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APTA Infrastructure Initiative Recommendations Appendix:
Regulatory Reform Recommendations

Since the election in November 2016, both the Trump Administration and Members of the U.S.
Congress have been looking for ways to reduce regulatory burdens and streamline the federal
regulatory process. President Trump has directed federal agencies to find ways to minimize
regulatory delays, and congressional committees have asked for stakeholder input on regulatory
streamlining. The Department of Transportation has published multiple notices in the Federal
Register requesting public input for options to eliminate or revise existing federal regulations.

The APTA Legislative Subcommittee on Federal Procedures and Regulations has been actively
soliciting and developing recommendations on regulatory reform from APTA members. APTA’s
Legislative Committee has been briefed and consulted on the subcommittee deliberations
throughout the process. In May 2017, the Legislative Committee developed a process for
considering recommendations by the subcommittee. Proposals that were approved by the
subcommittee, and other proposals that were designated for further discussion, were subsequently
sent to members of the full APTA Legislative Committee, members of the Bus and Rail CEO
Committees, the Legal Affairs Committee, and the Access Committee for review and comment.
After that process, a first tranche of recommendations was approved by APTA’s Board of
Directors on June 10, 2017.

The Subcommittee continued to develop further recommendations, including recommendations
from a working group to consider streamlining proposals for Buy America requirements submitted
by APTA members. Recommendations from both the Subcommittee and the Buy America
working group were discussed and reviewed in September 2017 by the Legislative Steering
Committee and members of the Buy America working group. The Legislative Steering
Committee, on behalf of the full Legislative Committee approved the second tranche of
streamlining recommendations. These were ultimately approved by the Board of Directors on
October 7, 2017 and are also included in this packet.

APTA and its more than 1,500 members stand ready to engage in a productive dialogue with the
Administration and Congress to reform federal statutes and regulations to enhance our industry’s
ability to deliver high-quality, safe, and efficient public transportation services. APTA’s members
pride themselves on serving communities of all sizes across the country. Thus, it is important that
any regulatory reform not come at the expense of transparent and open communication including
sound community engagement and continuation of the protections afforded under environmental
justice and other civil rights requirements.



Title of Regulation, Statute or Policy Guidance:

Project Delivery

MAP-21, Public Law No. 112-141, Title I, Subtitle C
FAST Act, Public Law No. 114-357, Title I, Subtitle C and others

Citation/Dates of Issuance:

Various

Description:

Both MAP-21 and the FAST Act included a number of provisions designed to improve
efficiency in the development of projects, reduce delays in the planning and
environmental review process, and generally accelerate project delivery.

The Department of Transportation has implemented some, but not all, of these
provisions. In some cases DOT must revisit previous actions to comply with new
requirements in the FAST Act.

Additionally, under the current process, federal oversight is applied not only to the
federally funded portion of projects, but also to the state and local shares. This can limit
the ability of local decision makers to influence the part of the project that is not financed
with federal funds.

Recommendations for Modification, Elimination:

DOT should move expeditiously to implement statutory project delivery reforms
including rulemaking and guidance for more efficient environmental reviews, expanded
use of categorical exclusions, limitations of claims for judicial review, and guidance on
accelerating complex projects.

APTA supports implementing the Program of Interrelated Projects which will enable
simultaneous development of different projects.

Congress should pursue commonsense reforms that support further streamlining of the
transportation project delivery process, including planning and environmental work and
expanded flexibility for early property acquisition for public transportation projects, to
reduce delays and costs associated with delays and harmonize federal regulations for all
surface transportation modes, including transit, rail, and highways.

FTA should simplify, streamline and expedite the current federal grant approval process
to speed project delivery and reduce costs of projects. This would include exempting
routine activities (i.e., bus replacement, preventive maintenance and equipment) from the
regional office approval process.



Funds transferred to FTA from other programs, such as the FHWA Surface
Transportation Block Grant Program (STBG) and Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
Improvement Program (CMAQ), involve the same approval process as traditional FTA
eligible activities. The administrative requirement to develop and submit separate grants
adds additional review and approval resulting in project delay and increased costs. DOT
should review its policies on requiring separate grants for STBG flex or CMAQ to
provide greater flexibility to agencies for transfers from FHWA to FTA programs. Any
policy to provide greater flexibility to combine transferred funds should be an option, not
a requirement, and should not result in delaying fund availability or slowing project
delivery.

FTA should expand the use of warrants, where a project can pre-qualify for a satisfactory
rating on particular requirements if certain conditions are met. For example, projects
with a capital cost of greater than $500 million should be eligible for warrants.

Capital funding comes from a variety of state and local sources in addition to the federal
contribution. In many cases the federal share is a minority share of the total project costs.
This is particularly the case for major bus facility and/or rail construction projects. These
construction projects can be broken down into various phases. To mitigate the overall
cost of the project and allow for local participation, only those phases of the project that
are federally funded should be subject to federal oversight.



Title of Regulation, Statute or Policy Guidance:

Transit Asset Management

49 USC § 5326

Citation/Dates of Issuance:

49 CFR 625 [Docket No. FTA—2014-0020] September 30, 2015; Final Rule July 26, 2016

Description:

Under MAP-21, and continued in the FAST Act, DOT is required to establish a national
Transit Asset Management (TAM) system to monitor and manage public transportation
assets to improve safety and increase reliability and performance.

Recipients and sub-recipients of funding are required to develop a transit asset
management plan and use an asset management system to develop capital asset
inventories and condition assessments, and report on the condition of their system as a
whole, with descriptions of the change in condition since the last report.

Grantees must establish performance targets to prioritize investments that improve the
state of good repair of capital assets, and integrate these performance targets and the
investments necessary to achieve them into State and Metropolitan Planning
Organizations’ performance targets.

The APTA Standards Development Program has published documents providing
recommended practices for TAM.

Recommendations for Modification, Elimination:

APTA believes that proper asset management evaluations and procedures support
regional transportation goals and are important to understanding how agencies invest,
monitor, improve safety, and reduce risks to service.

However, because of the interconnected nature of FTA safety and TAM rules, Congress
should give FTA discretion to delay implementation of TAM requirements until a final
rule has been established for Public Transportation Agency Safety Plans.

FTA must take all possible actions to safeguard sensitive information related to condition
and risk. Any compromise of data will hinder an agency’s motivation to fully embrace
strong self-analysis. Similar to protections afforded to the Federal Aviation
Administration and the Federal Railroad Administration, APTA also strongly supports
legislation to protect safety-sensitive data from state and federal Freedom of Information
Act (FOIA) requests and from admissibility into evidence in state and federal courts.



Title of Regulation, Statute or Policy Guidance:

Consistency and Transparency in FTA Oversight

Citation/Dates of Issuance:

Various

Description:

APTA members have noted a number of policy changes in FTA oversight in triennial
review enforcement without notice and comment, as well as inconsistencies in
enforcement across agencies. For example, some contractors are interpreting FTA issued
best practices as requirements. This happens frequently in the Americans with
Disabilities Act and drug and alcohol testing arenas.

Consistent and transparent enforcement of federal rules leads to the more efficient use of
taxpayer dollars, and agencies and FTA alike are better able to achieve our shared
commitment to providing greater mobility opportunities for Americans.

Recommendations for Modification, Elimination:

FTA guidance and workbooks for reviews should be made available to the industry and
published in the Federal Register, much like a proposed rule, for public comment. FTA
guidance and workbooks must always be consistent with a current rule or a well-
established interpretation and should not include new interpretations without going
through the formal rule-making process. In addition, we recommend the development of
a formal dispute resolution process or methodology when an agency disagrees with an
auditor or contractor’s findings.

Congress should appropriate sufficient resources to FTA to improve program oversight.
We note that FTA has been actively working to improve the review process, including an
effort to “de-conflict” multiple review scheduling. APTA encourages continued
engagement with our industry, including continued sharing of program oversight
decision-making and data trends.

Especially regarding FTA oversight contractors, there should be greater emphasis in
enforcing rules consistently across every region. FTA should expeditiously overrule a
contractor’s finding when the finding does not have a basis in an existing rule or
interpretation, and FTA should advise contractors that there is no requirement to make a
deficiency finding during a review.



Title of Regulation, Statute or Policy Guidance:

Coordinating Council on Access and Mobility

Citation/Dates of Issuance:

FAST Act, Public Law No. 114-357, Section 3006(c)

Description:

More than 80 programs across the federal government are authorized to fund
transportation services for individuals with disabilities, older adults, and persons with
lower incomes.

The Coordinating Council on Access and Mobility (CCAM) is an intergovernmental
organization that was established under Executive Order No. 13330 and led by the
Department of Transportation that issues policy recommendations and implements
activities that improve the availability, accessibility, and efficiency of transportation for
targeted populations.

CCAM spans several departments of the U.S. government, including the Departments of
Transportation, Health and Human Services, Education, Labor, Veterans Affairs,
Agriculture, Housing and Urban Development, Interior, and Justice.

Section 3006(c) of the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act requires
CCAM to develop a strategic plan.

APTA is very involved in associated programs such as the National Center for Mobility
Management and the Rides to Wellness program.

Recommendations for Modification, Elimination:

Congress should ensure sufficient resources, including shared responsibility for
coordination between human services and transportation agencies, to serve the mobility
needs of our nation’s seniors, veterans, and people with disabilities and others who
require alternatives to traditional public transportation service.

APTA supports continued engagement of CCAM with the public transportation industry
to eliminate barriers that impede the availability, accessibility, and efficiency of
transportation for targeted populations. In addition, APTA supports cost allocation/cost
sharing policy to support the effort.

APTA notes that the full benefits of a one-system family of services approach to
coordination cannot be achieved if the only legislative requirement for coordination is
found in the surface transportation act, Therefore, APTA supports the inclusion of
similar coordination language requirements in all legislation that governs the CCAM
member agencies.



Title of Regulation, Statute or Policy Guidance:

Training, Qualification, and Oversight of Safety-Related Railroad Employees

49 USC § 20162

Citation/Dates of Issuance:

49 CFR 243 [Docket No. FRA-2009-0033] Final Rule November 7, 2014

Description:

FRA issued regulations establishing minimum training standards for each category and
subcategory of safety-related railroad employee and the submission of training plans
from railroad carriers, contractors, and subcontractors.

The final rule, relying on statutory language, mandates that employers of each safety-
related railroad employee be required to “qualify or otherwise document the proficiency
of such employees in each such class and craft regarding their knowledge of and ability
to comply with Federal railroad safety laws and regulation and railroad carrier rules and
procedures promulgated to implement those Federal railroad safety laws and
regulations.”

In addition, the rule requires employers to submit training and qualification plans to FRA
for approval.

Recommendations for Modification, Elimination:

The American Short Line and Regional Railroad Association (ASLRRA) and the
National Railroad Construction and Maintenance Association (NRC) are interested in
repealing 49 C.F.R. Part 243 or substantially delaying the effective date of October 1,
2017.

ASLRRA, NRC, and APTA filed a petition for reconsideration of the final rule in
December 2014. While FRA denied the petition in 2015, it requested relief from the
final rule by allowing small railroads to receive credit for the training programs they
already have in place. The petition notes FRA’s failure to consider the Small Business
Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996, which specifically requires agencies like
FRA to develop regulatory alternatives that have less economic impact on small
businesses. Further, the final rule goes into detail in setting training standards beyond the
minimum standards necessary and as required by statute.

While training is valuable and necessary to ensure railroad safety, the training required
should be scalable. Small railroads should not be required to have the same training in
place as Class I railroads.  Further, APTA and the other associations provided FRA
with data regarding the costs and benefits of this regulation. What is more,



the associations have asked FRA repeatedly to identify the safety gaps this final rule
will address and received no response from FRA. What is worse, when ASLRRA
provided FRA with a model/template training program, FRA refused to review and
comment on that model/template. Such a template program would save money and
time while also clearly indicating the training needed for each category of employee.
FRA should scale training not just based on the size and function of the railroad, but
also based on the role and skill set required for the nature of the job function.



Title of Regulation, Statute or Policy Guidance:

State Safety Oversight

49 USC § 5329(e)

Citation/Dates of Issuance:

49 CFR 674 [Docket No. FTA—2015-0003] February 27, 2015; Final Rule April 15, 2016

Description:

FTA proposed to require States to take on greater responsibility for ensuring the safety of
rail fixed guideway systems in their State. In addition, FTA would review and certify
each State Safety Oversight Agency (SSOA) program and certify the program as
compliant with the requirements. For those States that are not certified, FTA is required
by statute to withhold transit funds from the entire State.

One of the primary requirements for SSOA certification is compliance with the yet to be
finalized Public Transportation Agency Safety Plan rule. Further delay in the finalization
of this rule could preclude states from being able to finalize their safety plans, and
therefore impact their ability to receive certification.

In the final rule, FTA revised the notification and reporting requirements by removing
incidents from the types of events that require notification and an investigation, thus
reducing the administrative burdens on both SSOAs and regional transportation
authorities (RTA). In addition, FTA withdrew the proposal in the NPRM that required
SSOAs to conduct an independent investigation of every accident and incident and
instead will allow SSOAs to delegate that responsibility to an RTA, with the proviso that
the SSOA conduct an independent review of the RTA's findings and conclusions.

Recommendations for Modification, Elimination:

Congress must change the statute to delay the certification deadline for SSOAs because
the requirements in the final rule are dependent upon FTA’s Public Transportation
Agency Safety Plan rule, which has been delayed due to the change in administration.
Alternatively, Congress could amend the statute to give FTA the discretion to waive the
requirement for States that have made substantial progress towards certification.

FTA must revise the definition of serious injury. Under the final rule, the definition is
too broad and can encompass simple fractures without regard to the causes of any injury.
Alternatively, FTA could eliminate the definition of “serious injury” altogether and use
“transport” or “non-transport” as classifications for injuries.

The final rule did not contain a clarification regarding when a transit agency disagrees
with an SSOA’s safety finding. The final rule merely allows an SSOA “discretion” as to



whether it should reconsider a safety finding. A transit agency must have a realistic
method for contesting a perceived incorrect finding or conclusion by an SSOA.

FTA should also reinstate the incident reporting threshold, which was removed in the

SSOA final rule, to at least $25,000.
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In the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21), Congress directed the Federal
Transit Administration (FTA) to establish a comprehensive Public Transportation Safety Program
that will include implementation of Safety Management Systems (SMS). SMS is an organized set of
programs, principles, processes, and procedures for the allocation of resources to achieve the
condition where risks are identified and managed to acceptable levels of safety. Safety is the transit
industry’s most important mission, and APTA has been a leader in developing the standards to fully
implement SMS across the country. SMS and other safety programs require the collection and
analysis of sensitive safety information. To enable the effectiveness of the program, consistent with
protections for other modes, APTA urges Congress to protect safety-sensitive transit data from state
and federal Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests and from admissibility into evidence in
state and federal courts.

Experts agree that in order to best protect the safety and security of public transportation riders,
transit systems must be able to obtain comprehensive, confidential analyses of accidents without a
looming threat of exposure to litigation. It is vitally important that this data not be subject to public
disclosure in order to enable a strong culture of self-analysis that this program will require.
Unwarranted exposure to liability and lawsuits would create perverse incentives for transit agencies
to limit the scope of their SMS programs, ultimately defeating the purpose of the program.

Because of the safety-sensitive nature of the data being collected, it is necessary to safeguard this
information in federal, state, and local forums. In its final rule on State Safety Oversight for rail
fixed guideway systems (49 CFR Part 674), the FTA understood the importance of protecting data
from public disclosure by stating that transit agencies should be able to prevent investigation reports
from being introduced in evidence for litigation and that data should not be subject to public
disclosure requirements. However, any protections made by administrative rule will not be binding
as a statute would. Just as Congress has done for safety data of other modes, protections against
disclosure in lawsuits or FOIA requests should be made in statute for transit safety data. This
protection should also include federal preemption of any state sunshine laws so a safety regime can
be fully effective.

APTA has drafted proposed legislative language to address these issues. First, the proposal explicitly
states that safety data and other information related to the Public Transportation Safety Program are
not subject to public disclosure by FOIA or state or local sunshine laws. Second, consistent with
current law for Federal Aviation Administration SMS data protections, the proposal allows for public
disclosure of information that does not identify the entity that produced that data. Third, the proposal
ensures that safety-sensitive data will not be admissible as evidence in state or federal courts.

APTA stands ready to help in any way to assist Congress in passing strong protections for transit
safety information to strengthen and improve the effectiveness of the Public Transportation Safety
Program and provide greater safety and security for transit riders.



FOIA and Evidentiary Protection of Safety information

SEC.__. LIMITATION ON DISCLOSURE OF SAFETY INFORMATION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 53 (as amended by this Act) is further amended by adding at the end
the following:
“§ 5341. Limitation on disclosure of safety information
“(a) IN GENERAL.—EXcept as provided by subsection (c), a report, data, or other information
described in subsection (b) shall not be subject to disclosure under section 552 of title 5, United
States Code, or any other similar Federal, State or local law if the report, data, or other information is
created by or on behalf of or submitted to the Federal Transit Administration, a State, a State Safety
Oversight Agency or Transit Agency.
“(b) AppLICABILITY.—The limitation established by subsection (a) shall apply to the following:

“(1) Reports, surveys, schedules, lists, data, or other information developed under the
Public Transportation Safety Program.

“(2) Reports, surveys, schedules, lists, data, or other information produced or collected
under the National Public Transportation Safety Plan.

“(3) Reports, surveys, schedules, lists, data, or other information developed under the
Public Transportation Safety Certification Training Program.

“(4) Reports, data, or other information developed under the Public Transportation Agency
Safety Plan.

“(5) Reports, surveys, schedules, lists, data, or other information produced or collected for
purposes of developing and implementing a safety management system acceptable to the
Administrator.

“(6) Reports, analyses, and directed studies, based in whole or in part on reports, surveys,
schedules, lists, data, or other information described in paragraphs (1) through (5).

“(c) EXCEPTION FOR DE-IDENTIFIED INFORMATION.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The limitation established by subsection (a) shall not apply to a report,
data, or other information if the information contained in the report, data, or other information
has been de-identified.

“(2) DE-IDENTIFIED DEFINED.—In this subsection, the term ‘de-identified” means the
process by which all information that is likely to establish the identity of the specific persons or
related entities submitting reports, data, or other information is removed from the reports, data,

or other information.”.

“(d) DISCOVERY AND ADMISSION As EVIDENCE.— Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, reports, surveys, schedules, lists, data, or other information produced or collected for the
purpose of identifying, evaluating, or planning the safety enhancement of potential accident sites,
including but not limited to— hazardous conditions, railway- highway crossings, rail right-of-way, or
rail platform train interfaces pursuant to section 5329 of this title or for the purpose of developing
any public transportation safety program or safety management system which may be implemented
shall not be subject to discovery or admitted into evidence in a Federal or State court proceeding or
considered for other purposes in any action for damages arising from any occurrence at a location
mentioned or addressed in such reports, surveys, schedules, lists, or data.



Title of Regulation, Statute or Policy Guidance:

School Tripper Regulations

Citation/Dates of Issuance:

49 CFR Part 605 [Docket No. FTA-2008-0015] Final Policy Statement 09/16/2008

Description:

School “tripper service” is an exception to the prohibition against FTA grantees
providing “school bus transportation that exclusively transports students and school
personnel in competition with a private school bus operator.” Tripper service is defined,
as a “regularly scheduled mass transportation service which is open to the public, and
which is designed or modified to accommodate the needs of school students and
personnel, using various fare collections or subsidy systems...”

On September 16, 2008, FTA published a final policy statement in the Federal Register
to change its interpretation regarding tripper service. School tripper service was
restricted to only allow a grantee “to (1) utilize ‘various fare collections or subsidy
systems,’ (2) modify the frequency of service, and (3) make de minimis route alterations
from route paths in the immediate vicinity of schools to stops located at or in close
proximity to the schools.” FTA also expanded their interpretation of exclusive “school
bus operations” that violate the prohibition on competition.

While FTA characterized the 2008 policy statement as a “clarification,” it significantly
altered FTA’s historical interpretation and decisions. Prior to the rule, public
transportation operators had more discretion to design or modify routes to accommodate
school students. The new interpretation hinders the ability for arms of local government
— the transit agency and school districts — to work together and promote efficiency.

Before this rule took effect, as APTA and organizations representing schools noted in
comments to the Federal Register, some transit agencies were reporting that a significant
number of routes and supplemental service trips would be impacted and many schools
were concerned that the rule would result in unplanned costs, disruption of service, and
reduced options for students.

Recommendations for Modification, Elimination:

FTA should recall its September 16, 2008 policy interpretation on school bus
transportation and allow greater flexibility for public transportation operators to serve
their communities and accommodate schoolchildren.



Title of Regulation, Statute or Policy Guidance:

Americans With Disabilities Act (ADA) Accessibility Guidelines for Transportation Vehicles

42 USC § 12204; 12149(b) and 792(b)(3) & (b)(10)

Citation/Dates of Issuance:

Docket No. ATBCB 2010-0004; December 14, 2016

Description:

The Architectural and Transportation Barriers Compliance Board (“Access Board”)
issued a final regulation that revises and updates the accessibility guidelines for non-rail
vehicles—namely, buses, over-the-road buses, and vans—acquired or remanufactured by
entities covered by the ADA.

Compliance with the final rule is not required until DOT revises its accessibility
standards for buses, over-the-road buses and vans acquired or remanufactured by entities
covered by the ADA. Adoption by DOT will bring much-needed certainty in
specifications for vehicle manufacturers and purchasers

The final rule makes long awaited updates to vehicle accessibility standards. The Access
Board first issued vehicle accessibility standards back in 1991. This final rule establishes
consistent accessibility requirements for all non-rail vehicles as opposed to the vehicle-
by-vehicle approach under the current guidelines. In addition, the final rule requires
transit agencies with 100 or more buses to implement automated stop announcements that
includes audible as well as visual components. The rule also revises the maximum
running slope requirements and new accessibility requirements for over-the road buses.

Recommendations for Modification, Elimination:

DOT should quickly begin the process for adopting the Access Board’s final regulation.
APTA recommends that DOT also conduct a survey of transit systems with 100 or more
buses to determine the state of technology and provide enough lead time to transit
agencies to adopt automated stop announcements.



Title of Regulation, Statute or Policy Guidance:

Altoona Bus Testing

49 U.S.C. § 5318

Citation/Dates of Issuance:

49 CFR Part 665 [Docket No. FTA-2015-0019] Final Rule August 1, 2016

Description:

e The bus testing program of the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) requires testing on
all new bus models before they can be purchased with federal funds, performed in
Altoona, Pennsylvania.

e The bus testing facility tests the bus model or maintainability, reliability, safety,
performance, structural integrity, fuel economy, and noise.

e Delays resulting from current bus testing procedures can impact manufacturers
employing American workers, and can significantly delay procurements for agencies
while replacing ageing fleets is an urgent priority across the country.

Recommendations for Modification, Elimination:

e Before bus testing begins, FTA should be required to negotiate a schedule the bus
manufacturer within 60 days in order to ensure that busses can be procured in a timely
and efficient manner.



Title of Regulation, Statute or Policy Guidance:

Civil Rights Division of the Department of Justice (DOJ) and the Federal Transit Administration
(FTA), Department of Transportation Concerning the Implementation Provisions of the Public
Transportation Provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act and Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973

Citation/Dates of Issuance:

DOJ and FTA Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), July 27, 2005

Description:

DOJ and FTA entered a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding the
enforcement of ADA requirements against public transit agencies. The parties entered the
MOU to “strengthen respective enforcement efforts of both agencies, eliminate possible
duplication of effort, streamline enforcement processes, and to ensure coordinated and
consistent nationwide enforcement.”

Per the MOU, FTA has primary enforcement authority under ADA for recipients of FTA
funding with assistance from DOJ. On the other hand, while DOJ has the authority to
intervene in lawsuits filed by private parties enforcing the ADA, DOJ “shall coordinate
with DOT and FTA prior to intervening in any such suit . . .”

Recommendations for Modification, Elimination:

Over the last several years, Assistant U.S. Attorney offices have initiated ADA
investigations against transit agencies without coordination or notification to DOT and/or
FTA. This is problematic because it works against the very coordination and consistency
the MOU seeks to achieve between the two Departments

DOJ must require all ADA investigations and/or enforcement proceedings to be filed
with the DOJ Civil Rights Division in Washington D.C. prior to communicating with the
subject transit agency so that the action can be coordinated/vetted with DOT and FTA
before commencing the investigation/enforcement action.



Title of Regulation, Statute or Policy Guidance:

DOT Final Rule: Transportation for Individuals with Disabilities
49 C.F.R. § 37.3 and 167(d)

Citation/Dates of Issuance:

September 6, 1991

Description:

e The Department of Transportation’s regulation regarding accessible transportation
requires transit agencies to transport service animals. A service animal is defined as “any
guide dog, signal dog, or other animal individually trained to work or perform tasks for
an individual with a disability, including, but not limited to, guiding individuals with
impaired vision, alerting individuals with impaired hearing to intruders or sounds,

providing minimal protection or rescue work, pulling a wheelchair, or fetching dropped
items.”

e In addition, the Department’s interpretive guidance found in Appendix D to Part 37
states:

o A service animals shall always be permitted to accompany their users in any
private or public transportation vehicle or facility. One of the most common
misunderstandings about service animals is that they are limited to being guide
dogs for persons with visual impairments. Dogs are trained to assist people with a
wide variety of disabilities, including individuals with hearing and mobility
impairments. Other animals (e.g., monkeys) are sometimes used as service
animals as well. In any of these situations, the entity must permit the service
animal to accompany its user.

e The Department of Justice, on the other hand, defines a service animal as:

o A service animal is defined as a dog that has been individually trained to do work
or perform tasks for an individual with a disability. The task(s) performed by the
dog must directly related to the person’s disability.

Recommendations for Modification, Elimination:

DOT should amend its regulation to harmonize its definition of service animal to that of
the Department of Justice. A service animal should be consistently limited to a dog
trained to assist a person with a disability.



Title of Regulation, Statute or Policy Guidance:

National Performance Management Measures; Assessing Performance of the National Highway
System, Freight Movement on the Interstate System, and Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
Improvement Program

23 USC § 150(c)

Citation/Dates of Issuance:

23 CFR 490 [Docket No. FHWA-2013-0054] April 22, 2016; Final Rule February 17, 2017

Description:

FHWA released three NPRMs that together establishes a set of performance measures for
State departments of transportation (State DOT) and Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPO) to use as required by Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st
Century Act (MAP-21).

The measures proposed would be used by State DOTs and MPOs to assess the
performance of the Interstate and non-Interstate National Highway System (NHS) for
carrying out the National Highway Performance Program (NHPP); to assess freight
movement on the Interstate System; and to assess traffic congestion and on-road mobile
source emissions for carrying out the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
Improvement (CMAQ) Program.

In the final rule, FHWA sets a process for State DOTs and MPOs to establish and report
targets and the process that FHWA will use to assess the progress State DOTs have made
in achieving targets. State DOTs will be required to establish performance targets and
assess performance in 12 areas established by MAP-21, and FHWA will assess progress
toward meeting targets in 10 of these areas in accordance with MAP-21 and the FAST
Act. State DOTSs that fail to meet or make significant progress toward targets in a biennial
performance reporting period will be required to document the actions they will
undertake to achieve their targets in their next biennial performance report.

FHWA is working to develop more sophisticated performance metrics and may issue an
updated rulemaking on performance measures related to person throughput and multi-
modal performance in the future, following completion of ongoing research regarding
multimodal system performance measures in Fall 2018.

Recommendations for Modification, Elimination:

Transit agencies should not have to participate in a cost/benefit analysis with complicated
methods to receive CMAQ funding.



Setting targets in CMAQ for transit will make it difficult for agencies to provide services
that ultimately improve air quality by reducing vehicle miles travelled and their
associated emissions.

A qualitative rather than a quantitative measure should be used for the description of
benefits transit provides in achieving air quality attainment.
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Buy America/Buy American Regulations

Consistency Across DOT Agencies in Interpretation of Buy America/Buy American
Requirements

Description:

Buy America/Buy American regulatory requirements vary widely across DOT agencies.
Even where statutory and regulatory language is similar or identical, the modal
administrations are interpreting and enforcing the requirements inconsistently. See link
below comparing regulations:

https//www.transportation.gov/sites/ DOT.dev/files/docs/buy america provisions side b

y_side.pdf.

For example, the FTA’s Buy America provisions do not apply to the procurement of
buses and other rolling stock if the cost of components produced in the U.S. is more than
60 percent of the cost of all components and final assembly takes place in the U.S. The
FTA takes the position that components are 100 percent domestic origin if the
manufacturing activity performed by the Original Equipment Manufacturer (“OEM”)
advances the value or improves the condition of the subcomponents, essentially
transforming the subcomponents into a new and functionally different product.

Similarly, a subcomponent is 100 percent domestic origin when it is manufactured in the
U.S. The FAA, on the other hand, has no devoted waiver for buses or other rolling stock.
Rather, under FAA’s Waiver 1ll, the Administrator may grant a waiver for Buy American
requirements if the cost of all components and subcomponents produced in the U.S. is
more than 60 percent of the cost of all components of the equipment and final assembly
of the equipment takes place in the U.S. Unlike the FTA, however, the FAA does not
share the same interpretation of the manufacturing process. As aresult, the FAA
interprets its regulation to mean that even if the manufacturing activity advances the
value or improves the condition of subcomponents, the precise percentage of foreign-
sourced product is calculated against the FAA’s 60 percent requirement, which is very
different from FTA’s interpretation that allows the component or subcomponent to be
deemed 100 percent domestic origin.

The discrepancy in interpretations makes it nearly impossible for an electric bus
manufacturer to satisfy the FAA’s Buy American regulation even though the same
electric vehicle satisfies FTA’s Buy America regulation. For example, the cost of
imported battery cells is just too expensive on a percentage basis for a battery pack
(component) to be considered of 100 percent domestic origin unless the OEM can claim
that its subcomponents (e.g., modules) are also 100 percent domestic origin. Through the
FTA’s pre- and post-delivery Buy America audits, the agency has determined the work
performed on subcomponents of a battery pack satisfy the manufacturing requirement,
allowing OEMs to claim 100 percent domestic origin of the subcomponents, which
further allows the OEMSs to claim 100 percent domestic origin on the component (e.g.,
battery pack). The FAA — despite almost identical regulatory language — has adopted a
different view of the manufacturing process. Again, under its analysis, the precise
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percentage of foreign-sourced product is calculated against the FAA’s 60 percent
requirement.

A uniform interpretation of Buy America/Buy American regulations across DOT modal
administrations for buses and other rolling stock will lead to the more efficient use of
taxpayer dollars. Agencies and OEMs are eager to work with the DOT to achieve our
shared commitment to increasing domestic manufacturing and providing greater mobility
for Americans, whether they be on highways, city streets or airport tarmacs.

Recommendations for Modification:

We recommend that the DOT direct modal administrations to consistently interpret
“manufacturing process” at the component and subcomponent level.

We urge DOT to enforce FTA’s imterpretation of “manufacturing process” found in 56
Fed. Reg. 926, 929 (Jan. 9, 1991) and require the same interpretation by other DOT
modal administrations. The FTA has stated alteration activities sufficient to be a
manufacturing process include "forming, extruding, material removal, welding, soldering,
etching, plating, material deposition, pressing, permanent adhesive joining, shot blasting,
brushing, grinding, lapping, finishing, vacuum impregnating, and, in electrical and
electronic pneumatic, or mechanical products, the collection, interconnection, and testing
of various elements."

Further, we recommend the FAA ultimately adopt the FTA’s Rolling Stock Procurement
language as a 5!" waiver. Doing so would ensure consistency not only across agencies for
procuring buses and other rolling stock, but would also promote the goals of the FAA’s
Modernization and Reform Act of 2012, which allows the FAA to award Airport
Improvement Program (AIP) funds for acquiring Zero Emission Vehicles (ZEVS),
including buses. See 49 USC § 47136a. Interest among airports for ZEVs has increased
recently and the number of airports applying for ZEV pilot funding has sharply increased.
The FTA, by its statutorily established purpose, is more intimately familiar with the bus
manufacturing processes than the FAA. Therefore, an electric bus that satisfies the
FTA’s Buy America regulatory requirements should also be able to satisfy the FAA’s
Buy American regulatory requirements.

APTA recognizes that the FAA’s adoption of the FTA’s Rolling Stock Procurement
language is a timely effort. So, in the meantime, we strongly recommend that the FAA
issue a notice or advisory circular (i.e., agency-wide policy) adopting the FTA’s
mterpretation of the “manufacturing process” in the bus and rolling stock context and
inform its regional offices to apply this standard. This would permit components and
subcomponents to be 100 percent domestic origin, even if they contain foreign-sourced
product.
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Title of Regulation, Statute or Policy Guidance:

Buy America Regulations—49 CFR 661.7 (“Waivers”)

Description:

APTA members have noted redundancy in the evaluation and final decision making
process between agencies for Buy America Act waiver requests where two or more
agencies have oversight of the project, and both must provide the waiver.

During the evaluation and final decision making process, each agency carries out its own
independent review. Sometimes, one agency may grant the waiver, while the other
questions/delays or denies the waiver. This redundancy and inconsistency causes project
delays that can increase costs, put funding (federal or other sources) in jeopardy, and is
generally detrimental to accomplishing to completion of the project because it often costs
more money for taxpayers.

By requiring DOT modal administrations to either coordinate and jointly issue a waiver or
have one modal administration issue a waiver that applies to both modes will lead to
consistent and transparent enforcement of federal rules leads, which causes fewer delays
and result in more efficient use of taxpayer dollars. A coordinated approach better equips
federal agencies and local transit agencies to achieve our shared commitment to providing
greater mobility opportunities for Americans.

A coordinate effort also lessens the administrative burden on federal agencies charged with
reviewing and issuing Buy America waivers.

Recommendations for Modification, Elimination:

Where two or more DOT modal administrations have oversight responsibilities for a
project (oversight that comes from both agencies having provided federal funds to the
project), evaluation and final decision for a Buy America waiver should be coordinated
between the two agencies or issued by one mode and binding on the other mode.

When a Buy America waiver is granted, DOT should establish, through guidance, that
similar waiver requests that are pending, or are submitted within 90 days of the first request
for a Buy America waiver regarding a similar set of facts, the second requesting party need
notify only the affecting modal administrations regarding their intention to utilize the Buy
America waiver granted to the first agency. It would then be incumbent upon either or
both DOT modal administrations to verify the circumstances to ensure the facts are
sufficiently similar to the first to justify the use of the same Buy America waiver.
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Title of Regulation, Statute or Policy Guidance:

Consistency in Buy America Guidance and Regulations - Current and new technology
component and subcomponent classifications - FTA 49 CFR 661.

Description:

e Buy America Compliance at the Component level is defined in 49 CFR 661.11 (g):
For a component to be of domestic origin, more than 60 percent of the
subcomponents of that component, by cost, must be of domestic origin,
and the manufacture of the component must take place in the United
States. If, under the terms of this part, a component is determined to be
of domestic origin, its entire cost may be used in calculating the cost of
domestic content of an end product.

e New technology trends have a transformative relationship to component and
subcomponent classifications for rolling stock vehicle end products as well as for
manufactured end products as defined in Appendix A to 49 CFR 661.3. In practice, there
is considerable time invested in classifying the components and subcomponents for
similar rolling stock and construction projects. Participants at every level in the industry
seek templates and other guidance that solidifies “accurate” mterpretations of the Buy
America regulations. Buy America and Buy American Compliance Matrices can
effectively assist in the “standardization” of one of the most time-consuming segments of
documenting Buy America and Buy American regulatory compliance.

e New technology transformation on the existing components under the Rolling Stock
Waiver - Appendices B & C to 49 CFR 661.11 is creating new classifications of “system”
and “assembly” components from the standalone components that existed in 1995 when
the original appendices were developed. To reclassify components into an expanded
“system” component classification requires identifiable inter-dependence of the
components and subcomponents to the common “system” function. Simply including the
word “assembly” and “system” in the component description is not sufficient to meet the
requirements of 661.11(g). See attached diagram.

e External transformation of existing components under the Rolling Stock Waiver -
Appendices B & Cto 49 CFR 661.11 is also occurring with changes in external laws and
regulations, procurement “supply chain” practices, and integrated manufacturing
processes. Current FTA guidance documents the frameworks that allow an expanded
interpretation of a component compliant with the provisions of 661.11(g). Case examples
are Detroit Diesel Corporation (2011) and LACMTA/Rocla Concrete Tie, Inc. (2015).
The current Buy America regulations have the flexibility to address these changes
without additional regulatory reform actions.

e In 2006 and 2007, the FTA in response to Congressional directives and in extensive
consultation with the industry, introduced the definition of a system based on the
“functional test” for interconnected systems. It is interesting to note that the text
discussed in the preamble but omitted from the final rule with regard to final assembly
requirements for rolling stock identified, as components, energy management and storage
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devices and energy sources for auxiliary equipment and controls. Today, these are the
“New Technology” component classifications i.e. the electric energy storage system for
mainstream Zero-Emission Buses (ZEBs) configurations (battery electric, fuel cell
electric and Trolley electric). The major focus in this area has been on the battery pack
component and the vehicle charging interface and charging infrastructure. Current FTA
interpretations for Buy America purposes, classify the charging infrastructure as subject
to the general Buy America requirements of 49 CFR 661.5 and the electric system
components installed on the vehicle as subject to the rolling stock requirements under
661.11. The key to assessing the substantial transformation activities for electrical
products is specified in 56Fed. Reg. 926, 929 (1991) as “the collection, interconnection
and testing of various elements.”

At the recent APTA 2017 Sustainability & Multimodal Planning Workshop, several key
concepts were highlighted by the presenters for the electric bus technology including:

o Interoperability between all electric buses and the charging infrastructure should
adopt standards similar to that which allows current vehicles to be fueled by a
standard industry infrastructure.

o Comparative analysis between the existing diesel bus systems to the new electric
bus systems have many of the same onboard systems along with new systems
“electric drivetrain” and new components “vehicle charging interface”. This
illustrates the need for the Buy America Compliance Matrices to be based on
“functional” classifications that can assist in Buy America component and
subcomponent interpretations over varied technology platforms.

The recent issuance of FTA guidance for the provision 49 U.S.C. 5323(j)(5), accounting
for the U.S. ron and steel content in the bill of materials for a “car shell” or “frame” has
shifted focus on what is allowed as subcomponents for a “car body shell”, “car shell” or
“frame”. There are a number of references i the industry including “structure” and
“chassis” all appearing to describe the first major component for both rail cars and buses.
These terms were also part of the preamble discussion in 2007 regarding revisions to the
final assembly process. The list of components that were examined at that time included
the major new technology components in rolling stock vehicles today.

Recommendations for Modifications, Elimination:

The FTA should work along with industry participants in an APTA working group to
create classification Buy America Compliance Matrices (BACM) by major rolling stock
vehicle configurations such as ZEBs, fuel based (Diesel, CNG, LNG) and automated
vehicles for Rolling Stock Vehicle End Products. The FTA provide interpretive guidance
to the greatest extent possible under the current regulations, in a Buy America
Compliance Matrix format, that can be confidently applied in the field and consistently
yield the correct regulatory interpretation
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Additionally, the FTA should concurrently develop Buy American Compliance Matrices
(BAACM) by major construction project configurations such as rail stations,
maintenance buildings, utility systems (electric, water and sewer) with the industry
participants in an APTA working group. There exists FTA guidance that provides a
regulatory framework that can be used as a starting point to standardize typical
Components for FTA-funded Construction Projects.

The resulting BACMs and BAACMs will help standardize classifications for components
from the past, present and future to be classified appropriately for Buy America domestic
content calculation purposes. The FTA and/or APTA can maintain a library of Buy
America Compliance Matrix templates that can be used to develop project-specific
component and subcomponent schedules that can be submitted for FTA review if
required. This would streamline the “compliance review” process considerably allowing
the FTA to focus its attention to more complex Buy America guidance issues.

Manufacturing activity requirements should be tied to the component classification
matrix in order to differentiate what is considered “manufacturing” versus “mere
assembly” activities to be performed in the United States to support the development of
meaningful manufacturing jobs.

Buy America Compliance Matrix (BACM)

Component and subcomponent classifications
Integrated System Component definition

Functional classifications

Substantial Transformation Manufacturing Processes
Cost definitions

Supplier Buy America Certifications
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Buy America Regulations

Identifying areas where there is a lack of Buy America guidance from DOT - Buy America Requirements
49 CFR 661 and the FTA 2017 Rolling Stock Audit Handbook

Description:

e Typical Components of Ferry Boats

A “Typical Components of Ferry Boats™ listing for this type of revenue service vehicle is not
included in the Buy America regulations. In practice, a Ferry Boat Buy America Compliance
Matrix is compiled based on functional comparative analysis to the existing major component lists.
An example of equivalent components is presented below:

Appendix B to 661.11 Appendix C to 661.11 | Appendix“_ "to 661.11
Major Typical Components of | Typical Components Typical Components of
Component Buses of Rail Rolling Stock Ferry Boats
Car Body Shell Car Shell Hull
e Minimum Final Assembly Activities for Minivan Conversions to Americans with Disabilities Act
accessibility.

Final Assembly Activities for Minivan Conversion to Americans with Disabilities Act accessibility
have been identified through the provision under (c) in Appendix D to 661.11 for evaluating
alternative final assembly plans. The FTA has identified through several decision letters,
conversion “final assembly” activities described as (a) “Strip-Out” through (p) “Miscellaneous”
which collectively constitute final assembly as required by 49 C.F.R. 8 661.11 (a) and (r). By
incorporating this guidance in the Buy America regulations and the FTA 2017 audit handbook, it
will clarify what is considered a manufacturing activity being conducted at the final assembly
location as part of § 661.11 (r) in contrast with the manufacturing process of a component as
allowed by 661.11 (d) -- Acomponent may be manufactured at the final assembly location if the
manufacturing process to produce the component is an activity separate and distinct from the final
assembly of the end product.

e Supplier Buy America Certification

The Buy America regulations do not specify that a supplier Buy America Certification is required
only that documentation should be available to support regulatory compliance. The regulations
stipulate Buy America Certifications for the “End Products” per 49 CFR 661.6 (manufactured end
products) and 661.12 (rolling stock).

The 2017 audit handbook provides a sample Supplier Buy America Certification that can be
modified to provide documentation for the domestic content of the components used in the
manufacture of the “End Product” rolling stock vehicle.

In practice, suppliers providing components and sub-components to the rolling stock manufacturers
“OEM” issue certifications for the following: (1) blanket for all products manufactured ata U.S.
location, (2) stock products, (3) project specific for customized products, and (4) sub-components
supplied for TVM internally manufactured components.

o Audit guidelines for specific procurement types:
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When updating the guidance in the FTA 2017 Handbook and the 49 CFR 661 regulations the FTA
should incorporate guidance from the FTA September 2016 Final Policy Statement regarding the
audit requirements for agencies participating in joint procurements and multi-year procurements.

There is a FAQ provided to address this but in practice, it is a reoccurring question regarding the
option orders exercised after contracts were signed before October 1, 2015 and during the waiver
periods specified in the 9/1/16 guidance. There are many changes now with suppliers certifying
partial compliance under 661.11(l), component classifications expanding into systems and
assemblies, consolidations and acquisitions with current suppliers and new suppliers.

Component Transportation Costs to the End Product final assembly location.

The intent of allocating the transportation costs to the cost of foreign components and
subcomponents only was to increase the foreign content costs included in the divisor of the
domestic content calculation. The “cost” of the foreign component is what is paid directly to the
manufacturer of that component. The revision from the Draft to the Final audit handbook edited
Section 5: FAQs reflects the regulatory language.

The audit function to review the foreign shipping cost can be derived from the Cargo Preference
Act documentation for overseas ship or air costs, and land transport to the final assembly location.
Additional foreign component transportation costs are also allocated by the Transit VVehicle
Manufacturer (TVM) freight analysis for payments made other transportation service providers.
Several sources exist to identify direct foreign transportation costs.

When the TVM manufactures a component or subcomponent at the final assembly location of the
end product rolling stock as allowed under 661.11 (d), the final assembly location of the “end
product” now becomes the manufacturing location of the component. Therefore, the
manufacturing location receives the incoming subcomponents, at cost, plus the sub-components
subsequent shipping cost.

Domestic content calculation for a purchased component compliant with 49 C.F.R. 661.11(g).

The 2017 audit handbook did not include the purchased component as one of the components
included in the schedule on page 39 which provided a bus with three components. This example
illustrated compliance for components complying with 49 C.F.R. 661.11 (I) and (i) and an OEM
manufactured component with a cost basis under 49 C.F.R. 661.11(m)(2) complying with 49
C.F.R.661.11(g). A purchased component with a cost basis under 49 C.F.R. 661.11(m)(1)
complying with 49 C.F.R. 661.11(g) is missing. The domestic content calculation for the TVM
manufactured component is also incorrect as it includes the TVM component manufacturing cost as
a subcomponent for the purposes of calculating the domestic content for the component.

Partial domestic content calculation for components qualifying under 661.11 (I).

Specific guidance is required for the partial domestic content calculation for components qualifying
under 661.11 (I) which allows: “(l) If a component is manufactured in the United States, but
contains less than 60 percent domestic subcomponents, by cost, the cost of the domestic
subcomponents and the cost of manufacturing the component may be included in the calculation of
the domestic content of the end product.” References in the 2017 audit best practices handbook
have included several conflicting calculations.
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Standardize Methodology for documenting General Public Interest Waivers included in the
domestic content calculations for System Components.

General Public Interest waivers for components, such as the DVR, has allowed these items to be
counted towards to domestic content of the rolling stock vehicle. However, when looking at the
content of a “system” component to be installed on the vehicle, which may be comprised of just the
waiver item accounting for >60% of the value of the “system” component along with other foreign
subcomponents can lead to determinations that only the waiver item can be included versus the
entire value of the system component.

Software and microcomputer elements can have smaller dollar values compared with the hardware
elements in a component. However, their impact on the functionality of the overall component can
be significant as the “system controller” can transform a stand-alone component into a system
component by interconnecting additional hardware elements together. The key, to providing a
framework to define a system component, is the extent to which the system controller controls the
functionality and interconnectivity of the individual components.

Several FTA interpretations (Detroit Diesel, Rocola) illustrate that there is flexibility in the
regulations to accommodate technology influences. Therefore, other long-standing ideas of
independent components must be reviewed in light of emerging technology. While engines and
transmissions were clearly demarcated in buses for many years and, in fact, interchanging among
manufacturers was possible, integrated propulsion systems now blur those lines.

Standardize the System Component Definition.

The component lists for Appendix B and C identify a total of 5 system components. Subsequent
FTA guidance upheld that the components, identified on Appendices B and C, are “components”
not “subcomponents” of larger system components.

Additionally, Appendix C refers collectively to “equipment” in several instances, including
“communication equipment.” Communication equipment does not arrive at a final assembly
location as a single package but instead as multiple pieces of hardware installed throughout a
vehicle and interconnected via cabling within the car shell. This has led to debate among auditors
concerning whether all communication equipment should be considered as a single component as
suggested by the language in the Appendix or each of the as many as twenty individual pieces of
hardware must be considered as a separate components.

In 2007, the Buy America Requirements of 49 CFR 661 was amended to include a definition of
“systems” to 661.3 Definitions. This definition assists in classifying the equipment as either a
stand-alone manufactured end product or a component of a system manufactured end product.

For rolling stock, customer options include a number of systems i.e. fire suppression,
communication, AVL,etc. Typical implementation scenarios for a communications system, for
example, include re-purposing equipment from retiring vehicles, pre-wiring only for system
components to be installed at the Grantee location, multiple suppliers providing subcomponents,
etc. System guotations from the pre-award stage to post-delivery can vary considerably.

TVMinternally manufactured components and subcomponents:

Components and subcomponents manufactured by the TVM are, by necessity, treated differently,
since no single ‘selling cost’ canreliably be derived when the requisite US content is present. The
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lack of definitive guidance in this area leads to competing interpretations among practitioners that
materially affects whether a particular vehicle is compliant or not.

Cost Elements: Minimum acceptable internally manufactured component and subcomponent cost
elements need to be specified to assist in the proper accounting for the “entire cost” of a component
(661.11 (m)(2)) as allowed under 661.11 (g):

“For a component to be of domestic origin, more than 60 percent of the subcomponents of that
component, by cost, must be of domestic origin, and the manufacture of the component must take
place in the United States. If, under the terms of this part, a component is determined to be of
domestic origin, its entire cost may be used in calculating the cost of domestic content of an end
product.”

Cost, under generally accepted accounting principles, is the same whether the component or
subcomponent is purchased or internally manufactured. The basic cost elements are materials,
labor, overhead, and profit. The specific items included in these categories will vary based on
supply chain sourcing, operations and the manufacturing capabilities for each supplier. Suppliers
will always include these minimum cost elements in their invoiced cost to the TVM.

e Non-recurring costs:

The 2017 audit handbook uses the FAQ 5.2.2 to specify, that “All non-recurring expenses such as
engineering, mockups, fixtures/tooling, spare parts, manuals, and training also are excluded from
the Buy America component calculations.”

In practice, the treatment of non-recurring costs should be clarified and standardized. Where an
OEM purchases a fully compliant component, the entire purchase price is counted as US

content. FTA should clarify that this remains the case, evenwhere a supplier may have broken out
its costs to segregate its non-recurring costs. The purchase price remains constant whether or not
such costs are segregated.

For non-recurring costs related to internally built components, FTA should likewise provide
definitive guidance to avoid competing interpretations. FTA should acknowledge that non-
recurring costs associated with internal manufacture of a fully compliant component are
appropriately counted as US content. The measure of such attribution should be a fractional

portion of such non-recurring costs equal to the fraction of vehicles potentially delivered under the
contract. Asanexample, where a contract includes a base order of five vehicles and options for
five additional vehicles, one tenth of the non-recurring costs associated with the internal
manufacture of fully compliant components should be counted as US content. Extending the ratio
to include both base and option orders is necessary to ensure consistency whether or not options are
exercised.

This is an area that has experienced differing interpretations primarily due to the variability in non-

recurring cost elements, complexity in the accounting for them, and based on the rolling stock
vehicle involved the magnitude of the amount that influences the domestic content calculation.

Recommendations for additional Regulations and Guidance :
e The FTA should create an additional appendix under Appendix B to 49 CFR 661.11 for Typical

Components of a Ferry Boat with consultation with industry. While outreach should be broad,
FTA should specifically seek the opinions of shipbuilders and Buy America auditors with
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experience in this niche area. Shipbuilding practices and a typical bill of materials is far different
from those associated with rail car and bus manufacturing and the ultimate guidance must account
for this to avoid unnecessarily inflating the cost of the vehicles based on cost of compliance.

The FTA should include the minimum final assembly activities for Minivan Conversion to
Americans with Disabilities Act accessibility in Appendix D to 8 661.11 — Minimum Requirements
for Final Assembly identifying conversion activities described as (a) “Strip-Out” through (p)
“Miscellaneous” that collectively constitute final assembly as required by 49 C.F.R. § 661.11 (a)
and (r). Include this provision in a separate section following “(b) Buses: in Appendix D to §
661.11 — Minimum Requirements for Final Assembly.”

Since foreign transportation costs are an adjustment to the total material cost, the FTA should seek
to provide clear guidelines to ensure the divisor includes what the regulations intend as it will
impact the domestic content percentage at both the component and vehicle levels. The 2017 audit
handbook should include a chart that identifies the foreign transportation costs to include in the
divisor for domestic content calculations.

The FTA should include, in section 4, 2017 audit best practices handbook a fourth component to
the three component domestic content calculation for a rolling stock vehicle on the schedule
included on page 39. Additionally, the TVM internally manufactured component example should
exclude the component manufacturing cost from the domestic content calculation for the
component and the calculation methodology should be corrected.

From the FTA’s September 1, 2016 guidance, include a chartin the 2017 audit handbook that
would list the types of procurements and the pre-award, intermediate, and post-delivery audit
requirements. This can be a general representation of the 5-year and 7-year contract terms over the
procurement types.

The sample Supplier Buy America Certification in the 2017 audit handbook should cite the correct
citation for 661.11(I) and add 661.11 (h) as an option box for the subcomponent suppliers. The
certifications are considered valid for one year unless a major change requires recertification.

The FTA caninclude a chart that identifies the cost basis for each component classification and
provides a list of whatis to be included in “component manufacturing cost”

Buy Am?rlca Domestic Cost Basis
Regulations
Content
Component Compliance 661.11 (m)(1) 661.11 (m)(2)
Classifications Purchased TVM Manufactured
49 C.F.R. 661.11 Full Invoicepricepaidto the | Costaccountingschedulethat
(g) supplier for the accounts for the ‘invoiceprice”
component equivalentto what would be paidto
3" party supplier.
49 C.F.R.661.11 Partial U.S. subcomponent cost | U.S. subcomponent cost + component
(1 + component manufacturing cost
manufacturing cost
49 C.F.R. 661.11 Tariff U.S. subcomponent cost | U.S. subcomponent cost only
(i) Exemption — only
u.s.
subcomponent
costonly
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A comparison chart that shows the system versus stand-alone component classifications for
equipment installed on a bus, rail car, ferryboat can standardize the major component lists.
Advances in technology directly impact the domestic content calculations for components and
system components as software is imbedded in most devices today versus in 1995 when the
regulations were developed. Concepts, such as the Internet of Things (10T), illustrate this trend.
FTA should, in consultation with industry, review its listings of components and systems to
conform to current manufacturing practices, the integration of functions and the interdependence of
the components to the system function.

The 2017 FTA handbook should directly address the direct technology influence on the 1995
component definitions exhibited in the Appendices B and C. For example, destination signs in
1995 were stand-alone assemblies that were manually operated or programmed. Examples of
component classifications for major types i.e. systems, assemblies, etc. should be provided.
Additionally, the FTA should define a means of defining when components may be separated or
combined to adjust to these changes in design and manufacturing.

Clarify the definition of car body shell or frame as designated in the provision for the iron and steel
calculation provided at49 USC 5323 (j)(5). This is needed to help classify the steeland iron
specifically associated with the car body shell bill of materials. This should address the
subcomponents identified for both Car Shells and Car Body Shells and Frames.

The different references to “manufacturing cost” appear to conflict with the costs defined in (m)(1)
and (2) which reference the “invoice cost” of the component and subcomponents, by cost, under
661.11(g). Additionally, if the cost of the domestic subcomponents divided by the cost of all the
subcomponents is < 60% then essentially the cost of the foreign subcomponents is subtracted from
the “invoice cost” of the U.S. manufactured component. This is consistent with accounting for the
U.S. material cost and the U.S. manufactured Component’s labor, overhead and profit. The
handbook has references to just manufacturing labor excluding the remaining manufacturing costs
altogether. Examples of component manufacturing costs should be included in the handbook.

Specific identification of the minimum cost elements is required to address the completeness of the
divisor for the domestic content calculation. The draft FTA handbook illustrated this in the
Appendix A schedules for Bus and Rail by adding the total cost line for the component. The
difference between the total cost line and the subcomponent cost subtotal line represented the
component manufacturing costs (labor, overhead, profit). The 2017 FTA audit handbook should
include Appendix A schedules for the component “types” described in the regulations especially
for system and assembly components.

The FTA should solicit actual non-recurring cost examples from recent rail and major bus
procurements to assess how the non-recurring costs influences the domestic content calculation.
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