
Agenda
BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE

Thursday, August 8, 1991 - 9:30 a.m.
LACTC Lonq Beach Room, llth Floor

818 West Seventh Street
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Call to-Order

Approval of July ii, 1991 Minutes
(Item #2, Page 2)

RTD Lihe 130/Torrance Line 6 Funding
(Oral Report)

4. Included Municipal Operator Status

5o

Antelope Valley and Santa Clarita
(Item #4, Page 4)

o City of Los Angeles
(Item #4, Page 9)

Private Sector Involvement Policy
(Item #5, Page 29)

6. Legislative Update

7o

o

i0.

ii.

12.

13.

(Oral Report)

30-Year Plan Future Bus Estimates
(Oral Report)

UMTA/COMSIS Study: Mix of L. A. County Bus Service
(Oral Report)

Report on ADA Implementation
(Oral Report)

Update on Proposition C Discretionary
(Item #i0, Page 39)

FY 1991 State Transit Assistance Fund Allocations
(Item #ii, Page 58)

New Business

Adj 0urnment

DISPOSITION

ACTION

ACTION

ACTION
(Little)

ACTION
(DeRock)

ACTION
(Patas~nick)

ACTION
(Parker)

INFORMATION
(Heitman)

INFORMATION
(Mundle)

INFORMATION
(Gephart)

INFORMATION
(DeRock)

INFORMATION
(Cardwell)

INFORMATION
(:Royal)

Los Angeles County818 West Seventh Street
Transportation Suite 11 O0
Commission Los Angeles, CA 90017

]el 213 623-1194

Leading the Way so Greater Mobility



Minutes

JULY II, 1991

BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE

Name

Stephanie Griffin
David Feinberg
Susan Rizenman
Jim McLaughlin
Greg Kelly

John Dimario
Cara Rice
Steven Brown
Bob Hildebrand

MEMBERS PRESENT

Agency

Santa Monica
Arcadia
Culver City
LADOT
L.A. Co. Dept. of

Public Works
La Mirada
Redondo Beach
SCRTD
Torrance

OTHERS PRESENT

Dolores Buddell-Teubner
Heim Geffen
John Medina
Mary Sue O’Melia
Patti Post
Mike Prior
Barry Samsten
David Stein
Michael Uyeno

Palmdale
SCRTD
Santa Clarita
Booz-Allen & Hamilton
Patti Post & Associates
Santa Clarita
SCAG
SCAG
LADOT

David Chan
Walter Davis
Richard DeRock
Patti Holmberg
Ben Jong

LACTC STAFF PRESENT

Bryce Little
Raymond Maekawa
Samantha A. Mock
Alan Pataschnick

Los Angeles County 818 West Seventh Street
Transportation Suite 1100
Commission Lod Angeles. CA 90017

Tel 213 623-1194

Leading the Way to Greater tvlobility



BOS Minutes
Meeting of July ii, 1991
Page Two

CALL TO ORDER

The Meeting was called to order at 9:40 a.m.

APPROVAL OF JUNE 6, 1991 MINUTES

The minutes were moved, seconded, and approved as presented.

RTD/LINE 130/TORRANCE LINE 6 FUNDING

Item held over until August BOS meeting.

NORTH COUNTY INCLUDED MUNICIPAL OPERATOR STATUS

Rich DeRock, LACTC, summarized a request by the City of Santa
Clarita and Antelope Valley Transit System to be designated as
Included Municipal Operator. Santa Clarita is requesting
eligibility for Section 9, STA, Proposition A Discretionary, and
TDA Article 8 funds. Antelope Valley is requesting eligibility for
STA, Proposition A Discretionary, and TDA Article 8 funds.

BOS members requested that LACTC staff delay sending this item to
the Planning and Mobility Improvement Committee to allow more time
for discussion of impacts on existing included operators.

CITY OF L.A. INCLUDED MUNICIPAL OPERATOR STATUS

Alan Patashnick, LATC outlined the City of Los Angeles’ request to
be designated as Included Municipal Operator. The City’s
Department of Transportation (LADOT) is requesting eligibility for
Section 9, STA, Proposition A Discretionary, and TDA Article 4
funds.

BOS members requested that LACTC staff delay sending this item to
the Planning and Mobility Improvement Committee to allow more time
for discussion of impacts on existing included operators.

PRIVATE SECTOR INVOLVEMENT POLICY

Jim Parker, LACTC, presented the Private Sector Forum’s suggested
revisions to the LACTC draft guidelines for private enterprise
participation. BOS members raised several concerns and asked tohave
the item placed on the August BOS agenda.

ON-BOARD ORIGIN AND DESTINATION SURVEY

Ray Maekawa, LACTC asked the operators to conduct on-board rider
surveys before September, 1991 in order to update SCAG’s 1967 data
on origins and destinations. BOS members suggested some minor
modifications to the proposed questionnaire and agreed to
participate.
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CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM/TRANSIT ELEMENT

Mary Sue O’Melia, Booz-Allen & Hamilton, highlighted changes to the
Transit Element since last discussed with the BOS. SCRTD and Long
Beach Transit representatives offered comments.

FY 1992 STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE ALLOCATION

Dale Royal, LACTC, reviewed the efficiency standards worksheet with
the members and notified the BOS that a final worksheet with
allocation instructions would be available in August after
revisions are completed.

LEGISLATIVE UPDATE

Deidre Heitman and Claudette Moody presented the following bills:

AB 2056 - limits legal action on voter-approved tax
increases.

SB 2057 - allows LACTC to solicit for private bids on LAX to
Palmdale and rail service.

AB 2163 - increases the penalty for bypassing lowered railroad
crossing gates.

AB 590/SB 561 - authorizes petroleum violation fees toward
SMART street projects.

PROPOSITION C DISCRETIONARY/UPDATE

Item held over until August BOS meeting.

NEW BUSINESS

None. ~

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 12:15 p.m.

BOS:MINUTES.BOS
DR:ab
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ITEM #4

Nell Peterson
Executive Director

July 3, 1991

FROM:

SUBJECT:

BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE - 7/11 MEETING
PLANNING AND MOBIT.TTY IMPROVEMENT COMMITTEE - 7/17
MEETING

NEIL PETERSON

INCLUDED MUNICIPAL OPERATOR STATUS FOR SANTA CLARITA
TRANSIT AND THE ANTELOPE VAT~RY TRANSIT SYSTEM

ISSUE

The City of Santa Clarita and the Antelope Valley Transit System
have requested that they be designated Included Municipal Operators
and be allocated funding beginning in FY 1993.

RECOMMENDATION

o

Designate the City of Santa Clarita as an Included Municipal
Operator for the allocation of UMTA Section 9 funds, State
Transit Assistance and Proposition A Discretionary funds
beginning in FY 1993.

Designate the Antelope Valley Transit System as an Included
Municipal Operator for the allocation of Proposition A
Discretionary and State Transit Assistance funds beginning in
FY 1993.

Utilize the growth over inflation in Proposition A
Discretionary monies to provide the required subsidy.

RELATIONSHIP TO COMMISSION GOALS

The designation of the North County transit operators as Included
Municipal Operators will improve and expand transit services in the
Santa Clarita and Antelope Valleys. The direct results and bene-
fits to North County residents will be improved mobility in a
cost-effective manner, an enhanced quality of life, and an in-
creased level of Satisfaction with their transit services.

i~ Los Angeles County
818West Seventh Street

.Transportation Suite 1100
Commission Los Angeles, CA 90017

LAt"~ Tel 213 623-1194
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BUDGET IMPACT

The designation of the City of Santa Clarita and the Antelope
Valley Transit System as Included Municipal Operators will have no
direct effect on the Commission’s budget as the funds these agen-
cies receive are not included in our budget. It is recommended
that the growth over inflation in Proposition A 40% Discretionary
funds be utilized to keep the current included municipal operators’
base whole. The North County operators would be eligible to re-
ceive UMTA Section 9, State Transit Assistance, and Proposition A
Discretionary funds. The maximum impact would be approximately
0.33% of the total available regional funds or $1.4 million. This
level of allocation would only be reached if the North County
cities commit all other available funds to transit operations.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

In April of this year, both the City of Santa Clarita and the
Antelope Valley Transit System requested that the LACTC designate
their transit systems as Included Municipal Operators. Both opera-
tors indicated that with the change in the Proposition A
Discretionary guidelines, they wish to have their existing services
included in the revised program’s funding base. Both the Santa
Clarita and Antelope Valley cities have requested their inclusion
on the basis of equity and fairness.

As the North County is totally outside of the SCRTD’s service area,
it receives no direct or indirect benefit from the Proposition A
40% Discretionary fund. In fact, the North County cities have
calculated that for every $i.00 paid in Proposition A sales taxes
in the North County, they receive only $0.16 in return. Based on
this reality and the fact that both North County operators meet the
general criteria for designation as an Included Municipal Operator,
they have asked to be included in the regional funding pool so that
they may receive a fare share of the tax receipts.

In the case of Santa Clarita, the City is requesting eligibility to
receive its proportionate share of UMTA Section 9 funds, State
Transit Assistance (STA) and Proposition A Discretionary funds.
The city has not requested any share of the Transportation
Development Act (TDA) Article 4 funds as it currently receives 
like amount of TDA Article 8 funds. Santa Clarita has submitted
information to show that it has met all of the Commission’s adopted
criteria for designation as an Included Municipal Operator’
(Attachment A). In conformance with the policy, the general public
commuter service has been in operation for over six years and for
the last four years has achieved a 60% farebox recovery.
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The system has submitted and has had approved short range ’transit
plans and is providing a service beyond the service area of all
other transit providers. Additionally, the Santa Clarita service
has developed a transfer agreement with the SCRTD and has submitted
Section 15 data since 1987.

The Antelope Valley Transit System is only requesting eligibility
for Proposition A Discretionary and STA funds as it receives TDA
Article 8 and its own allocation of UMTA section 9 funds. Similar
to Santa Clarita, the Antelope Valley Transit system has submitted
documentation showing that its Commuter service will meet all
of the adopted criteria for designation as an Included Municipal
Operator by FY 1993.

Commission staff has reviewed the requests by the North County
transit operators and believe they have merit. Both transit sys-
tems are currently in the process of significant expansions and
have proposed service plans which use all of their Proposition A
Local Return allocations as well as other local funds. Addition-
ally, both transit systems are the sole providers of transit ser-
vices in their respective areas, provide services of regional
significance and have agreed to participate in the Metro network.
For these reasons, Commission staff recommends designating the City
of Santa Clarita and the Antelope Valley Transit system Included
Municipal Operators for the allocation of Proposition A
Discretionary, STA and UMTA Section 9 funds. To insure that the
included municipal operators remain financially whole, the growth
over inflation in Proposition A Discretionary is recommended as a
funding source.

Regulations require eight affirmative votes of the Commission for
admitting new operators to Included Municipal Operator status and
prior to any allocation of funds to a newly designated Included
Municipal Operator.

Prepared By: RICHARD DeROCK
Project Manager
San Fernando Valley/North County Area Team

NEIL PETERSON
Executive Director

NP:RDR
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ATTACHMENT A

~MUND (D.

~’q NETN RAHN

$.ANE DANA

DMOND J. RUSS

OHN 71MMERMAN-. o . -

tlC~ ~CHMOND

ENTRY CRETV_.R/.A FOR ADMESSION OF
EEW TRANSIT OPFE/%A_~gRS TO ELiGEBTL-TTY

FOR TDA FUND_~NG PURSUANT TO AB 103

The f01!c~ingc__~e._a~ ~; for adm/ssion of new
operators to the star’.us of elig~bi!ity for receipt
of Trm~portation Development Act (SB 325) funds
were adopted by the C~issicn, by a vote of 9-.0,
at its regular meeting of Dece_mber 19, 1979. Such
criteria are required to be adopted by at least
eight votes under Sectio~ 99207(d) and 99285 (f)
of the California Public Utilities Code as ~_~nded
by AB 103.

A transit system seeking desi~cT~ation as an
"~cluded m~nicipal operator" ~nder Section 99207(d)
of ~e Public Utilities Code shall be re,aired to
meet ~he following criteria:

e

4.

The municipal system has been in ccntJ-nuous
operation for a min~.m~m period of t~3ree years.

The municipal system shall have be=_n available
for use by the c~e_neral public during
~h~ee-yea- ~ period.

D~ing this s~me entire ~hree-year period, ~he
system’s operating expenses shall have been-
supported at least 5~ percent by one or more
of ~he following fundLng sources: fares, city
g~neral funds, or Federal UMTA proqr~m~. Mon!e~.
received ~u_nder ~he 25% Local Return provisions
of ProD. A are not to be considered paru.of "city
~enerai f’~n/S" for pur~es cf ~is criterion.

The municipal system’s Short Range Transit Plan
has been approved by ~he LosAngeles County
Transportation Com~ssion.

The m~LniciDal svst~m is reasonably meet/-nq a
transportai~ion ~eed that would otherwise not be

¯ met, and is providing a transit service t~hat
"cannot effectively be provided by an operator
~hat is currently receiving TDA assistance.
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Entry Criteria

6. The m~nicipal, sys~e~ is integrated and coord~mated with
intersecting or adjoining public transit

7. , ~-The mun/cipal system has ~nag~t information and
accounting syst~ adequate to meet the data gathering
~_nd reporting requirements of the Transportat/on Devel-
opment Act and Section 15 of the Urban Mass Transportation
Act~ as ~m~dedo

8. Notwithstanding the criteria numbered (i), (2}, and 
above, a transit syst~-~ may be m~de eligible for TDA
funding i~ediate!y after its creation if ~t consists
substan+_~a_11y of a reorganizat/on or replac~ent~ of
sit system(s) which were previously eligible for TDA f’~nds,
~d provides service substantially s~m~lar to service which
previously received TDA subsidies.



July 3, 1991

Neil Peterson
Executive Director

ITEM #4

MEMO TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE - 7/11 MEETING
PLANNING AND.MOBILITY IMPROVEMENT COMMITTEE - 7/17
MEETING

NEIL PETERSON

INCLUDED MUNICIPALOPERATOR STATUS FOR THE CITY OF LOS
ANGET~S

ISSUE

The City of Los Angeles has requested designation as an Included
Municipal Operator by the Commission.

RECOMMRNDATION

Amend criteria for designation of an Included Municipal
Operator to add a ninth criterion as follows: Notwithstanding
criteria #’s i, 2, and 3 as depicted on Attachment A, an
operator may be designated an IncIuded Municipal Operator for
specific services previously funded through an LACTC
demonstration grant by eight affirmative votes of the
Commission.

o Designate the City of Los Angeles as an Included Municipal
Operator for its Bus Service Continuation Project (BSCP)
servlces, Downtown DASH and the Harbor Shuttle and allocate
$3,021,000 for these services.

Provide funding from the Proposition A Incentive account
during FY 1992. Beginning in FY 1993 the City would be funded
from the growth over inflation in Proposition A 40%
Discretionary funds. In the event there is inadequate growth
in Proposition A Discretionary funds, the shortfall will be
offset from Proposition A Incentive funds and/or other
available funding sources.

RELATIONSHIP TO COMMISSION GOALS

The inclusion of the City of Los Angeles into the regional funding
programs is consistent with several Commission goals. The estab-
lishment of a stable funding source will ensure the continuation of

O Los Angeles County818 West Seventh Street
Transportation Suite 1100
Commission Los Angeles. CA 90017

LA~I’C Tel 213 623-1194
009

Leading the Way to Gre~ter Mobility
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these vital ~ervices which will maximize mobility in a highly cost-
effective manner and maintain the quality of life for the existing
riders.

BUDGET IMPACT

Approving the request of the City of Los Angeles to become an
Included Municipal Operator would have no direct effect on the
Commission’s budget as the allocated funds are not included within
the budget. However, the allocation of funds to the City in excess
of current allocations would reduce the availability of the funds
for other transportation purposes. As these services are currently
funded by the Commission in the amount of approximately $1.38
million, the net impact of the recommended action is an increase in
total allocations of $1.64 million.

BACKGROUND

In 1977, in an effort to control allocations and to ensure adequate
funding for transit operations, the LACTC sponsored a bill to limit
the number of potential recipients of Transportation Development
Act Article 4, State Transit Assistance and Urban Mass
Transportation Administration funds (TDA, STA and UMTA). This
bill, AB 103, limited the potential recipients of TDA,STA and UMTA
funds to transit operators designated as "included municipal opera-
tors" as defined by Public Utilities Code (PUC) 99207. Included
municipal operators are defined as any operator providing service
within the service area of the SCRTD continuously since 1971 or any
operator meeting criteria adopted by eight votes of the LACTC.
Additionally, the statute requires eight affirmative votes of the
commission prior to any allocation of funds to a newly designated
Included Municipal Operator.

In 1979 the Commission adopted criteria for the designation of
transit operators as included municipal operators. These criteria
require a potential recipient to: provide general public service
for over three years; provide at least 50% of the operating funds
from fares, city general funds or UMTA funds; meet a transit need
that would not otherwise be met and coordinate service with ad-
joining operators; report UMTA Section 15 data and have submitted a
Short Range Transit Plan to the Commission. In addition, the
criteria allows an operator to be designated an included municipal
operator if it provides service previously provided by a TDA recip-
ient.
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Under this criteria, (Attachment A) no operator has been designated
an Included Municipal Operator since the passage of Proposition A
in 1980.

DISCUSSION

Early this year, during the discussions on the revisions to the
Proposition A Discretionary program, the City of Los Angeles re-
quested that they be designated an Included Municipal Operator so
that their current services could be added to any calculation of an
operator’s "base" service. In addition, the City of Los Angeles
has requested the Commission take this action in a means which
would not reduce funding to any current Included Municipal
Operator. In March, staff presented an issues memo on this topic
to the Commission (Attachment B) and agreed to return in June with
a proposed response to the City’s request. By becoming an included
municipal operator, the City could begin to cultivate a
relationship with UMTA and eventually assume all responsibilities
for existing and future federal grants.

Over the past two months our staff has reviewed the various options
and the reasonableness of including the city of Los Angeles as an
Included Municipal Operator. Through this process, we have deter-
mined that it is appropriate that the city be included in the
Commission’s regional funding programs for providing services of
regional significance if such inclusion would not affect the allo-
cation of funds to any current regional funds recipient.

Accordingly, staff is recommending that the Commission act to
amend the entry criteria to include the City of Los Angeles Bus
Service continuation Project services, Downtown Dash and the Harbor
Shuttle services into the regional funding programs. These ser-
vices have been partially funded by the Commission through the
Incentive program for four years (BSCP and Harbor Shuttle) to five
years (DASH). In June of 1990, our staff identified that the
Incentive program could not provide long-term funding for these
services and continue to meet its other program obligations. The
Commission directed staff to develop a long-term funding mechanism
for the City’s transit programs by FY 1992. It is our belief that
this proposal responds to the Commission’s concern for a long-term
funding mechanism and the City’s request for a stable funding
source for these services. Attachment C depicts the City’s transit
services recommended for funding through the regional funding
programs.

Our staff is recommending that the City’s inclusion in the regional
funding program be limited to the services listed above. Under
this recommendation, the City would continue to fund their local
shuttles and dial-a-ride programs with local Proposition A monies
and subregional paratransit funds. We believe that this is
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consistent with the Commission’s goal of maximizing mobility per
dollar expended and maintaining a local involvement in local tran-
sit. Furthermore, we believe that the recently approved service
expansion program provides adequate opportunity for the City to
propose and acquire funding for new services of regional signifi-
cance.

FUNDING

In order to avoid reductions in funding to the current Included
Municipal Operators, staff is proposing that the City of Los
Angeles be funded in future years from the growth over inflation in
the Proposition A 40% Discretionary Program. As all of these funds
have been programmed for FY 1992, we are recommending that the City
be funded with Proposition A Incentive funds during FY 1992. If
there is insufficient growth in Proposition A 40% Discretionary
funds during FY 1993, then any shortfall for the City will be
offset from Proposition A Incentive funds and/or other
available sources.

Prepared by: RICHARD DeROCK
Project Manager
SFV/NC Area Team

ALAN PATASHNICK
Project Manager
Central Area Team

NEIL PETERSON
Executive Director

NP:RDR
RDR4a:INC



ATTACHMENT A

~MUND (3. EDE’:..MAN

F. $CHABARUM

(~.N NETH NAHN

DANA

M!CHAEI- D, ANTONOVICH

EDMOND J. RUSS

WENDELl. COX

HEINZ HE-CKE~TH

RICH RICHMOND
EXEC~JTIVE DIRECTO~

ENTRY CRATER/_& FOR ADMISSION OF
~-W TR~-NSIT OPERATORS TO ELiG!BiL_rTY
FOR TDA FUND.~N. G PURSUANT TO AB 103

T~e fo!!~wing criteria for admission of new
operators to ~he status of eligibility for receipt
of Transportation Development Act (SB 325) funds
were adopted by the Cua~ission, by a vote of 9-0,
at its regular meeting of Decemlber 19, 1979. Such
criteria are required to be adopted by at least
eight votes ~under Sections 99207(d) and 99285(f)
of the California Public Utilities Code as amez~ed
by AB 103. ~

A transit system seeking desi~ation as an
"included m~nlcipal operator" ~.d.er Section 99207(d)
of ~he Public Utilities Code shall be robe!red to
meet ~he following criteria:

e

e

The mur~icipa! system has been in contLnucus
operation for a minLmum period of t/~ree ye-~s.

The m~nicipal system shall have been available
for use by the g~neral ~ublic during ~e sa=e
three-year period.

During this s~me entire ~hree-year period, ~he
system’s operatLng expenses shall have been.--
supported at least 50 percent by one or more
of ~he following f~m.dLng so~ces: fares, city
g~neral f~ds, or Federal UMTA proqrams. Monies
received ~nder ~he 25% Local Ret-~rn ~rovisicns
of PROD. A are not to be considered paru of "City
~n6rai f’~nds ’’~ for ~ur.Dcses cf ~qis criterion.

The municipal system’s Short Range Transit Plan
has been approved by ~he Los Angeles County
Transportation Corm’mission.

The mu_nicipal system is reasonably meeting a
transportation need ~nat would otherwise not be

Let, and is providing a transit service ~%at
"cannot effectively be provided by an operator
~hat is currently receiving TDA assistance.
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Entry Criteria Page Two

The municipal system is integrated and coordinated wi’~h
intersectLug or adjoining public transit syst~.

The municipal system has m~nagement information and
accon~ting syst~ adeq~te to meet the data gathering
a~d reporting requ/r~m~nts of the Transportat/on Devel-
opment Ac~ and Section 15 of the Urban Mass Transportation
Act, as ~ndedo

Notwithstanding the criteria numbered (1), (2), and 
above, a transit system my be made eligSble for TDA
funding ~,.~ediately after its creation if it consists
substantially of a reorganization or replacement of tran-
sit system(s) which were previously eligible for TDA f-~nds,
~d provides s~wice substantially s~m~!~ to se±~ice which
previously received TDA subsidies.
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ATTACHMENT B¯
Los Angeles County ., . . .
Transportation Commission ,~
818 West Seventh Street
Suite1100 ~ ~ ~-"
Los Angeles, CA 90017 ,!
213/623-1194 ’. ,: ~,,.~’~.,-~

March 14, 1991

To: Pud~I"G MOBILITY IMPRO~~~ CO~I~EE -
,/ ...... 3/20 MEETING ....... . : ......

FROM: " PETE~ON " ~ " " ~ :" :

SU~ECT: I~LI~TIONS OF DESIGNATING ~E CITY OF ~S ~GE[.~S
DEP~NT OF T~S~RTATION AS ~ INCLUDED ~ICIPAL

’ ’ : OPE~TOR

ISSUE

The City of Los Angeles "Department of Transportation (LADOT) has
requested consideration to become an included municipal operator.
The Planning and Mobility Improvement Committee (PMIC) recently
requested staff ,to prepare a reportcon~erning LADOT becoming an
included municipal operator.

RECOMM~NDATiON

This ini~iai-~po~ is for information and discussion only. A
tentative schedule setting forth consideration of the item before
theCo~ission and its committees is included for review and

RELATIONS~E~ ~ T~CTC GOAT~

The prospect Of the city of Los ~geles Department of Transporta.
:ion becoming an included municipal operator relates to the Com-

mission[s goals of mobility improvement, maximum mobility.per
dollar’e~ended andconstituent satisfaction.

BURET ~A~

Budgetim~a~t will be discussed at the appropriate time when the
staff reco~endation is presented to the Co~ission.

~AC~G~O~

At i~s’Feb~a~ 19/ 1991 meeting the PMIC re~ested the staff to

prepare a repor~ reviewing the ramifications of including the Cit~_~
of Los ~geles as an included municipal operator for the March 201~

.~,~L~ding ~e Way ~o G;ea~e;Mobfli~ 0 ~ 5
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meeting. This was in response to a request made by LADOT. Pres-
ently the "included" operators in Los Angeles County, those opera-
tors~receiving regional funds through the Commission, are
comprised of twelve municipal operators and the~Southern califor’ ~

nia Rapid Transit District (SCRTD). Of the thirteen operators,
three provide only fixed-route service, four provide only dial-a-..~
ride transportation, while the balance provide both fixed-route
and dial-a-ride services. A list of the included operators is
shown on Attachment A. The number of included operators, has
remained at the present level since 1986 whenthe cityof Hermosa
Beach withdrew from the Commission’s funding program. The last
transit systems a~mitted entry as included municipal operators
occurred in the latter part of the 1970’s, prior to the availabil-
ity of Proposition A dollars.

Attachment B provides the definitions of the terms "included
municipal operators (Section 99207), "municipal operator "(Section
99209), and "operator" (Section 99210)-as found in Chapter 
Transportation Development Article i, General Provisions and
Definitions of the Transportation DevelopmentAct (TDA)

CRITERIA

The entry criteria for admission of new transit operators to the
status of eligibility for receipt of Commission funds, e.g.,
TDA Article 4, State Transit Assistance (STA), Proposition A 40%
Discretionary, and Urban Mass. Transportation A~inistration ([~4TA)
Section 9 for operating and capital needs, is depicted on Attach-
ment C.

Any transit system seeking designation of an "included municipal
operator" under Section 99207(d) of the Public Utilities Code is..
required to meet specific criteria in the areas of:

Length of continuous operation (minim11~ of three.years);

Availability for use by the general public during same
three-year period;

Minimum 50% level of support of the system’s operating
expenses through fares, city general funds, or federal
UMTA programs (Proposition A Local Return funds cannot
be considered as part of city’s general fund contribu-
tion);

4. Approval of system’s Short Range Transit Plan by LACTC;

5. Meet~ing abe effectivelyneed ~hraovt ~" ~i bdy°athceu~r~Se~ tn eo°~ braetmo~tr ~e-

TDA;

¯ ’ 016
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Integration and coordinatio~ with ~eighbo~ring ~rangit

Meeting-~e retirements of TDA ~d section 15 of ~the
Urban Mass Transpo~ati0n AC~, as amended; ~and

E~igibi~it~ for funding ~i~ syste~ [consists of.~a reorga,~-
nlzation or -replacement of ano~e~ ~translt ~sySt~m previ"
ously eligible for funding and provides s~bstantially
similar se~ice which previously received TDA s~si-
dies.

Any change in the criteria for admitting new included municipal
operators or to allocate funds to any "included municipal opera-
tor" not previously receivingCommission formula funds requires
eight affirmative votes of the LACTC.

LADOT TRANSIT HISTORY ~. . ......~ .

Before the implementation of Pr6position’ A in 1982, the City of

Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, did.not.operate any
fixed-route transit and had only participated in p11ot~paratransit
projects. By contrast, the proposed 1991-92 LADOT transit budget
is approximately $30 million, divided equally between ¯fixed-route
and services for the elderly and persons with disabilities. It is
anticipated that by the end of ~the ~upcoming fiscal year ~over 300 ~
LADOT vehicles will be operation with over 180 vehicles ¯in f~xed-~
route service and another 120 in paratransit oPer~ti0ns. ~ ¯ ~.~.

Virtually all of these services will be operated ¯ thr0u~h the i~61&~’i"

petitive contracting process, which means LADOT has no Operating
personnel, but rather recommends a public or private sector e~ti.ty
to operate the service and maintain the vehicles based on respon-
ses to Request For Proposals. However, LADOT does plan, monitor
and administer the contract service including performing mainte-
nance monitoring with City staff. ... . ; ~ :-~ ~.~

Although several piiot projects were started in 1984, the ¯ largest
projects, the DASH/Downtown service and the ii line Bus Service ....
Continuation Project (BSCP) were implemented in 1985 and 1987
respectively. The projects proved that competitive contracting,
in general and private sector operation, in specific were viable
methods to deliver service.

LADOT has expanded the current operation of DASH/Downtown from 14
to 34 vehicles on three routes with a corresponding ridership in-
crease of approximately 160 percent, from under 3,000 passengers
per day to over 8,000 daily riders." The BSCP also has achieved
ridership increase of over I00 percent.
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LADOT indicates it believes that a continued competitive contract-
ing of Diche services, such as local circulation routes, including
anticipated rail feeder services and commuter routes, provides an
effective addition to the transit system.~iThe City of Los Angeles

¯ presently receives $4.0 m~llion in Commission Proposition A Incen-
tive funding for fixed-route and paratransit service and will
receive approximately $5.7 million of Transit Service Expansion
funds over a two-year period for both co~muter express and rail
feeder services. ~¯

L~DOT REOUEST

The City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation has request-.~
ed that the LACTC consider the implications of LADOT becoming an ~
included operator with eligibility to receive Commission funding.

LADOT, like any transit operator, desires to receive a consistent
level of fiscal support. Most of LADOT’s support is provided from
the City’s Proposition A Local Return funds. Approximately $38
million was received by the City during FY 1990. However, those
funds also are utilized tosupport a variety of transportation
activities apart from the DOT transit services, including Metro
Rail¯construction and potential cost overruns."

Additionally, LADOT has no guaranteed source of capital funding.
Whenever the City requires capital financing, it utilizes its
Local Return Sunds or becomes a participant in a federal discre-
tionary grant program, such asUMTA Section 3 process. UMTA
Section 3 moniesfunded the 40 bus purchase under the Bus Service
continuation Program.¯ During the coming year, the City of Los
Angeles, as well as all theother Los Angeles County Jurisdic-
tions, will receive additional funding under Proposition C.

Also, regional mobility and air quality concerns are extremely
important to’the City of Los Angeles. The City’s six community
transit programs, which provides a high level of transportation
for the elderly and the disabled, will be one of the backbones of
theCounty’s response in meeting the Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) requirements. 
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BOS CONCERNS .

Prior t~...LADOT O~ficlally:becoming a voting member of the Bus
Operations Subcommittee(BOS) in February~1990, the City regularly

./attended BOS meetings. BOS granted LADOT voting privileges be-
cause it felt the level of service provided.by the City, as well
as its Proposition A Local Return expenditures, warranted LADOT’s
direct input on issues pertinent to the busoperators.

There is concer~-a~ong BO~members that an additional included
municipal operator.would erodethe share of each operator and
potentially open. the door for consideration Of other:opera-
tors. Through a. formula proc~ss,.the included operators each
receive a.’share of the Commission’ssubsidies~based upon vehicle
revenue miles and fare unlts..A perc~htage share is computed and ’ ~~

multiplied by the estimated available funds in the funding categoq~
ries (Proposition A Discretionary and Section 9, TDA and STA).
For FY’1992, the-SCRTD will receive approximately.85% of the
availablesubsidi~swhilethe muni~ipalbpergtors are allocated
the 15%balance. Foothill Transit’S share i~".allocated from the
District’s share of Proposition A Discretionary funds. Adding
anotherincluded operator without increasing the total funds
available Would decrease operator shares. ~FY 1992[Los Angeles
County transit funding estimates e~cee~.$42~ilmillionl

LADOT has shated that it does not wish to negatively impact any of
the included operators financially. DOT does not favor a reslic-
ing of the Commission subsidy pie, but does support increasing the
pie to compensate for additional included operators. As part of
the process presented in this staff report, analysis of potential
new funding sources will be required.

PROCESS AND SCHEDULE
¯ ~ .~ ÷’~i~7~i

Staff proposes a process and schedule to include maximum input ~
from the BOS, Area Teams, Strategic Support and Commission commit-
tees. A proposed schedule is shown on Attachment D.

Among the issues to be analyzed and included as part of the final
staff recommendation will be:

i. Extent of eligible services ¯ ~

2. Level of funding

3. Available Co~mission financial resources


