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The Future Rides With Us



What is the 20-Year Needs Assessment?

A broad, 
comprehensive blueprint that 
outlines the MTA’s capital 
needs for the next generation



We face existential threats
Aging Infrastructure Changing Climate Evolving Rider Needs



Three sets of priorities

1
Rebuild
the foundations 
of the system to 
ensure its survival. 2 3

Improve
our network 
to meet 21st century 
needs.

Expand
to support future 
growth.
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Rebuild



Nearly 6 million assets

Over

8,700
Railcars

Nearly

6,000
Buses

Over

1,000
Rail Bridges

704
Stations

7
Vehicular Bridges

2
Tunnels

Over

1,900
Miles of Track

Over

100
Maintenance Shops

493
Elevators



Examined the condition of all assets

Poor (Deteriorated): Critically damaged or in need of immediate 
repair, well past useful life.

Marginal (Deficient): Deteriorated, in need of replacement, and 
may have exceeded useful life.

Adequate (Acceptable): Moderately deteriorated, but has not 
exceeded its useful life.

Good: No longer new, but in good condition and still within its 
useful life. 

Excellent (Modernized): No visible defects, new or near new 
condition and may still be under warranty (if applicable).

Sample Condition Table

Undergrade Culvert

1
2
3
4
5



Station Platforms

Poor or Marginal

1/2
Adequate

3
Good or Excellent

4/5



New York City
Transit

Shops and YardsPower Signals



Grand Central Artery Stations

Metro-North
Railroad



Structures Signals

Long Island
Rail Road



Fleet Renewal

NYCT R68
Avg. age: 36 years old

Metro-North M3
Avg. age: 39 years old

LIRR Diesel Locomotives
Avg. age: 25 years old

New York City 
Transit

Metro-North 
Railroad

Long Island 
Rail Road



Bridges and
Tunnels

Deck Replacement & Cable Preservation
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Improve



90%
of riders served 

on Subways

Accessibility by 2045

95%
of full-time stations 

on Railroads

90% of riders served on Subways 95% of full-time stations on Railroads



MTA transit is a climate solution
Growing ridership Reducing MTA emissions 85%



Climate resilience protects our future
Flash Flooding Coastal Storms Sea Level Rise



We will continue to innovate
Fare Payment Fare Gates Apps
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Expand



EXPAND

The transit network was designed for 
traditional commutes
but rider needs are changing.

• Emergence of business districts around the region, resulting in 
more inter & intra borough travel as well as reverse commuting.

• Continued growth of industries associated with “non-traditional” 
travel patterns.

• Increase in discretionary travel, predominantly in the off-peak.



These projects have not been selected or funded but will be comparatively evaluated for consideration on a level-
playing field for future Capital Programs. 

• Danbury-Southeast Connection
• Elmhurst Station (LIRR)
• Harlem Line Capacity Improvements
• Hudson Line to Penn Station
• Inner New Haven Line Yard
• Interborough Express (IBX)
• Lower Montauk Branch Reactivation
• New Lots Ave No 3 Line to Flatlands
• Port Jefferson Branch Capacity 

Improvements
• Port Jervis Line Capacity Improvements
• Ridgewood Busway

• Rockaway Beach Branch 
• Second Avenue Subway South to Houston
• Second Avenue Subway West to 125th & Bwy
• Speonk-Montauk Capacity Improvements
• Staten Island North Shore Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
• Staten Island West Shore Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
• Stewart Airport Commuter Rail
• Sunnyside Station 
• Tenth Ave Station on the No 7 Line
• Utica Ave Transit Improvements
• W Line to Red Hook

Many potential investments

More information at: future.mta.info



We performed a ‘Comparative Evaluation’ to evaluate expansion and 
enhancement projects

Ridership Cost Travel Time Capacity

Geographic 
Distribution Equity Resiliency & 

Sustainability
Network 
Leverage

Evaluation Criteria• Comparative evaluation objectively 
evaluates projects by comparing 
their relative benefits and costs.

• Indicates how well a project 
meets the needs of the service 
area.

• Shows the value a project brings 
to customers and the region.

• Uses metrics using standard 
regional travel models and costs.

• Selected metrics align with 
industry best practices.
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The RTFM underpins many of 
these metrics

The MTA uses a Regional Transit 
Forecasting Model (RTFM) to 
predict future travel patterns in 
the New York area by considering 
factors like population growth and 
emerging job trends. It runs 
simulations of future trips to help 
anticipate where people will go 
and how they will get there, 
helping us to better plan for 
future transportation needs.
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COMPARATIVE EVALUATION

Daily Ridership on the Project in 
2045
• How many people will use the 

project.
• New riders are those shifting 

from other modes, usually 
automobiles.
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Cost
• Upfront Capital cost as well as 

ongoing Operation and 
Maintenance costs were 
developed using consistent 
assumptions including common 
analysis year (2027).

• Capital costs were developed 
using standard FTA cost 
categories and consistent 
assumptions across multiple 
projects.

• Costs and other metrics such as 
ridership or time saved have 
been combined to express cost 
effectiveness.
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COMPARATIVE EVALUATIONDoor to Door Travel Time Savings in 2045
• The amount of time saved by users of the new project - it includes the time for travel to 

and from the transit stations or stops.
• Travel time savings can be expressed in aggregate for the region or for individuals.
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COMPARATIVE EVALUATION

Change in Network Capacity in 2045
• Indicates whether a project makes any part of the network more, or less, 

crowded.

• Measures the number of passenger hours in crowded conditions 
systemwide.
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COMPARATIVE EVALUATION

Additional Jobs Accessible in 2045

• The change in number of jobs that 
can be reached in 45 minutes or 
less is a measure of how well a 
project connects people to jobs.

• Projects that connect to locations 
with many jobs will rank high in this 
metric

Regional Accessibility in 2045

• Change in transit travel time from 
anywhere to anywhere in the 
region.

• Measures how a project connects 
different areas of the region by 
transit. 
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COMPARATIVE EVALUATION

Trips from Equity Areas (EAs) in 
2045

• The number of project riders who 
live in Equity Areas indicates how 
well a project addresses needs of 
people who live in Equity Areas 
(EAs).

• EAs are defined as having a high 
concentration of minority, low 
income, and transit dependent 
residents in the MTA service area.

• EAs build upon Title VI indicators 
to include factors such as auto 
ownership, language & access to 
transit, in addition to race and 
income. 
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Connections to Other Rail Within 
½ Mile of Stations in NYC or 5 
Miles in Suburbs

• Reflects the project’s ability to 
provide alternate paths of travel 
in case of disruptions 
(resiliency).

Change in Vehicle Miles Traveled 
(VMT) in 2045

• The change in auto miles 
traveled. This number reflects 
both the number of people 
changing from automobiles to 
transit and the traveled distance 
(sustainability).
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COMPARATIVE EVALUATION

Project Right-of-Way on MTA, 
Public or Private Land 

• Measures how each project 
utilizes the existing MTA-owned 
infrastructure and right-of-way. 

• Shows how MTA is getting the 
most out of what it already has.

• A proxy for project control during 
construction and operation.



Ridership Cost Travel Time Capacity Geographic 
Distribution Equity Resiliency & 

Sustainability
Network 
Leverage

COMPARATIVE EVALUATION

Riders served 
from Equity 

Areas

Passenger 
hours with 

less crowding 
during AM 

peak period 

Improved 
regional 

accessibility

Reductions in 
vehicle miles

Redundant 
subway or rail 

within 0.5 
miles

Proportion of 
project on 

existing MTA 
right-of-way 
or public land

Cost per time savings
Capital + 30-year O&M costs per 30-year 
time savings (minutes saved on door-to-
door transit commute across all riders)

Evaluation Criteria
Each project is evaluated against the following criteria, with inputs based on robust regional travel demand modeling and 
high-level cost estimates.



Construction & 
Development

Working Draft – Not For Public Distribution

COMPARATIVE EVALUATION







These projects have not been selected or funded but will be comparatively evaluated for consideration on a level-
playing field for future Capital Programs. 

• Danbury-Southeast Connection
• Elmhurst Station (LIRR)
• Harlem Line Capacity Improvements
• Hudson Line to Penn Station
• Inner New Haven Line Yard
• Interborough Express (IBX)
• Lower Montauk Branch Reactivation
• New Lots Ave No 3 Line to Flatlands
• Port Jefferson Branch Capacity 

Improvements
• Port Jervis Line Capacity Improvements
• Ridgewood Busway

• Rockaway Beach Branch 
• Second Avenue Subway South to Houston
• Second Avenue Subway West to 125th & Bwy
• Speonk-Montauk Capacity Improvements
• Staten Island North Shore Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
• Staten Island West Shore Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
• Stewart Airport Commuter Rail
• Sunnyside Station 
• Tenth Ave Station on the No 7 Line
• Utica Ave Transit Improvements
• W Line to Red Hook

Many potential investments

More information at: future.mta.info



Comparative Evaluation of Proposed Expansion Projects
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Next 
Steps



We’ve made a commitment to run full service

The historic leadership of Governor 
Hochul and the State Legislature in 
averting the fiscal cliff on the operating 
budget

That investment is essential, but it’s 
just half the equation—keeping service 
running requires capital investment, too

Governor Kathy Hochul chats with riders following the historic budget announcement



We have been building at a historic pace – and 
more cost effectively

25
19

13

26

67

2000-04 2005-09 2010-14 2015-19 2020-24

Better
From Third Track to Canarsie Tube to 
LIRR Concourse, major projects 
completed on time and budget.

Cheaper
Projects came in $345 million under 
estimate in 2022.

Faster
Faster pace and faster projects –
including 2x the number of ADA projects 
in this capital program.

# of NYCT ADA Stations



The MTA is ready to meet this moment

✓Secure historic commitment to the operating budget

Overhaul Capital Program: more efficient and seeing results

Complete Needs Assessment

Secure Next Capital Program (2025-2029)

✓
✓



Three Parts to the Capital Program 

Rebuild

Rebuild
Improve

Rebuild
Improve
Expand

New

Core Infrastructure

What we get done will be shaped by the resources allocated
The next step will be to translate the need into a proposed 5-year capital program.  Different funding 
levels will mean different outcomes for the riding public. We will also need strong partnerships with 
government and stakeholders. 



To see the full plan, visit

future.mta.info


	Slide Number 1
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	Slide Number 8
	Slide Number 9
	Slide Number 10
	Slide Number 11
	Slide Number 12
	Slide Number 13
	Slide Number 14
	Slide Number 15
	Slide Number 16
	Slide Number 17
	Slide Number 18
	Slide Number 19
	Slide Number 20
	Slide Number 22
	Slide Number 23
	Slide Number 24
	Slide Number 25
	Slide Number 26
	Slide Number 27
	Slide Number 28
	Slide Number 29
	Slide Number 30
	Slide Number 31
	Slide Number 32
	Slide Number 33
	Slide Number 34
	Slide Number 35
	Slide Number 36
	Slide Number 37
	Slide Number 38
	Slide Number 39
	Slide Number 40
	Slide Number 41
	Slide Number 42
	Slide Number 43
	Slide Number 44
	Slide Number 45
	Slide Number 46
	Slide Number 47
	Slide Number 48
	Slide Number 49
	Slide Number 50
	Slide Number 51
	Slide Number 52
	Slide Number 53
	Slide Number 54
	Slide Number 55
	Slide Number 56
	Slide Number 57
	Slide Number 58
	Slide Number 59
	Slide Number 60
	Slide Number 61
	Slide Number 62
	Slide Number 63
	Slide Number 64
	Slide Number 65
	Slide Number 66
	Slide Number 67
	Slide Number 68
	Slide Number 69
	Slide Number 70
	Slide Number 71
	Slide Number 72
	Slide Number 73
	Slide Number 74
	Slide Number 75
	Slide Number 76

