 2012-13 Estimated Apportionments 
47 Metro, Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Quarterly Project Status Report, March 2012 
48 FHWA, Surface Transportation Program (STP) Fact Sheet 
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Nationwide, the estimated total funding amount under the STP is $10.0 billion for FY 

2013.49 These funds are allocated to states based on a formula stipulated in MAP-21 and 

disbursed by Metro.  Metro allocates an estimated $115 million of federal STP funds 

through the Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) via the Call for Projects 

process and at the Board’s discretion.50 According to SCAG’s FTIP, the Expo Phase Line 

I project received $70 million from the STP program.51  Funds must be spent within four 

years of receipt.   

 

Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement, and Service 
Enhancement Account (PTMISEA)  

Flexibility 
of Funding 

Level 

Level of 
Funding / 

Likely Amount 

Timeline: 
Frequency 

Timeline: 
Time to 
Receive 

Timeline: 
Deadline 
to Spend 

External 
Competition 

Internal 
Competition 

Cost of 
Funds 

Low 
High/ $201 

million 
Annual <=1 yr <=1 yr No High None 

 

California Proposition 1B, approved by voters as the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, 

Air Quality, and Port Security Bond Act of 2006, allocated $3.6 billion for the Public 

Transportation Modernization, Improvement, and Service Enhancement Account 

(PTMISEA).52  The 10-year program is administered by the California Department of 

Transportation’s (Caltrans) Division of Mass Transit, which allocates to local agencies by 

formula. 

																																																								
49 FHWA, Surface Transportation Program (STP) Fact Sheet 
50 Metro, Metro 2012 Funding Source Guide, p. 30 
51 SCAG, SCAG 2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program. 100% Prior Years Project List, p. 40 
52 Caltrans, Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement, and Service Enhancement Account 
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Metro’s total share of the funds is over $960 million and is still eligible for almost $550 

million over the remainder of the program.53  Funding is for transit capital projects that 

are nominated by Metro and approved by Caltrans. The call for new was March of 2013 

and is available annually, pending bond sales.  The projects are prioritized based on their 

construction readiness. Funds must be under contract by June of 2016.54 The Crenshaw 

Line will receive over $200 million from PTMISEA55 and the planned Oakland Airport 

BART connector is receiving $18.2 million.56   

While the available funding source is high, the Los Angeles County PTMISEA funds are 

currently scheduled for other projects, and would therefore need to be re-allocated to this 

project.57 

 
 
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) 

Flexibility 
of Funding 

Level 

Level of 
Funding / 

Likely Amount 

Timeline: 
Frequency 

Timeline: 
Time to 
Receive 

Timeline: 
Deadline to 

Spend 

External 
Competition 

Internal 
Competition 

Cost of 
Funds 

Low Medium / $70 
million 

Bi-Annual <=1 yr >1yr to 3yr No High None 

 

The State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is a State and Federally funded 

program. It is updated every two years by the California Transportation Commission 

(CTC) and Caltrans and includes projected funding availability over a 5-year period.58 

																																																								
53 Caltrans, Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement, and Service Enhancement Account. Fiscal Years 2009-2010 and 
2010-2011 Allocation List 
54 Caltrans, Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement, and Service Enhancement Account. PTMISEA Guidelines 2012 
55 SCAG, SCAG 2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program. Los Angeles County Transit, p. 21 
56 State of California, Office of Bond Accountability. Proposition 1B 
57 Metro Communication 2013 

58 CTC, State Transportation Improvement Program 
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STIP funds are allocated by formula to local agencies for their Regional Improvement 

Programs (RIP) and 25% at the discretion of the Caltrans to projects of regional 

significance.  In order to receive STIP funds, the project must be listed in the Regional 

and Federal Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP/FTIP).59  After the STIP fund 

estimate is released by Caltrans, local agencies prepare their RTIPs based on the 

projected funding amounts.  RTIPs must be submitted to Caltrans no later than December 

15th of each odd numbered year.60 

Depending on state funding availability, Los Angeles County is allocated around $100 

million annually from the RIP program.61 These funds are given out to eligible projects 

identified in the Call for Projects process and by Metro Board selection.  According to the 

SCAG FTIP, Phase I of the Expo Line received over $300 million from the RIP;62 

however, those funds were allocated through the now insolvent Public Transportation 

Account.63  The Oakland Airport BART connection is scheduled to receive $20 million in 

STIP funds and there is only $37 million in RIP funds that are dedicated to the Crenshaw 

Line;64 therefore a lower level of funding is considered in this analysis.  

 

 

 

 

 

																																																								
59 CTC, State Transportation Improvement Program. Guidelines, p. 46 
60 CTC, State Transportation Improvement Program. Guidelines, p 2 
61 CTC, State Transportation Improvement Program. 2012 Fund Estimate, p. 19 

62 SCAG, SCAG 2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program. 100% Prior Years Project List, p. 40 
63 CTC, State Transportation Improvement Program. 2012 Fund Estimate, p. 13 
64 SCAG, SCAG 2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program. Los Angeles County Transit, p. 21 
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Proposition A - Rail Development Program (A35) 

 

Proposition A was approved by Los Angeles County voters in 1980 to enact a non-

expiring ½ cent sales tax for transportation projects. The funds are allocated to local 

agencies by formula and by Metro’s Board by discretion. For this project, the relevant 

program is the Rail Development Program, which is 35% of the Proposition A revenue. 

The estimated annual funds are $211 million, which are used for debt service on previous 

bond issuances, rail construction, rail operations, and right of way acquisitions.65  

According to SCAG’s 2013 FTIP, the largest sum of Prop A funds to a single rail project 

was $238 million over the course of construction to the Expo Phase II project.66 Metro 

has indicated that it is likely that some Prop A funds will be used for the Airport 

Connector project.67 

 
 
Proposition C – Discretionary (C40) and Transit-related Highway 
Improvements (C25) 

																																																								
65 Metro, Metro 2012 Funding Source Guide, p. 10 
66 SCAG, SCAG 2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program. Los Angeles County Transit, p. 21 
67 Metro Communication2013 

Flexibility 
of Funding 

Level 

Level of 
Funding / 

Likely Amount 

Timeline: 
Frequency 

Timeline: 
Time to 
Receive 

Timeline: 
Deadline 
to Spend 

External 
Competition 

Internal 
Competition 

Cost of 
Funds 

Low 
High / $238 

million 
Rolling <=1 yr 

No 
Deadline 

No High None 

Flexibility 
of Funding 

Level 

Level of 
Funding / Likely 

Amount 

Timeline: 
Frequency 

Timeline: 
Time to 
Receive 

Timeline: 
Deadline 
to Spend 

External 
Competition 

Internal 
Competition 

Cost of 
Funds 

Low 
High / $148 

million 
Rolling <=1 yr 

No 
Deadline 

No High None 
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Proposition C was the second non-expiring ½ cent sales tax passed by Los Angeles 

County voters. Approved in 1990, it allocates revenue to a variety of capital and 

operating transit programs, including 25% to the “Transit-related Highway Improvement” 

program (Prop C25) and 40% to discretionary funding (Prop C40).68   Prop C25 funds are 

allocated via the Call for Projects process and at the discretion of the Metro Board. Prop 

C40 funds are used for a variety of ongoing programs (for other non-Metro transit 

operators) for which the Airport Connector Project is ineligible.  However, at the 

discretion of the Metro Board funds can be allocated to any regionally significant transit 

projects.  

There is an estimated $156 million available annually through Prop C25.  In the 2013 

FTIP, there are two rail transit projects in Los Angeles County that are receiving Prop 

C25 funds: $148 million for the Crenshaw Line and $115 million for the Expo Line 

Phase II.69 

There is an estimated $253 million available through Prop C40 and in fiscal year 2012, 

almost $54 million was used for the non-capital on-going programs.  There are no Prop 

C40 funds indicated for specific rail projects in the 2013 FTIP, but rather, only bus-

related capital improvements.70  Funding of future rail projects is possible. 

 

 

																																																								
68 Metro, Metro 2012 Funding Source Guide, p. 12 
69 SCAG, SCAG 2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program. Los Angeles County Transit, p. 20-21  
70 SCAG, SCAG 2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program 2013. Los Angeles County Transit / 100% Prior Years Project 
List 
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Urbanized Area Formula Grants 

Flexibility 
of Funding 

Level 

Level of 
Funding/ 

Likely Amount 

Timeline: 
Frequency 

Timeline: 
Time to 
Receive 

Timeline: 
Deadline 
to Spend 

External 
Competition 

Internal 
Competition 

Cost of 
Funds 

Low 
Medium/ 63.7 

million 
Rolling <=1 yr < 3yr No High None 

 
Reauthorized under MAP-21 as USC Section 5307, the objective of this federal program 

is to enhance and revitalize public transportation systems in urbanized areas nationwide. 

FTA apportions funds to designated recipients based on statutory formulas, after which 

funds are sub-allocated to local governmental authorities and public transportation 

providers. Eligible activities are capital projects, planning, job access, reverse commute 

projects, as well as operating costs. 

 

The formula for areas with of over 200,000 populations is based on the following 

elements: bus revenue vehicle miles, bus passenger miles, fixed guideway revenue 

vehicle miles, fixed guideway route miles, population and population density and number 

of low-income individuals. Nationwide, the estimated total funding amount under the 

Urbanized Area Formula Grants is $ 4.4 billion for fiscal year 2013.71  Both Seattle and 

Dallas/Fort Worth airport connector projects utilized the Urbanized Area formula grants 

for small pieces of their project costs.72 

 

For fiscal year 2013, Los Angeles County will be allocated around $136 million in 

Urbanized Area funds.73  While these funds are available for capital projects, they are 

																																																								
71 FTA, Urbanized Area Formula Grants Fact Sheet 
72 FHWA, Dallas Area Rapid Transit Project Orange Line Extension (I-3) Project Profile; Sound Transit – Puget Sound Regional 
Council Application for Airport Link 
73 FTA, Fiscal Year 2013 Apportionment Tables. Table 3 
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generally used for operations and maintenance. According to SCAG’s FTIP, $63.7 

million was used for purchasing new light rail cars though no funds were dedicated to 

specific projects.74 Funds must be spent within four years of receipt. 

 

8.2.  LAWA Funding Sources 

Several general conditions apply to the discussion of all LAWA funding sources.  The 

size of the Airport Connector means that the single year amount of any recurring source 

(CFC, PFC, general airport revenues, or AIP) would be inadequate to contribute 

significantly to the project cost.  Predevelopment, construction, and commissioning costs 

would be incurred will be incurred over approximately ten years.  For this reason, this 

analysis assumes that recurring sources or consecutive discretionary grants 

(corresponding to phases of the project) over ten years would be used on a pay-as-you-go 

basis or pledged to debt service.    The length of this funding stream multiplied by the 

annual amount means that the Level of Funding for most sources is Very High and 

therefore favorable. 

Most LAWA funding sources have favorable timelines, giving LAWA maximum 

flexibility to receive and spend them as project needs dictate.  All sources take 

applications on a rolling or annual basis and can disburse funds within one year.  For 

example, LAWA has issued bonds at least biannually for the past ten years.  Federally-

administered funds have spending deadlines, though none is less than three years.  Bond 

proceeds generally are drawn down as needed and so would not be sitting idle and subject 

to recapture. 

																																																								
74 SCAG, SCAG Federal Transportation Improvement Program 2013 
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Except for AIP discretionary funds, LAWA sources are based on fixed formulas or are 

dependent on operations (passenger traffic, car rentals) at LAX.  This means there is no 

direct competition with other airports for these funds.  However, as detailed above, many 

other planned projects at LAX will compete for these funds internally with the Airport 

Connector. 

As ranked above in Section 7.2, LAWA funding sources are detailed below in the 

following order: 

 

Rank Airport Programs 
1 Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act 

2 

Customer Facility Charge: Option 1 
Special Facility Bonds 
Pay-as-you-go 
Cash on Hand 

3 
Customer Facility Charge: Option 2 

Pay-as-you-go 
Cash on Hand 

4 Airport Revenue Bonds/Private Activity Bonds 
5 Passenger Facility Charge: 50/50 
6 Passenger Facility Charge: 80/20 
7 Airport Improvement Program/Discretionary 
8 Airport Improvement Program/Formula 

 

 

Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) 

Flexibility 
of Funding 

Level 

Level of 
Funding/Likely 

Amount 

Timeline: 
Frequency 

Timeline: 
Time to 
Receive 

Timeline: 
Deadline to 

Spend 

External 
Competition 

Internal 
Competition 

Cost of 
Funds 

High 
Very High $419 

million 
Rolling 

>1 yr- 
3 yrs 

None Yes Low Low 

 

Originally enacted as part of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-

21), TIFIA provides federal credit support in the form of direct loans, lines of credit, and 
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loan guarantees to a wide range of transportation projects.75   Similar to other airport 

ground access projects discussed below, a TIFIA loan could bridge the time between 

construction and the availability of Measure R sales tax revenues starting in 2023 and/or 

CFC collections.  This means that either Metro or LAWA could apply for the loan.  

(Metro received a $546 million TIFIA loan for the Crenshaw Line.76)  However, because 

CFC revenues are the largest ongoing source of revenues for ground transportation at 

LAX, this analysis assumes that CFC revenues will be the primary repayment source for 

a TIFIA loan, and so this source is listed as available to LAWA.  DOT has announced 

that it has approximately $6.9 billion in lending capacity available for fiscal years 2013 

and 2014.77  Because TIFIA is funded out of the Highway Trust Fund, it is not subject to 

the budget cuts known as “sequestration.”   

Per-project TIFIA funding is generally very high, though limited to 49% of total project 

costs or 33% of total project costs if the TIFIA loan is subordinated.  Consistent with 

typical bond lending practice, this analysis assumes that private lenders (e.g., for Special 

Facility Bonds) will require the TIFIA loan to be subordinate to their loan(s).  DOT 

accepts letters of interest on a rolling basis.  Based on its review of the letters, DOT 

invites highly qualified projects to submit full applications.78  Many projects have 

received funding in approximately one year following a full application, though in a few 

cases, the waiting time has been several years.  There is no time limit on spending TIFIA 

funds in the law. 

																																																								
75 USDOT, Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act statutory provisions, 23 USC 601, 602. 
76 USDOT Press Release, October1 2012. 
77 USDOT, Letters of Interest for Credit Assistance Under the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) 
Program.” 77 FR 45412. 
78 Ibid. 
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The Airport Connector would compete with other projects both nationally and locally.  

However, the selection criteria in the TIFIA regulations include the creditworthiness of 

each project.79  As long as DOT’s underwriting concludes that the Airport Connector’s 

financial plan is reasonable, it could receive funding along with other similar projects.  

Through February 27, 2013, DOT had received letters of interest for 29 projects around 

the country, totaling $41.6 billion in total project costs.  Nearly all of these projects were 

seeking direct loans.  The program caps a TIFIA direct loan at 49% of total project costs, 

so these projects were seeking as much as $20.4 billion in direct loans, or nearly three 

times the identified capacity.  These projects include ground access projects at 

Washington Dulles International and Chicago O’Hare International Airports.  In addition, 

Metro submitted a letter of interest for the Westside Subway and Regional Connector 

with $3.9 billion in total project costs, implying a direct loan request of up to $1.95 

billion.80 

Several other ground access projects around the country have received TIFIA loans.  The 

loans for the East Corridor commuter rail line to Denver International Airport and the 

Orange Line light rail extension to Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport will be repaid 

from future local sales tax collections.  The loan for the Oakland International Airport 

BART Connector APM will be repaid from APM fares and BART general funds.  The 

loan for the Miami International Airport CONRAC will be repaid by future CFC 

collections, supplemented by rental car agency contingent rent payments if CFC revenues 

do not meet projections.81  The cost of funds for a TIFIA loan is low at the Treasury rate 

																																																								
79 USDOT, Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act regulations. 49 CFR 80.15. 
80 FHWA, Letters of Interest. 
81 FHWA, Project Profiles. 
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for securities of similar maturity.  In effect, this rate simply passes along the federal 

government’s cost of borrowing.82 

 

Customer Facility Charge: Option 1 

100% of CFC cash on hand + Pay-as-you-go @ 20% for 10 years + Special Facility 
Bonds @ 80% of 30 years of collections 
Flexibility 
of Funding 

Level 

Level  of 
Funding/ 

Likely Amount 

Timeline: 
Frequency 

Timeline: 
Time to 
Receive 

Timeline: 
Deadline 
to Spend 

External 
Competition 

Internal 
Competition 

Cost of 
Funds 

High 
Very High/ 

$258 million 
Rolling <=1 yr None No Low 

Mediu
m 

 
California law allows airports to charge each customer who rents a car at an airport 

facility up to $10 per rental (added to the price of the rental) to fund direct costs, debt 

service, and operating expenses of a consolidated rental car facility (CONRAC) and/or 

common-use system for transporting customers between the airport terminal(s) and the 

rental car facility or facilities, over a specific period of time not to exceed the maturity of 

any bonds issued to finance the project.83  The law requires airports proposing to charge 

more than $10 per rental or any amount per day (up to $7.50 per day through December 

31, 2013, and $9 per day thereafter) to commission an independent audit (to be provided 

to state legislative committees) to ensure that the total CFC collections will not exceed 

the reasonable costs of the project.84  LAX currently collects $10 per rental to fund the 

future development of a CONRAC and a common-use transportation system.  In the 

fiscal year ended June 30, 2012, LAX collected $26 million in CFC.85  The SPAS 

Financial Analysis indicates that due to the high cost of the CONRAC and transportation 

																																																								
82 Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act statutory provisions. 23 USC 603(b)(4). 
83 Sate of California, Civil Code §1936(a)(4), §1936(m). 
84 State of California, Civil Code §1936(m)(2). 
85 LAWA, Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 2012, 70. 



52	

	

system, LAX plans to increase the CFC to $20 per rental.86  This would require the audit 

referenced above.  The increased CFC would be among the highest in the state.87  As off-

airport rental car options for passengers using LAX are generally inconvenient and many 

travelers who rent cars are business travelers who are reimbursed for all charges, this 

increase should not have a substantial impact on rental volume, and therefore, CFC 

collections.  The law also allows airports to issue bonds backed by future CFC collections.  

To date, LAWA has not issued such bonds to pay for projects at LAX.   

 

This funding option directs 100% of the CFC cash on hand (approximately $125 million) 

and 20% of annual CFC collections for ten years (totaling approximately $104 million, 

assuming $20 per rental) to development and construction costs (and then for 20 years 

toward operating expenses) on a “pay-as-you-go” basis and the remaining 80% toward 

debt service.  Assuming a 30 year bond term and 6% interest (well above prevailing 

rates), 80% of future CFC collections would support a maximum bond amount of 

approximately $573 million. There is no time limit on spending CFC funds in the law.    

To cover the full projected cost of the CONRAC which has few, if any, other sources of 

funding, this analysis assumes that $415 million in total CFC sources will be reserved for 

the CONRAC.  The Miami International Airport CONRAC was funded in part by CFC 

collections on a pay-as-you-go basis.88 

  

																																																								
86 LAWA, LAX Specific Plan Amendment Study – Preliminary Report 2012, Figure 8-4. 
87 The charge at San Francisco International Airport is $20 per rental.  The charge at Norman Mineta San Jose International Airport is 
$6 per day, up to a maximum of $30 per rental. 
88 Florida Department of Transportation, Miami Intermodal Center Finance. 
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Customer Facility Charge: Option 2 

100% of CFC cash on hand + Pay-as-you-go @ 100% for 10 years 
Flexibility 
of Funding 

Level 

Level of 
Funding/ 

Likely Amount 

Timeline: 
Frequency 

Timeline: 
Time to 
Receive 

Timeline: 
Deadline 
to Spend 

External 
Competition 

Internal 
Competition 

Cost of 
Funds 

High 
Very High/ 

$230 million 
Rolling <=1 yr None No Medium None 

 
As described above, LAX currently charges each customer who rents a car at an airport 

facility a fee to fund a future consolidated rental car facility (CONRAC) and common-

use transportation system.  As distinct from the funding option above, this variation 

directs 100% of the CFC cash on hand (approximately $125 million) and 100% of annual 

CFC collections for ten years (approximately $520 million) to development and 

construction costs on a “pay-as-you-go” basis.  Since no bonds would be issued, the 

collection period may not be extended without a specific change in law.  (Oakland 

International Airport received such a change.)    Funds are available immediately and do 

not need to be spent within a specific timeframe.  To cover the full projected cost of the 

CONRAC which has few, if any, other sources of funding, this analysis assumes that 

$415 million in total CFC sources will be reserved for the CONRAC. 

 

Airport Revenue Bonds/Private Activity Bonds 

Flexibility 
of Funding 

Level 

Level of 
Funding/ 

Likely Amount 

Timeline: 
Frequency 

Timeline: 
Time to 
Receive 

Timeline: 
Deadline 
to Spend 

External 
Competition 

Internal 
Competition 

Cost of 
Funds 

High 
Very High/ 

$310 million 
Rolling <=1 yr None No Medium Medium 

 
As a government agency, LAWA may issue bonds backed by future airport revenues to 

fund a wide variety of development projects.  Individual bond series LAWA has issued 
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since 2002 have ranged from approximately $6 million to $930 million.89  Depending on 

the use of the proceeds, interest on the bonds may be fully, partially, or not at all exempt 

from federal taxes on the holders of the bonds.  Interest on bonds used for projects that 

benefit only the public (as determined by federal tax law), such as airfield improvements, 

is generally fully tax exempt.  Interest on bonds used for projects that benefit only private 

entities, such as a CONRAC, is generally fully taxable.  The Airport Connector may be 

seen as benefitting only the public, or since it will connect to the CONRAC, may be 

construed as partially benefitting private parties.  In any event, the current difference 

between the total interest rate charged on fully tax-exempt and taxable bond loans is as 

little as 40 basis points (0.4%).90  Even given the potential size of bond issues that may be 

used to fund the Airport Connector, the difference in interest paid would be relatively low 

as compared to the total project cost. 

 

Financing for the East Corridor commuter rail line to Denver International Airport 

included Private Activity Bonds.91  Financing for the Air Train APM at San Francisco 

International Airport included Airport Revenue Bonds.92 

 

 

 

 

 

																																																								
89 LAWA, Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 2012, 48. 
90 LAWA Communication 2013. 
91 FHWA, Project Profiles: Eagle Project. 
92 SFO Communication 2013. 
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Passenger Facility Charge (PFC): 50/50 

 
Flexibility 
of Funding 

Level 

Level of 
Funding/ 

Likely Amount 

Timeline: 
Frequency 

Timeline: 
Time to 
Receive 

Timeline: 
Deadline to 

Spend 

External 
Competition 

Internal 
Competition 

Cost of 
Funds 

Pay-as-you-go @ 50% for 10 years 

Medium 
Very High/ 

$735 million 
Rolling <=1 year >3 years No Medium None 

PFC Bonds @ 50% of 10 years of collections 

Medium 
Very High/ 

$337 million 
Rolling <=1 year None No Medium Medium 

 
 

FAA allows commercial airports to charge each enplaning (originating or connecting) 

passenger up to $4.50 (added to the price of the ticket) to fund direct costs and debt 

service for approved development projects over a specific period of time.93  LAWA and 

other airport operators have lobbied Congress unsuccessfully to increase the maximum 

charge to $8.00 per passenger.94  FAA requires airports proposing to charge more than 

$3.00 per passenger to fund “airside” needs (runways, taxiways, aprons, and gates) first.95  

FAA has authorized LAWA to collect up to $2.78 billion in PFC at LAX through 2019, 

primarily to fund projects related to the Tom Bradley International Terminal and 

neighborhood noise mitigation efforts.  Approximately $1.2 billion has been spent and 

$737 million is on hand for future use.  No ground access project is currently included in 

the approved uses of PFC at LAX.  In the fiscal year ended June 30, 2012, LAX collected 

$121 million in PFC.  For LAWA to use any future PFC collections (whether directly or 

from a reserve) for the Airport Connector, an amendment to the current approved PFC 

																																																								
93 FAA, 49 USC 40117(b)(4). 
94 LAWA Communication 2013. 
95 FAA, 49 USC 40117(d)(4). 
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schedule would be required.  FAA also allows airports to issue bonds backed by future 

PFC collections.  FAA has approved LAWA to use PFC to pay debt service on the bonds 

that are funding the projects listed above.  In the fiscal year ended June 30, 2012, LAWA 

used $25 million in PFC to pay debt service on bonds.96  LAWA expects to use 

increasing amounts of PFC to pay debt service in the future, as construction of approved 

projects intensifies.97 

 

This funding option directs 50% of annual PFC collections for ten years to costs on a 

“pay-as-you-go” basis and the remaining 50% toward debt service.    The maximum time 

for a project funded by PFC on a pay-as-you-go basis is five years, though this should not 

pose a practical limitation on use of PFC for this project.  Since LAWA has programmed 

its entire PFC stream through 2019 for other projects, dedicating some of that revenue for 

the Airport Connector would require restructuring and/or delaying the funding of other 

projects.  It is not clear whether FAA would permit this change, given its policy to give 

priority to funding airfield improvements.  Nonetheless, the roadway modifications for 

the AirportLink light rail extension to Seattle-Tacoma International Airport, the Oakland 

International Airport BART Connector APM, and BART heavy rail extension to San 

Francisco International Airport included PFC funding.98   

																																																								
96 LAWA, Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 2012, 49, 55, 70.  LAWA Communication 2013. 
97 LAWA, Official Statement (Senior Revenue Bonds) 2012, A-153. 
98 Port of Seattle, PFC Quarterly Report 2012. Gosling 2012, 87, 109. 
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Passenger Facility Charge (PFC): 80/20 

 
Flexibility 
of Funding 

Level 

Level of 
Funding/ 

Likely Amount 

Timeline: 
Frequency 

Timeline: 
Time to 
Receive 

Timeline: 
Deadline 
to Spend 

External 
Competition 

Internal 
Competition 

Cost of 
Funds 

Pay-as-you-go @ 20% for 10 years 

Medium 
High/ $294 

million 
Rolling <=1 year >3 years No Medium None 

PFC Bonds @ 80% of 10 years of collections 

Medium 
Very High/ 

$540 million 
Rolling <=1 year None No Medium Medium 

 
 
 
One possible variation on the funding option described above directs 20% of annual PFC 

collections for ten years to costs on a “pay-as-you-go” basis and the remaining 80% 

toward debt service.  The only difference in the evaluation of this combination as 

compared to the above option is that the level of funding for the pay-as-you-go 

component would be high, rather than very high. 

 

Airport Improvement Program (AIP Discretionary, Non-Priority)  

Flexibility 
of Funding 

Level 

Level of 
Funding/ 

Likely Amount 

Timeline: 
Frequency 

Timeline: 
Time to 
Receive 

Timeline: 
Deadline to 

Spend 

External 
Competition 

Internal 
Competition 

Cost of 
Funds 

High 
Medium/ $50 

million 
Annual <=1 yr >3yr Yes High None 

 
The federal Airport Improvement Program (AIP) discretionary portion provides grants 

for development projects on a competitive basis to general aviation and commercial 
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passenger airports nationwide.  At least 75% of discretionary funds must be used for 

capacity, safety, security, and noise compatibility enhancements, with at least 35% for 

noise compatibility.99  AIP funds may be used for ground access facilities owned by the 

airport and exclusively serving airport users (passengers, visitors, and employees).100  

FAA awarded approximately $1.73 billion in AIP discretionary grants in fiscal year 2012.  

Using this amount, a maximum of $432.5 million would be available nationwide for non-

priority projects, such as ground access.  Since AIP is funded out of the Airport and 

Airway Trust Fund, it is not subject to the budget cuts known as “sequestration.”  Priority 

projects at or associated with LAX received $35 million in AIP discretionary funds in 

fiscal year 2012: $10 million for aprons and taxiways at the Tom Bradley International 

Terminal, $15 million for noise mitigation in the City of Inglewood, and $10 million for 

noise mitigation in unincorporated Los Angeles County.101   

 

Very few access projects have received AIP discretionary funding.  In fiscal year 2012, 

the largest grant for a new access road was approximately $2.8 million to the Wichita 

Falls (Texas) Municipal Airport.102  The importance of the LAX Connector project 

should mean that much greater funding should be available.  This analysis assumes an 

annual grant of $5 million over the ten year predevelopment, construction, and 

commissioning period.  The fiscal year 2012 award list notes that some grants were made 

for discrete phases of multi-year projects.  FAA accepts applications for and awards AIP 

funds annually, as part of each airport’s Capital Improvement Program submission.  Even 

																																																								
99 FAA, 49 USC 47115. 
100 San Jose State University, Collaborative Funding to Facilitate Airport Ground Access, p. 24-25. 
101 FAA, AIP Grant Detail Report. 
102 Ibid. 
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though funds are limited nationally, LAX has a long list of eligible projects with high 

levels of need for improvements according to FAA criteria.  For this reason, LAX has 

typically received AIP discretionary funds in the year it has applied for them.103  The 

pending project list at LAX may limit the ability to receive AIP discretionary funds for 

the Airport Connector.  Non-priority projects may receive no more than 25% of AIP 

discretionary funds nationally.  Nonetheless, the BART heavy rail extension to San 

Francisco International Airport included AIP funding.104   

 

Airport Improvement Program (AIP Entitlement) 

Flexibility of 
Funding 

Level 

Level of 
Funding/ 

Likely Amount 

Timeline: 
Frequency 

Timeline: 
Time to 
Receive 

Timeline: 
Deadline 
to Spend 

External 
Competition 

Internal 
Competition 

Cost of 
Funds 

Low 
Medium/ $97.2 

million 
Annual <=1 yr >3yr No High None 

 

The federal Airport Improvement Program (AIP) entitlement portion provides grants for 

development projects on a formula basis to general aviation and commercial passenger 

and cargo airports nationwide.  FAA prioritizes use of these funds toward “safety, 

security, reconstruction, standards, and capacity, in that order.”105 AIP funds may be used 

for ground access facilities owned by the airport and exclusively serving airport users.  

LAX received approximately $6.5 million in primary airport and $3.3 million in cargo 

airport AIP entitlement funds in the fiscal year ended June 30, 2012.106  Since AIP is 

funded out of the Airport and Airway Trust Fund, it is not subject to the budget cuts 

known as “sequestration.” 

																																																								
103 LAWA Communication 2013. 
104 San Jose State University, Collaborative Funding to Facilitate Airport Ground Access, p. 109. 
105 FAA, AIP Handbook, 37. 
106 FAA, AIP Grant Detail Report. 
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This funding option directs 100% of the annual AIP collections for ten years to 

development and construction costs on a “pay-as-you-go” basis.  FAA accepts 

applications for and awards AIP funds annually, as part of each airport’s Capital 

Improvement Program submission.   Though AIP is subject to Congressional 

appropriations, the allocation formulas are fixed by statute, and so there is no competition 

between airports.   

 

8.3.  Partner Loan or Equity 

 

Flexibility 
of Funding 

Level 

Level of 
Funding 

Timeline: 
Frequency 

Timeline: 
Time to 
Receive 

Timeline: 
Deadline to 

Spend 

External 
Competition 

Internal 
Competition 

Cost of 
Funds 

High 
Very 
High 

Rolling <=1 yr None No None High 

 
Any of the ground access options could be structured as a Public-Private Partnership 

(“P3”), in which LAWA and/or Metro would contract with a third party to own the right-

of-way or operate the vehicles.  For LAWA to participate financially in the project capital 

or operating costs it must own or operate the ground access system; however, for LAWA 

to contribute AIP or PFC funds, it must own the right-of-way.107  Metro has no such 

restriction on its funds, though due to the planned interoperation of any “LAX Connector” 

light rail segment with the Green Line and/or Crenshaw Line, Metro must operate any 

light rail system.  Other airports have selected consortia of international firms 

experienced in infrastructure design, finance, construction, and maintenance to serve as 

																																																								
107 San Jose State University, Collaborative Funding to Facilitate Airport Ground Access, p. 24, p. 28, p. 30. 
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the private parties.  Typically, these joint ventures also engineer and construct the transit 

facilities, in a process known as “design-build.”  Also, they usually include a financing 

partner such as an investment bank or private equity firm.   

 

In lieu of or in addition to traditional bond or bank financing, the financing partner could 

make a loan to the project, to be repaid from future LAWA or Metro funds.  This 

discussion of partner loans applies to any ownership structure.  The level of this funding 

could be very high; as much as 80% of the total project cost.  LAWA and/or Metro could 

approach a financing partner at any time, and could receive funds quickly.  Practically 

speaking, the capital markets have unlimited money to lend on infrastructure projects, 

and LAWA and/or Metro could receive a private loan for a ground access project without 

precluding similar loans for other projects.  As compared to traditional sources, a partner 

loan avoids some complications, such as the need to receive bond ratings and credit 

enhancement, though the cost of funds is higher to account for the increased risk posed 

by the absence of these added layers of security. 

 

A financing partner could also make an equity investment in the project.  This discussion 

of partner equity applies to private-party ownership.  LAWA’s financial participation in 

the project would vary according to the operation of the ground access system.  If the 

private party owns an APM, but LAWA operates the system directly, LAWA could return 

the partner’s capital investment from future airport revenues, but not from AIP or PFC 

funds.  If the private party owns the “LAX Connector” segment of a light rail right-of-
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way and Metro operates it, LAWA could not participate financially in any way.  Metro 

would need to return the partner’s capital investment from its own future funds alone. 

 

Since equity is a non-foreclosable interest unlike a loan, the partner would seek to 

maximize other sources of funds before investing equity.  Consistent with typical practice, 

this analysis assumes that a partner would be willing to invest as much as 20% of the 

total project cost (to match amortizing loans of up to 80% of the total project cost).  A 

partner equity investment would also provide a Very High Level of Funding, have a 

similar timeline, not induce internal competition, and avoid some complications in the 

same way as a partner loan, but the cost of funds would be even higher to account for the 

absence of foreclosure rights.  Financing for the East Corridor commuter rail line to 

Denver International Airport included an equity investment by the private consortium 

partner.108 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

																																																								
108 FTA, Eagle Commuter Rail Project Profile. 2011 
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9. Conclusions 

This report examined the feasibility of Metro and LAWA joint funding opportunities for 

the Airport Connector project. It identified the currently available funding sources for 

each agency, the opportunity cost of using those sources of funds, and the most favorable 

sources of funds for the various project alternatives.   

There is $200 million available through the voter-approved Measure R, a local sales tax 

passed in 2008. Those funds are available for any of the project alternatives. Additionally, 

Metro suggests that an additional $130 million will be available for the project through 

federal and local sources.  Given that this is a high profile project, it may be worth Metro 

seeking federal discretionary funding that could help lessen the financial burden for each 

agency and free up funds for other projects.   

The remaining project costs must be covered by LAWA or Metro, or a combination of 

sources from each agency. We recommend LAWA seek sources from which few other 

projects at LAX could be funded, sources with flexible funding amounts, and sources 

with a low cost of capital.  With low interest rates on external financing sources and the 

ability of LAWA to bond against future revenue, we recommend borrowing as a way to 

accelerate the project timeline and smooth the future cash flows. We recommend that 

LAWA apply for a federally supported Transportation Infrastructure Finance and 

Innovation Act (TIFIA) loan.  To the extent possible, we recommend raising the 

Customer Facility Charges for rental car customers and bonding most of this future 

revenue stream. 
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This report did not intend to comment on the relative merits of each project alternative; 

however, we can present a few hypothetical scenarios to add context to our 

recommendations.  Alternatives 2 and 3 consist of project components that offer partially 

redundant services (light rail and people mover on similar alignments). Each component 

may serve different user groups and have value to Metro or LAWA; however, to the 

extent that it is serving one user group over another the relative share of the costs may be 

a point of contention.  Furthermore, as they are both tax-payer funded, the redundancy 

imposes an extra cost on society.   

There are three scenarios in which there is no redundancy: Alternatives 1, 4, and 5. 

However, it is up to LAWA and Metro whether the components are functionally 

equivalent.   LAWA may likely build a full APM to connect the future CONRAC to the 

Central Terminal Area regardless of Metro construction so that rental car customers do 

not have to pay a transit fare and will not have to wait longer times between available 

trains.  In this case, project alternatives 4 and 5 are not viable.  The final option, 

Alternative 1, is the cheapest option and one with no redundancy. This is LAWA’s staff 

recommended alternative and is one of the alternatives Metro analyzed in their 

alternatives analysis.  

Regardless of what project alternative is chosen, we believe there are opportunities for 

LAWA and Metro to leverage both traditional surface transportation and airport funding 

sources to important components of the transportation system in Los Angeles.  
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Glossary 

 
Acronym Description 
AIP Airport Improvement Program 
APM Automated People Mover 
Aviation  Planned Aviation Bl / Century Bl Light Rail Station 
Caltrans California Department of Transportation 
CFC Customer Facility Charge 
CMAQ Congestion Mitigation Air Quality 
CONRAC Consolidated Rental Car Center 
CTA Central Terminal Area 
CTC California Transportation Commission 
DFW Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport 
DIA Denver International Airport 
DOT Department of Transportation 
FAA Federal Aviation Administration 
FTA Federal Transit Administration 
FTIP Federal Transportation Improvement Program 
ITF Intermodal Transportation Facility 
LACMTA Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
LAWA Los Angeles World Airports 
LAX Los Angeles International Airport 
LRT Light Rail Transit 
LRTP Metro's Long Range Transportation Plan  
MAP-21 Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century 
Metro Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
MIA Miami International Airport 
New Starts FTA Major Capital Investments Program (Section 5309 b(1)) 
OAK Oakland International Airport 
P3 Public Private Partnership 
PFC Passenger Facility Charge 
PTMISEA Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement, and Service Enhancement Account 

RSTP Regional Surface Transportation Program 
RTP SCAG's Regional Transportation Plan 
SAFETEA-LU Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
SCAG Southern California Association of Governments 
SEA Seattle Tacoma International Airport 
SFO San Francisco International Airport 
SPAS LAX Specific Plan Amendment Study 
STIP State Transportation Improvement Program 
STP Surface Transportation Program 
TEA-21 Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century 
TIFIA Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act 
TIGER Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery 
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Appendix A: Detailed Project Financials 

 

Automated People Mover Component Costs109       

APM Guideway Structure ‐ Fixed Facility 

Project 
Component 

Code 

Forecast  
Construction 

Cost 

Forecast Total 
Project Costs 

Demolish busway from Sepulveda Blvd. to CTA B $2,550,000 $3,724,275 

98th St. Transportation Facility to (realigned) Sky Way ‐ Elevated B $13,720,000 $20,038,060 
Sky Way to CTA ‐ Elevated - Part A** A $3,920,000 $5,725,160 
Sky Way to CTA ‐ Elevated - Part B** B $3,920,000 $5,725,160 
CTA "Pinched Loop" Configuration C $55,890,000 $81,627,345 
    $80,000,000 $116,840,000 
        
CTA Parking Garage Demo/Rebuild for APM ‐ Fixed Facility       
Demolish Garages #2a and 7 C $25,000,000 $36,512,500 
Rebuild Garages #2a and 7 C $50,000,000 $73,025,000 
    $75,000,000 $109,537,500 
        
APM Stations ‐ Fixed Facility       
Manchester Square ‐ Platform #1 A $0 $0 
Manchester Square ‐ Platform #2 A $9,800,000 $14,312,900 
98th Street Transportation Facility B $0 $0 
CTA Station #1 C $17,210,000 $25,135,205 
CTA Station #2 C $17,210,000 $25,135,205 
CTA Station #3 C $17,210,000 $25,135,205 
CTA Station #4 C $17,210,000 $25,135,205 
    $78,640,000 $114,853,720 

 
																																																								
109 LAWA, LAX Specific Plan Amendment Study – Preliminary Report 2012, Appendix G 
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APM Maintenance Facility ‐ Manchester Square 

Project 
Component 

Code 

Forecast  
Construction 

Cost 

Forecast Total 
Project Costs 

Access Guideway A, B, C $17,400,000 25,412,700 
Maintenance Facility Building ‐ Shell and roughing A, B, C $15,180,000 22,170,390 
Maintenance Facility Building ‐ Finish A, B, C $8,400,000 12,268,200 
Power Distribution Substation ‐ Building only A, B, C $2,500,000 3,651,250 
APM Maintenance Facility - Part A** A $14,493,333 $21,167,513 
APM Maintenance Facility - Part B** B $14,493,333 $21,167,513 
APM Maintenance Facility - Part C** C $14,493,333 $21,167,513 
    $43,480,000 $63,502,540 
        
APM Operational System Cost Estimate       
APM Operational System Cost Estimate - Part A** A $108,333,333 $108,333,333 
APM Operational System Cost Estimate - Part B** B $108,333,333 $108,333,333 
APM Operational System Cost Estimate - Part C** C $108,333,333 $108,333,333 
Forecast Operational System Cost A, B, C $325,000,000 $325,000,000 

        

Total APM Costs   $602,120,000 $729,733,760

 

** Estimated costs that were determined to be shared by equally by the three APM components were divided into thirds.   
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Light Rail Component Costs 

Description Project Cost

Direct LRT Branch Low Estimate $540,000,000 

Direct LRT Branch High Estimate $1,160,000,000 

Average Cost $850,000,000 
   

Half Project Cost – (Part D) $425,000,000 

Full Project Cost – (Part E) $850,000,000 

 

Light rail cost estimates are based on Metro project cost estimates.  The variable costs range from $540 million to $1,160 million. A two-station 
aerial configuration in terminals is lowest cost option; three-station aerial loop and 2-station tunnel are higher cost options (2010 dollars).110 This 
analysis assumes a midpoint of the two project costs for the full light rail cost. A partial (half) light rail to from the Crenshaw line to the 
Intermodal Transportation Facility is assumed to be one half of the project cost.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

																																																								
110 Metro, Metro Green Line to LAX Alternatives Analysis Report - Planning and Programming Committee Meeting. April 18, 2012 
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Appendix B: Full List of Investigated Funding Sources 

Funding Source Name 

AIP/D: Airport Improvement Program: Discretionary (10 yrs) 

AIP/F: Airport Improvement Program: Formula (10 yrs) 

Airport Revenue Bonds/Private Activity Bonds (10/30 of sgl issue) 

CFC: Customer Facility Charge: Cash on hand + pay-as-you-go @ 100% (10 yrs) 

Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) 

Farebox Revenue Bonds 

Grant Anticipation Notes (GANs) 

Infrastructure State Revolving Fund Program 

Land Sale/Lease: LAWA properties 

Land Sale/Lease: Metro properties 

Major Capital Investments (New Starts & Small Starts) (Section 5309) 

Measure R - Transit Capital Specific Projects 

Metro Call for Projects 

Partner Equity 

Partner Loan 

PFC Bonds @ 50% (10/30 of sgl issue) 

PFC Bonds @ 80% (10/30 of sgl issue) 

PFC: Passenger Facility Charge (Pay-as-you-go @ 20%, 10 yrs) 

PFC: Passenger Facility Charge (Pay-as-you-go @ 50%, 10 yrs) 

Proposition A - Rail Development Program (A35) 

Proposition C - Commuter Rail/Transit Centers/Park-n-Ride (C10) 

Proposition C - Discretionary (C40) 

Proposition C - Transit-related Highway Improvements (C25) 

Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement, and Service Enhancement Account (PTMISEA) 

Special Facility (CFC) Bonds @ 80% (entire issue) + CFC pay-as-you-go @ 20% + CFC cash on hand 

State Local Partnership Program (SLPP) 

State Highway Account (SHA) Loan Program 

State Transportation Improvement Program - Interregional Improvement Program 

State Transportation Improvement Program - Regional Improvement Program 

Surface Transportation Program (STP) 

Transportation Development Act - Local Transportation Fund 

Transportation Development Act - State Transit Assistance fund 

Transportation Finance Bank (TFB) Revolving Loan Program 

Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) 

Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) 

Urbanized Area Formula Program (Section 5307) 
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Appendix C: Recommended Projects - Metro 2009 Long Range 
Transportation Plan111 

Project Description 
Project Cost 
(in millions) 

Open Date 

Metro Gold Line Eastside Extension $899 Open 
Exposition Light Rail Transit Phase I  $862 2010/2011 
San Fernando Valley North-South Metro Orange Line Canoga Extension  $221 2013 
San Fernando Valley East North-South Rapidways $170 2018 
Exposition LRT Phase II: Culver City to Santa Monica $1,300-1,632 2015 
Wilshire Boulevard Bus Rapid Transitway $124 2015 
Metro Gold Line Foothill LRT Extension 6 $1,715 2018 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor (LRT) $851 2017 
Metro Green Line LRT Extension to LAX (Aviation/Century Bl to Lot C) $330 2028 
Regional Connector $1,073 2019 
Westside Subway Extension (Metro Purple Line)     

Segment 1 to Fairfax $1,950 2019 
Segment 2 to Century City $2,450 2026 
Segment 3 to Westwood $1,615 2036 

South Bay Metro Green Line Extension  $555 2035 
Metro Gold Line Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2 $2,490 2035 
San Fernando Valley I-405 Corridor Connection (mode is TBD) $2,468 2039 
West Santa Ana Branch ROW Corridor $649 2027 

 

 

 

  

																																																								
111  Metro, Metro’s 2009 Long Range Transportation Plan, p 30  
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 SCAG Final 2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program. Adopted September 19, 2012: 

http://www.scag.ca.gov/ftip/2013/final.htm 
 SCAG 2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program. Los Angeles County Project Listing – 

Transit: http://www.scag.ca.gov/ftip/pdf/final/2013/F2013-FTIP-TransitLA.pdf  
 SCAG 2013 Federal Transportation Improvement Program.100% Prior Years Project List: 

http://www.scag.ca.gov/ftip/pdf/final/2013/F2013-FTIP-PriorLA.pdf   
  

State of California 

 Customer Facility Charge statutory provisions.  Civil Code §1936. 
 Office of Bond Accountability. Proposition 1B. Public Transportation Modernization, 

Improvement, and Service Enhancement. List of Projects. 
http://www.bondaccountability.dot.ca.gov/bondacc/ProjectListPreAction.do?%3E&page=moderni
zation  

U. S. Department of Transportation (DOT) 

 “Letters of Interest for Credit Assistance Under the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and 
Innovation Act (TIFIA) Program.”  77 FR 45411 et seq. 

 Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act regulations.  49 CFR 80.1 et seq. 
 Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act statutory provisions.  23 USC 601 et seq. 
 “U. S. Department of Transportation Approves $545.9 Million Loan to Advance Public Transit in 

Los Angeles.  Press Release.  October 1, 2012.  http://www.dot.gov/briefing-room/us-department-
transportation-approves-5459-million-loan-advance-public-transit-los 

 USDOT. TIGER 2012 Awards 
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http://www.dot.gov/sites/dot.dev/files/docs/fy2012tiger_0.pdf 
 USDOT. Tiger Grant Application Resources 

http://www.dot.gov/tiger/application-resources 

 Randall. FY 2012 TPB TIGER Grant Application, February 15, 2012: 
http://www.mwcog.org/uploads/committee-documents/b11eW1ld20120215174049.pdf 

 


