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Purpose: _
To present the results of the EMU, L
double deck (DMU dd) analysis
Including:
* Description ©
* Life Cyc
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Description o

rmEASTRACHS
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Description of the Vehicle:

Vehicle

Location

Status

Capacity*

Number
of cars in
service in

Long Island &
Southern
Connecticut,
Chicago &
Northern
Indiana, New
Jersey,
Philadelphia,
Montreal

Well Established,

Daily Operations
in Metro Areas

DMU
Single-
Level

(SL DMU)

None

DMU
Double-

rmEASTRACHS

88 to 110
seats
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Life Cycle Cost An

Inputs to the Analysis |

» “Differential”_Capital (

* Vehicles
¢ Constructio
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What are “Differential” Costs?_

The difference between what you need to make a
technology work (vehicles & support) assum
alignment and stations are already in [

Vehicles
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Life Cycle Cost Analysis Results by Corr|d
(Stand Alone) then by System

First: Each corridor was evaluated as a “ Stand Alone’
technology _

— Costs will be higher in a stand alone analysis
will take on all of the costs of that techno

Then: Technologies were evaluated

— This perspective will show hov
because corridors can sha

Therefore: Costs from
together to get the s

*Assumption in a
that particular
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East Corridor

Stand Alone Analysis
Vehicle Costs* Compared to Original FasTracks Budget

$76 M

May 2007

Gold Line

$63 M

North Metro

$57 M

Northwest
Rail

$38 M**

*Vehicle costs and FT vehicle

**|f 12 axle vehicles are re

double deck DMU'’s (

rmEASTRACHS
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May 2007

Stand Alone Analysis
Summary of Differential Costs*

Compared to Original FasTracks Budge
East Corridor

Vehicles

Electrification
Costs

DUS:

Cost to
accommodate
technology

Maintenance
Facility****

$76 M

$76 M

$106 M

$0

$72 M

$0

*Differential costs are vehicles and support for th

in 2006 dollars

**Electrification for DUS is included in co

***This assumes not having to reloca

****Maintenance Facility costs w

original FasTracks budget
shared

rmEASTRACHS
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Stand Alone Analysis

May 2007

Summary of Differential Costs*
Compared to Original FasTracks Budget

Gold Line

Vehicles

Electrification
Costs**

DUS:

Cost to
accommodate
technology

Maintenance
Facility*****

$63 M

$0

$0***

$73 M

$0

$3 M

$48 M

$0

$25 M*x+*

=

*Differential costs are vehicles and support for those vehlcl S

2006 dollars

**For the Gold Line this included electrification since F

***Electrification for DUS is in

cluded in corridor ct

***Thjs assumes not having to replace 20‘[‘ S

**++Maintenance Facility cost:

s were no'

FasTracks. $20 M assumes that each

FASTTRACKS
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May 2007

Stand Alone Analysis
Summary of Differential Costs*
Compared to Original FasTracks Budget

North Metro

Vehicles

Electrification
Costs**

DUS:

Cost to
accommodate
technology

Maintenance
Facility****

$57 M

$63 M

$0

$20M

$66 M

$0

$3 M

$57 M

$0

*Differential costs are vehicles and support for those vehicle

in 2006 dollars

*Electrification for DUS is included in corridor cost

**This assumes not having to

replace 20" S .

*=**Maintenance facility costs were not ap
original FasTracks budget. $20 M ass

shared

rmEASTRACHS

$25 M+ |
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Stand Alone Analysis

May 2007

Summary of Differential Costs*
Compared to Original FasTracks Budget -

Northwest Rail

Vehicles

Electrification
Costs**

DUS:

Cost to
accommodate
technology

Maintenance
Facility***

$38 M

$118 M

$0™

$44 M

$0

$3M

$57 M

$0

*Differential costs are vehicles and support for [
in 2006 dollars

**Electrification for DUS is included in cc

***This assumes not having to reloc
****Maintenance facility costs we

in original FasTracks budge 3

be shared

rmEASTRACHS
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. May 2007
Stand Alone Analysis

Average Annual (over 30 years)
O&M Costs by Corridor*

East Corridor
Gold Line

North Metro

Northwest Rail

*Assumptions

*Annual inflation rate is 3.4%
*Fuel price $2.52 gal (curr
Cost of electricity $.08

rmEASTRACHS
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Stand Alone Analysis
Corridor Break Even Results
Least Expensive Technology by

DMU dd EMU

A N MR e rrnd

Gold Line DMU dd DMU EMU

A R EEE e e

North Metro DMU DMU dd

o] 1V] DMU dd

FEEREEEEE . eee e trre

Northwest
Rail
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System-wide Break Even Results
Least Expensive Technology by Year

DMU, DMU dd, Mixed Fleet and EMU Com

DMU dd EMU

PR r1r
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System-wide Break Even Resu 7
Least Expensive Technology

DMU, Mixed Fleet and

DMU Mixed Fleet EMU

P R ey reer 1l

FASTTRACKS
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Pros & Cons c
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All EMU

Pros
Quieter (FTA rule)
Air quality cleaner in the corridor

Simplification of maintenance and
operations due to single
technology

Lower O&M cost in long

Proven in operations i
transit agencies

Numerous man
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All DMU

Pros Cons

« Lower initial Higher O&M costs ove

investment than Not proven in reve
EMU :

Simplification of

maintenance and
operations due to
single technology

~FASTTRACKS
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All DMU dd

Pros Cons

« Opening day cost savings of S25 oS

» Simplification of R
maintenance and operations
due to single technology

More seated capacity/car
than single level DMU

Could use shorter platfor
(less cost)
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Mixed Fleet
(2 DMU, 2 EMU)

Pros

* Meets stakeholder expectations
in East and Gold Line Corridor

No schedule delays for
environmental rework o

Matches vehicle techn
|nd|V|duaI corrld
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a2 TACKS
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Alternative One:

* Initial capital inves
over FasTrac

rfASRACHS
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Alternative Two:
All DMU

Less initial capital cost than El

Operational cost increase
savings before 30 year

Risk in being abl
No guarantee o
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Alternative Three;
All DMU dd

Initial capital savings

Current manufacturer has a patent
Risk of procurement e
No guarantee of adequate proc
Only one current manufact

Very limited history in '

Does not meet stro
Corridor
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Alternative Four:
Mixed Fleet (2 EMU, 2 DMU) _
Staff Recommendation

Cost differences are equalized over time compal

EMU on East Corridor and Gold Line pays bz
effective over time

DMU on North Metro and Northwest Re |
over time

Will meet strong community and
Corridors

Will not require additional :

To pick this consenst
NEPA process

Will keep East & C
Facility on scl

Creates b

FASTTRACKS
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Need for a Timely Decision on Comumr
Rail Vehicle Technology

EFasTracks Program is on hold until we know wh

A timely decision is required to:

Ensure compliance with FTA’s requirements f
program which requires the selection of a

Communicate information to stakeholde

Provide input to the updated FasT
to meet federal funding deadlines

Plan, design, secure funding
maintenance facility on sck

Design and construct C
(design build contra

Initiate procurem
Attract vendol
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