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COMBINED MEETING

ENERGY CONTINGENCY WORKING GROUP
BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE

Thursday, November 8, 1990 - 9:30 a.m.
LACTC Long Beach Room, llth Floor

818 West Seventh Street
Los Angeles, CA 90017

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

Call to Order

Approval of October 25, 1990 Minutes

Long Beach Transit FY 1991 TIP Amendment

Energy Contingency Plan ( Jim Ortner)

Role of Technical Advisory Committee

(Page 2)

(Page 8)

(Page Ii)

FY 1992-94 Short Range Transit Plan Preview

UMTA Proposed Ruling on Section 15 (Oral Report)

November 1990 Election Results (Oral Report)

Legislative Update (Oral Report)

I0. Paratransit Issues Working Group (0ral Report)

ii. New Business

12. Adjournment

DISPOSITION

ACTION

ACTION

ACTION

DISCUSSION

DISCUSSION

DISCUSSION

DISCUSSION

INFORMATION

INFORMATION

INFORMATION
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MINUTES
LACrC

LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 818 West 7th. St., Suite 1100, Los Angeles, Calif. 90017 (213) 623 1194

’COMBINED MEETING
BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE

PARATRANSIT OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE
OCTOBER 25, 1990

BOSMEMBERS PRESENT

Name

Davld Fe~h~erg
George Sparks
TomBachman
B~r~ ~__ Brazill
Bill Forsythe
Jim Parker
Debbie Fredrickson
Mike Uyeno
John DiMario
Mark Malone
Larry Torres
Cathi Cole
Cara Rice
Bob Hildebrand

Santa Monica
Arcadia
Claremont
Comme~e
"Culver City
Foothill Transit
Gardena
LA County DPW
LADOT
La Mirada
Long Beach
Montebello
Norwalk
Redondo Beach
Torrance

PAROS MEMBERS PRESENT

George Sparks
Buffy Ellis
Evelyn Freeman
Rudy Siordia
Hong Liu
Catherine Gray
Judy Lynn Gries
Heather Menninger
Rick Barrett
Amy Ho
Martin Gombert
Arsen Mangasarian
Don Rogers

PVTA
DAVE Services ,~
Rancho Palos Verdes
AlmansorCenter ~
Lancaster
Jewish Family Service
E.S.G.V. Consortium
AMMA/Lanterman Reg. Ctr
Diversified Paratransit
Commuter Transp. Svcs.
ATE Management
LADOT
Culver City Paratransit



Steven Brown
John Ek
Bob Huddy
Barry Samsten
Tad Mayeda

Rebecca Barrantes
Ellen Blackman
Renee Berlin
Jami Carrington
Deidre Heitman
Patti Holmberg
Rex Gephart

OTHERS PRESENT

LACTC STAFF PRESENT

SCRTD
SCRTD
SCAG
SCAG
AMMA

Richard DeRock
Bryce Little
Dale Royal
Jim Ortner
Cynthia Pansing
Claudette Moody
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~OTE: This meeting was held as a combined meeting of the Bus Oper-
ations Subcommittee (BOS) and the Paratransit Operations Subcommit-
tee (PAROS) because the items discussed under the Legislative
Update were deemed to be of mutual and urgent concern.

CALL TO ORDER

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

APPROVAL OF OCTOBER 4, 1990 BOS MINUTKS

With no changes, approval of the October 4, 1990 minutes was moved,
seconded and approved.

LACTC DRAFT 1991 LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Claudette Moody, LACTC, explained that the Legislative Program is
an official Commission-approved document which outlines priorities
for policy issues LACTC staff and hired lobbyists are to concen-
trate their efforts. This year’s report will follow a new format to
conform with LACTC’s new geographical Area Team divisions. Moody
said that the Legislative Program report draft will be sent out to
all committees for comments in’December, 1990.

LEGISLATIVE UPDATE

Richard DeRock, LACTC, announced to BOS and PAROS members "that
Assemblyman Cannella has agreed to sponsor legislation in support
of five accessible transit policy issues. The new bills will call
for:

I. Statewide uniform definition of "handicapped";

Standards designating which wheelchair/scooter models are
transportable;

3. Steps to streamline paratransit driver licensing;

o Statewide minimum standards for serving the physically
handicapped; and

Regional coordination of social service agency transpor-
tation.

DeRock noted that improving the paratransit driver licensing proce-
dure is particularly timely because Assemblyman Katz has expressed
interest in applying the existing time-consuming requirements onto
fixed-route drivers, as well. Also, DeRock mentioned that the Cal-
ifornia Association for the Physically Handicapped (CAPH) has off-
ered to help draft the statewide minimum standards for paratransit.
And lastly, DeRock noted that the Metropolitan Transportation Com-
mission (MTC) will take the lead in coordinating social se].-vice
agency issues.



Stephanie Griffin, Chair of BOS, stated that of the five accessible
transit policy issues mentioned, two issues are of mutual concern
for BOS and PAROS members: (i) a statewide definition of "handi-
capped"; and (2) minimum standards for paratransit (especially 
it relates to the Federal American Disabilities Act (ADA)).

George Sparks, Chair of PAROS, says that all five issues of mutual
concern and stated that he envisioned the next step is to create a
set of working groups to deal with each individual issue, thus
dividing the workload. Claudette Moody, LACTC, added that "We have
until March, 1991, to introduce new legislation, and that will be
the start of a 2-year session."

On the issue of wheelchair/scooter standards, Deidre Heitman,
LACTC, asked DeRock if LACTC has been in contact with wheelchair/
scooter manufacturers. DeRock replied "No," but he senses that the
trend is that manufacturers avoid certification for transporting
their chairs for fear of insurance liability. Jim Parker, Gardena,
added that SCRTD has already compiled good data on wheelchairs and
scooters as a result of a Transportation Faire held a few years
ago. At the Faire, a wide assortment of buses with lifts and dif-
ferent chair models were available for hands-on demonstrations.

On the issue of statewide uniform definitions, a PAROS member said
he was concerned about the range of ages used to define "elderly"
across the state. Stephanie Griffin stated that this could be an
additional item for discussion.

Another PAROS member expressed the opinion that the discussion of
these five legislative issues is "really a secondary issue to the
primary concern: Who is responsible for paratransit after ADA?"
DeRock cautiously agreed, adding that language in the ADA outlines
who can be responsible for paratransit and what percentage of their
operating budget they are obligated to spend.

In an effort to reach a consensus, George Sparks stated that, as
PAROS Chair, he saw the goal of the meeting was to agree on a com-
munication process between BOS and PAROS on the Paratransit issues.
Claudette Moody recommended that BOS and PAROS share agendas and
have their Chairpersons hold periodic meetings. In addition, a
PAROS member recommended that LACTC staff work with both Chairs to
choose priorities among the paratransit issues based on timing/
urgency.

The two Chairs, Griffin and Sparks, decided that a joint BOS/PAROS
Working Group will work with LACTC staff to identify priorities for
paratransit issues.



LACTC INCENTIVE PROGRAM

Rich DeRock, LACTC, informed the members that, as required by
SB 826, LACTC maintains an inventory of social service transporta-
tion providers and encourages the creation of consolidated trans-
portation agencies. Efforts to identify those functions wlhich can
be consolidated (driver training, risk management, etc.) continue
at LACTC. These activities are funded by the Proposition A Incen-
tive Program.

On the issue of risk management, Birgit Brazill, Culver City,
shared with the group that when a bus rider transfers to a second
or third bus, he or she is still under the original carrier’s lia-
bility.

Jim Parker, Gardena, asked for an update on Incentive project ap-
plications. DeRock responded that no new projects are being con-
sidered, just on-going funded projects.

ENERGY CONTINGENCY PLAN

Jim Ortner, LACTC, distributed a preliminary draft of the outline
for LACTC’s action plan before and during an energy crisis. Ortner
requested comments by Thursday, November i, 1990.

TRANSIT SERVICE EXPANSION PROGRAM

Dale Royal and Rex Gephart, LACTC, informed the members that there
was no change in status since the October 25th BOS meeting: No Ser-
vice Expansion Project proposals had been approved and the Planning
and Mobility Improvement Committee is awaiting more information on
energy contingency and other issues before making a recommendation.

Jim Parker, Gardena, asked Gephart if he had received a letter from
the California Bus Association regarding Transit Service Expansion.
Gephart replied, "Yes," that he had seen a copy of the letter ad-
dressed to Nell Peterson. Gephart said, "In essence, it says: let’s
get the money spent. The Commission voted to spend the dollars and
now the PMIC is holding the bag." Gephart added that staff and the
PMIC became cautious because higher parking and fuel prices may
have changed priorities.

LACTC REORGANIZATION

Dale Royal handed out an Area Team "Yellow Pages" guide which lists
all of the LACTC Area Team staff members and their areas of
expertise.

REGIONAL EXPRESS BUS MAP

Cynthia Pansing, LACTC, invited operators to examine a rough draft
of a five-county map illustrating express bus routes. Operators
were asked to check the accuracy of the routes and schedules. The
publication date will be December, 1990.



NEW BUSINESS

Air Quality Legislation - Rebecca Barrantes, LACTC, distrib-
uted a summary of transit provisions in the Clean Air Act, and
said, "No guess on whether Bush will sign the bill." In addi-
tion, Barrantes announced that there is a meeting on clean-
fuel vehicles at AQMD, Monday, October 29, 1990.

Bus Electrification - Jim Ortner, LACTC, reported that the
Commission committed $750,000 for a study to identify up to
five routes that would be good candidates for buses powered by
overhead electricity. The study will evaluate cost, flexibil-
ity, and earthquake impacts.

ADJOURNMENT



Los Angeles County
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October 2, 1990

M~MO TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT :

BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE - 11/8 MTG.
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE - i0/i0 MTG.

NEIL PETERSON

ROLE OF TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC)

On June 27, 1990 the LACTC approved the Planning and Mobility
Improvement Committee (P&MIC) recommendations .(attached) 

Review and recommend an expanded and multi-modal ro-le for
TAC.

2) Establish a working group to "refine the roles of TAC and the
subcommittees and to define the policy and technical issues
that should be brought before TAC."

Attached are previous background reports on this matter.

Before initiating the working group to review the role of TAC,
staff would like further discussion with TAC on this issue.

At the October 10 meeting, staff would appreciate it if TAC members
would come prepared to discuss this matter further including the
following questions:

i) What

¯

¯

¯

¯

¯

matters should come before TAC:

Technical/programming criteria for evaluating
projects/programming funds?
Fund programming recommendations by staff and consistency
with adopted criteria?
Technical/transportation implications of new routes,
major projects , technologies?
Technical review and comment on other agencies’ regional
programs, AQMD, Caltrans, SCRTD, others.
All modes?
Other?

Leading the Way to Greater Mobility



TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE - i0/I0 MTG.
ROLE OF TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC)
October 2, 1990/Page 2

2o How should TAC be organized?

Should the Bus Operations Subcommittee (BOS) report
through TAC?
On all issues?
Selected issues, which ones?

Establish a Highways and Freeways Subcommittee?
¯ Regular meetings?
¯ As needed (e.g., during development of STIP)?

PREPARED BY: DAVID E. BARNHART
SOUTHEAST AREA DIRECTOR

SON
Executive Director

NP:DB:mao
Attachments



~une 5, 1990

Los Angeles Count,
Tr;)ns~orCation
CoP’mission

818 West Sever~ Street
~s Angel~.
~li~ ~17
Teh 213

PLANNING AND MOBILITY IMPROVEMENT COMMITTEE - 6/14
MEETING

NEIL PETERSON

ROLE OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC)

ISSUE

Given ~l.e changes within the LACTC, the Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC) has requested guidance from the Commission 
its role within the LACTC;

RECOMMENDATION

Review and recommend an expanded and multi-modal role for TAC.
Authorize Commission staff to establish a working group which
includes committee and sub-conittee chairs, to refine the roles
of TAC and the subcommittees and to define the policy and
technical issues that should be brought before TAC.

BACKGROUND

TAC members have requested a review of its role by the
Commfssion, under the reorganization of the policy committees
and staff.

AB 1246, which created the Commission, mandated that the
Commission establish a technical advisory committee~ TAC’s
membership and functions have been reviewed, amended, and
redefined three times in the past five years. In 1985, policy
was established on bringing to. TAC "all major transportation
policy issues based on technical assessment and requiring action
by the full Commission." In 1988 TAC’s role was defined as "the
primary source of technical advice regarding intermodal issues,"
and its membership was expanded to include the Chamber of
Commerce, Automobile Club of Southern California, South Coast
Air Quality Management District, Commuter Computer, Association
of Local Transit Administrators, and Private Sector Transit:



Plan~ing and Mobility Improv-ment Committee - 6/14 Meeting
Ju~s 5, 1990
Page 2 of 3 -.

operatorsl At the same time, items from the Bus Operations
Su~co~tee (BOS) and Para~-ransit Operations Subcommittee
(PAROS) were exempted from going ~hrough TAC. In 1989 TAC’s
role and membership were expanded to include providing technical
advice on SAFE issues.

Members of TAC have expressed an interest in a review of TAC’s
role within the Commission. This request was initiated by TAC
discussions of its role and by an awareness that some policy
items are being presented to the policy committees without TAC
review and comments. A comparison of the action i~-m- going
~hrough TAC during the current fiscal yea~ and four years ago
emphasizes the change in its policy review and prloritization
role from a consideration of all transportation modes to a
pr~y Eocu~on highways progr~-.~ng. ~A~i~--reg~l-ar-meet~ng
in May, TAC discussed its role. Members saw value in TAC’s
identification of technical criteria and effects inreviewing
policy rec~-.~ndations and providing the views of
representatives from a wide range of ~Tanspor~ation modes. At
the sRms tame, m-~ers expressed a s~rong interest in receiving
guidance from the Commission, believing that, in the long run,
the role of TAC depends on what the policy oow~ttees want from
it.

In addition to TAC’s interest, this is an ideal time for a
review and possible redefinition of the role of TAC. In July,
Co~ission staff dealing with transportation modes and policies
will be organized into area te~m- focusing on multi-modal issues
and solutions. The policy countless were recently reorganized
to bring a multi-modal focu~ to policy discussions and actions.

And the Commission’s role as a congestion management agency
similarly will involve a focus on multi-modal solutions to
problems. With this change from single-mode transportation
issues to multi-modal, and with TAC’s role previously defined in
multi-modal te~ns, staff recommends a review of the role of TAC
and the mode-based subco~-.it~ees.

Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission review the
current end potential roles of TAC and provide guidance on
possible revisions and/or expansions of TAC’s role. Following
this discussion, staff proposes to brin~ together a working
group of subcommittee and policy committee chairpersons and
staff to review these suggestions and prepare reco--.endations on
the roles of TAC and the subcommittees.



Planning "and Mobility Improvement Committee - 6/14 Meeting
J~e 5, .1990
Page 3 of 3

Attachment I to this memo s-~arizes the action items which went
through TAC during FY 1989-90 and FY 1985-86. Attachment ]:I is
the memo which provided the basis of discussion at TAC’s May
meeting; the two attachments to that memo present the relevant
sections of AB 1246 and the LACTC Administrative Code
identifying the functions of TAC, and the list of agencies and
committees currently represented on TAC.

PREPARED BY:

Man get of Transportation Programs
Fiscal Analysis

NP:RKM: EB

A:MISCI:TACROLE

ELLEN BLACKMAN
Transportation Analyst II



PARATRANSIT
PARATRANSIT
PARATRANSIT
pROP A
FISCAL
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TDA
OTHER
HIGHWAY
HIGHWAY
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HIGHWAY
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HIGHWAY
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HIGHWAY
HIGHWAY
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SAFE
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SAFE
SAFE
SAFE
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ATTACHMENT I

TAC ACTION ITEMS - FY 1989-1990

Specialized Transportation Coordlnallon Aclion Plan
Proposed Federal Regulations - Mobllily lot the Disabled
Handicapped Accessiblity Policy - Proposition A Local Return
Proposition A Account Reconolliatlon
FY t 989-90 Consolidated Audits (Proposition A and TDA) - Contract Renewal
Melhodology Ior Eslimatlng Populations el Newly Incorporated Cities
Population o! TDA Arlicle 8 Area
TDA Program Guidelines
Research on Parking Subsidies (SCAG Request: Co-Sponsor)
Combined Road Plan Turnback to Non-Attributable .Urban Areas
Recall and Allocation - TDA Article 3
Commuter Transportation Services - Funding
FY 1990-97 TIP - Flexible Congestion Rail/Rail BQndlng Elemenl
Regional Rldeshadng Services
Regional Combined Road Plan Policy and Allocations
P~oposltlon A/Regional Combined Road Plan Trade
Combined Road Plan - Dralt Expondllure Plan
HOV Lane Vtolalion - Fund/Guidelines
Allocation el HOV Lane Vlolatlon Revenues
TDA Article 3 Allocations
Combined Road Plan Policies
Cosl Overruns on Route 105 Construction
Smart Corddor Implementation
Aulhodzatlon - Study of Use of Flood Control Channels as Transporlatlon Corridors
Combined Road Plan Lapsing Policy
Ports Highway Improvements Financial Plan
FAU Loan to City of Pasadena
Amendment LACTC Admlnlstralive Code - TAC Membership
Call Box Siting Study - Contractor
Cellular Call Boxes
Call Box Sign Maintenance
Carl Box Technology lot Roule 105
SAFE Expenditure Plan
Funding lot Route 105 Call Box Services
RFP - Call Box Design and Inslallalion
Invesilgalion el Methods to h~fprove Call Box Access lot Disabled Persons



TAC ACTION ITEMS - FY 1985-1986

FISCAL
HIGHWAY
HIGHWAY
HIGHWAY
HIGHWAY
HIGHWAY
HIGHWAY
HIGHWAY
HIGHWAY
HIGHWAY
HIGHWAY
PARATRANSIT
PARATRANSIT
PARATRANSIT
PARATRANSIT
PARATRANSlT
PARATRAN$1T
PROP A
PROP A
PROP A
PROP A
RAIL
RAiL
RAIL
RAIL
TDA
TRANSIT
TRANSIT
TRANSIT
TRANSIT
TRANSIT
TRANSIT
TRANSIT
TRANSIT
TRANSIT
TRANSIT

FY 1985-86 Proposition A Local Return Program Audits
Appeals to Catlrans’ Proposed Slale Highway Project Delay List
Approval el List el Projects lot 10 Year Highway Plan
FY 1987-91 Highway TIP Approval and Air Quality Cor~lormlty Funding
Ports Highway Improvement Financial Plan Amendmer~t
Regional bikeway System Report
Regional FAU Proposition A Fund Trade
Roule 30 Environmental Impact Statement
Route 91 HOV Lane Report
State Highway TIP AdoptiOn
TDA Article 3 Recall, Extension, Allocation
Amendment el Article 4.5 Communlly Transit Incentlve~ Policies
Continuing Development el Additional Service Coordiqatlon~ Guidelines
Development of Addlllonal Service Coordlnallon Guldeilines
FY 1986-86 UMTA Section 16(b)(2) Applications
FY 1986-87 Proposition A Discretionary Fund Incenliva Program Granls
Revised Surraglonal Incentive Funding Policies and R~gulatory Alternatives
Applicability o! Prop A Non-Compotillon Requirement to Capital Projects
Contract CIIles Request: Reconslderallon o! Policy on Use o! Prop A LR !or Street Repair
Prop A Local Return Program - Proposed Service Coordination Guidelines
Proposition A Local Return Special User Group Issue: Policy and Procedures
Century El Segundo Extension Route Re!inement Report
Century El Segundo Extension - Selection el Yard Silos and Southern Limit for Environmental Clearance
Century El Segundo Extension: Recommendations oi Alignment and Length
Evaluation el Automated Operation on Century/Coast Rail Transit Line
FY 1986-87 TDA Article 8 Unmet Transit Needs: Flndings and Recommendations of Hearing Board.
Approval o! Pro~ects lot Modeling SCAG’s RTP
FY 1986-87 Overall Work Program Criteria lot Specie, I Projec,ts
FY 1986-87 Overall Work Program Short-Range Tra~tslt Plan UpdatelSpeclal Project Recommendations
L.A. County FY 1987-91 SRTP and TIP
Performance Audit RFP ,
Pedormance Audits - Approach
Service Notification Policy
Transit Oporalor Perlormance Audit Plzase II
Transil Perlormance Measurement Program - Read(jplion Options
Transportalion Zone Guidelines



ATTACHMENT II

April 25, 1990

w~wO TO:

FROW:

~um~ECT:

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE - 5/9/90 MEETING

~EIL PET~RSON

ROLE OF THe. TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

ISSUE

Questions have been raised by members of the Commission’s
Tec.hnlcal Advisory Committee (TAC) as to what role TAC can and
should play amonq-~ke restructured policy committees and bet~’een
~LACtiC.and its constituencies. Correspondingly at issue is the
leve~ of commitment required of TAC members and Commission staff
to properly suppo~c a pro-active TAC role.

RECOM/~KNDAT~ON

TAC review i~s role and membership, as revised,
redefined role as warranted.

and recommend a

~C~GROUND

The Technical Advisory Committee is one of only ~-do committees
which were established by AB 1246, the legislation creating LACTC.
That legislation mandated the establishment of a technical adviso-
ry committee and defined its mm~hership. The membership and
functions of TAC have been amended and redefined by Commission
actions since its creation in 1977. Attachment I presents ~Lhe
relevant sections of AB 1246 and the LACTC Adm/nistrative Code as
amended in September 1989. Attachment I! is a list of the
agencies and co~ittees currently represented on TAC.

In May 1988, in a~ effort to improve efficiency and reduce staff
agenda-production workload, the C~ssion defined the role of TAC
as "the primary source of technical advice regarding intermodal
issues." To accomplish this, TAC’s m-~ership was expanded to
include the Ch~m~er of Commerce, Automobile Club of Southern
Califol-nia, South Coast Air Quality Management District, Co~uter
Computer, Association of Local Transit Aaministrators (ALTA), and



Technical Advisory Committee - 5/9/90 Meeting
page 2 of 2

the Private Sector Transit Operators. In August 1~89, TAC’s
membership and responsibilities were expanded once again
includ e providing technical advice on SA2E issues.

With the restructuring of the Commission’s policy committees, and
with some items going directly to these committees without review
by TAC, concerns have been raised ak~ut the role of TAC.- Issues
which.determine the role TAC can play include:

ere types of items.sent through TAC to ere policy
committees and the Com~ssion;

the level and ex~cent of participation on TAC by the
agencies represented on TAC; and

the role which TAC defines for itself as the technical
advisory group to the LACTC and information medi~u~
between-~reLACTC, ioc~! j~isdic~ion~_and other
constituents.

As a sta~ing point for discussion, staff recommends ~hat TAC
me~ers review ~his memo and attachments and discuss the follcwihq
issues:

What

what
a)

c)
d)

is TAC interested in dealing with?

do TAC members feel they can contribute:
technical assisuance on transportation issues?
support for LACTC legislative actions by cities and
agencies?
analysis of issues?
paz~cicipation in local meetings, workshops, etc.?

Following discussion by TAC, staff will prepare recommendations
for revisions of TAC’s role as r~/uired.

~.r.~ BLAC~%N
Transportation Analyst II

¯
Mana~f ~ran_si~ Programs, Fiscal Analysis

Executive Director

A:tacrole



ASSEMBLY BIT,L NO. 1246

Division 12 - County Transportation Commissions

Chapter 3 - Administration

130105. The commission shall:

(d) Appoint, not later than July I, 1977, 
citizens’ advisory committee, which meu~ership
shall reflec~ a broad spectrum of interests
and all geographic areas of the county.
Members of the s~aff of the commission, as
determined by ~he oo~ssion, shall be avail-
able to aid the citizens’ advisory committee
in its work.

(e) Appoint a technical advisory committee 
representatives from all of the transit opera-
tots, all of the cities and the county, and
the Depar~men~ of Transpoz~cation, and such
ot~er advisory committees it deems necessary.

LACTC ADMIN~STRATI~FE CODE

Article 3 Subsection 2.. Technical Advisory Committee

Function - Subject to the supervision of the
Commission, the committee shall provide tech-
nical assis~anc~ ~o the Commission and to ~he
Service Authority for Freeway Emergencies by
reviewing and e~aluating the various
transportation proposals and alternatives
within Los Engeles County. The cc-,,~.ttee
shall review, cx~ment upon and make
recommendations on such matters as are
referred t~ it by the Co~ssion.



Aaencv ~embers

City of Los Angeles 3

County of Los Angeles 3

League of California Cities (L0CC) 5

Caltrans 2 *

Southern California Rapid Transit District (SCRTD) 1

Bus Operations Subcommittee (BOS) 2

City of Long Beach~

Paratransit Operations Subcommittee (~AROS) 2

Los Angeles County Transportation C~ssion (LACTC)

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 1

Commuter Computer 1

South C=ast Air Quality Management. District (SCAQMD) 1

Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce 1

Southern California Automobile Club 1

Private Sector Transit 1

Association of Local Transit A~nist~ators (ALTA) 1

California Highway Patrol (C~P) Telecommunications 2*

Communications Representative i**

30 members, 27 ~otes for non-SAFE it-m~
30 ~tes for SAFE items

*only one vote except for S~FE issues.
**Only votes on SAFE issues.

A:\TACROLE Rev: 08/28/89
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Part IV ,

Department of
Transportation
Urban Mass Transportation
Administration " "

49 CFR Part 630
Uniform System of Accounts and
Records and Reporting System;
Proposed Rule
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Federal Register / Vol, 55, No~ !56 / Monday, August 13, 1990" / Proposed l~ules

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Urban Mass Transportation
Admlnistmtlon

¯ 49 CFR Part 630

[Docket No.

RIN No, 2132-A~

Uniform System of Aecount~ and
Records and Reporting System

AGENCY:. Urban Mass Transportation
Administration (UMTA), DOT.
ActioN: Advanced notice of proposed
rulemaklng.

"SUMMARY:, The Urban Mass
Transportation Administration is
eva]uatLng the Uniform System of
Accounts and Records and Reporting
System (the "Section 15’"program} to
determine its future direction. The
.evaluation includes consideration of
fundamental questions about the "
objectives of section 15, the current or..
potential usefulness of the data, and the
overall strengtbe und weaknesses of the

~.~m. Based on the evaluation"
will identify and implemei~t

improvements to the program. UMTA
requests public comments on what
direction the section 15 program should
take in the future, the usefulness of the
data base to all constituencies of the

Transportat~o~ Administration, ~.of : consultants, researchers, and industry
Capitatand Formula Assistance, [ ._:~O~_| - ’suppliers. In addition, the section 9
36~-1645, 400 Se;~enth Street. SW,~..:."-. -: block grant program apportions
Washington, DC 20590. . -..- ~-~: approx~mataly $1.5 billion In UMTA
SUPPLEMEWrARY INFORMATION:- : ¯. 8nmt funds annually based on a

TaMe of Co~tenta .: statutory formula which in pad uses

I. hfroduction. ¯ :i : = section 15 data. No grant may be made

IL Major Issues."
mzder section 9 unless the applicant and

¯ - ~. . any person or organiz.stion to receive

1A’. DGeoE~ sIS:cut~ 15 am soti’~, i. ,.:.-’ benefit~ directly¯ from the grant are each
"legislative intent? progr m~.: ~,..!~...:.. sub.ted to both the Reporting System

2. How successfully does the program ser~ and the Uniform Systems of Accounts
the requizements of a br~ad range of :. : ’, and Records prescribed by section 15,
current and potential data users? " Frem the perspective of production of

3. What should be the future dlrectio~ of ... ten annual reports, UMTA is considering
the program? ." .. _~ :, f~mdamenta] questions about the

B. Structural Issues. -::~: ~. ~ .::. Objectives of the program and its
1. How many reporting levels shouk[" :.~ ’~’-~ : ~ ~t_ and we -- "isec on 15 ha e, and should level~,....- ..... ]dentif~ng potential hnprovements. Inrepo~n8 be volunta~ or ma~dato~ .~ . .............

. -:’., aecmm8 wnemer ~o monll~ me sys[ems,g. How frequently should reports be made~-, .,,, ...
3. Should reports be made ~’~¢ I~e overa~ ~.~ : U/~ITA will balance the benefits of the

operations of a b-ansit system or s~m]d~ : da~ to a broad range of constitutent
some details be aeparated bff m0c~R:: ,,.i ~, -~;.-~r~ups that currently or potentially

4. Should capital expense reiSorfi~ ~’ -’~ : "= ~. ;Lz~t use the data, against the costs to
rev~sedorexpande.d? "’ .,-.:.~ ~’.~. operatore of reporting and to UMTA of

s. Should.d ~e~nographlc data be rev’.~md o~ ~’.~. deve]opin8 the annual data bases.
......... - . -. A~ p rt of zts revzew to determine

the data base be modified? ~ ~ :~ ~’: ~ rarm’e atrechons lot me sectmn 15

and mhted ~mes. : - . ~.n~ recommendations from experts
A. Basic Information. ="-7~= :~ representing operators, public agencies,

¯ B. C~/~l Rxp~. ~-.: .L~ :~ -.~:tmd other constituencies of the transit
C R~venue~. .... . ~ .:." ~ "~"’ := ~nstry, UMTA has recaive~Ldet~iled
D. Operating Expenses. ’ recommendations and proposals from
E. Other F’mancial Data.. the UMTA section 15 Reporting Systemtransit industry, the burden of reporting, F. Non-Financia| Operatb,-g Data.

and proposals to change the structure .iV. Appen.d/x ~..~,~,~Fegatien of Funcl~on~ :: Adv/sory Comnfittee and the American
and content of the data base, UMTA " ¯ ’: for ~:pen~e Cl¢~ification.. :.:,~ .. ""Publlc Transit Association {APTA)

’ ...... ’section 15 Committee. UMTA has alsoencourages all comments, but in V. Bibliography.
particular, those that consider trade-~ff~ - VI. P~l~o~
between the value of data re]ative to the
burden of reporting. Comments can
range from those addressin~ general
issues, for example, the ]ring-terra
objectives and priorities for the
program, to those addressing the value
of specific details, for example, w,h.ether
information on capital expenses qr
farebox revenue should be expanded,
deleted, or redefined.
oA~s: Comments must be submitted by
November 13, 1990.
AODRESS~S: Comments may be mailed
to Office of the Chief Counsel, ~
Legislation and Regulations Division,
UCC-10, Urban Mass Transportation
Administration. Department of
Transportation, Room 9316, Docket 90-

L Introdu~O~ ....
. The Unitor~n System Accounts and

Records and Reporting System were
authorized in 1ff~4 zmder section 15 of
the Urban Mass Transportation Act of
1964. as amended, and prescribed in
January, 1977. as called for in the law.
The requirements and procedures
necessary for compliance with these
systems are se~-forth at 49 CFR par~ 630.
Section 15 requh’es the Secretary of
Transportati(m to establish a uniform
system of accounts and records and a
reporting system to collect and
disseminete public mass transportation
financial and operating data. Over 500
public transit operators use the s~ction

received comments from other
representatives of the public and private

~-. sectors and academia.
UMTA welcomes suggestions on

areas where improveme.nt is necessary.
Cemm~ents could include: how useful the
eection 15 systems are to all elements of
the transit industry;, how its value might
be improved: assessment of current
proposals to modify the systems; and
additional insights or proposals.

Based on industry comments and
proposals and those in response to this
Advance Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking {ANPRM], UMTA will
propose modifications to the program in
a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
{NPRM). review comments on the
NPRM, develop and pablish a Final

B, 400 Seventh Street SW., Washington,
DC 20590. All comments received will be
available for examination at the above
address between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m.,
Monday through Friday. Receipt of
Comments will be acknowledged by
UMTA if a self-addressed, stamped post
card is included with comment.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:. "
Susan Brown, Urban Mass

15 systems to record summary .. -. ’: Rule, and make program changes, as
information in annual reports to UM~_ .~..i l~equired.
UMTA applies quality checks to the
reported data, works with reporte/’s.to :::-~ ~a~or ~ssues
correct errors, and publicly distributes :’ "i~ UMTA is particularly interested in
data in reports and on computer .med/a, ~. f~,mments on the fundamental purpose

Section 15 information is used ,f~.)~f_ ...t~ .s~"¢t~on 15 systems, and whether
management and planning by tran~! :~:~,.~ f-hesystem~ should continue or be

¯ systems, and policy analysis and ~:~:,~.;,aish/ficantt F modified in the future. The
investment decision-making at all,~- qneSfion~ framed and issues identified
of governmenL It prov/des a resodrce forV"ln th~s Section are intended to focus and



encoursge comments, and are not
exhaustive. The evaluet|on will consider
all concerns related to the systems.
Additional issues ond proposals related
to the specific forms referred to/n this
section are discussed in section IIL

(1] Does the-Section 15 Pr~ram Satisfy
Le~slative Intent?

As stated in section 15 of the Ac~, the

(3) What Should be the Future Direction 
of the System~Should They Continuo~

Shoed ~o~’~r~ ~emade to the"
structure, centenL and ~phad~ ~r~. : :
applications of’ th~ s~stems?.Some "
proposals recommend] ~a! the future
emphases of the program should be on
improving data quality imdencoornging
successful date appliestlon~.thro0gh the
application of new data base
technology. Onecomment ls that uM’rA

Uniform System of Accounts and could play a more prcective role ~n
Records and the Reporting System were promoting local Use of the section 15

to be designed to provide information on. systems, includin~ " ’ ¯ "

which to base pla~nlno forpublin demonstm~ons or~|n~n~- Related
transportation service~and public "proposals inqlu, de~ i -~.~...~ . ~

sector investment decisions at all levels a. Provide interested reporters with

of government, software that would perfo~mbaS~c .
validation checks before the section 15LrMTA is’evaluating how successfully report is filed with UMTA. The report .section 15 satisfies its original would be filed in machlne-rendabla

objectlves.Perhaps the objectives ̄ form. ~ : -’ ¯ .-
should be redefln .ed, broadened, or b. Require operators to calculate and
clarified in forth~0mi~ reanthorization report a set of performonce measures.
legislation. Have the requirements of the This might improve data accui’acy and
transit industry for information and the ¯

¯ make section 15 data and its .ability of operators toprovide applications more apparent to localinformation chenged in any ways that
should be reflected incha ~n~ed

managers. -: ~ -
c. Explore eddlno geographic codesobjectives for section 15 or in how the that would allow section 15 data to besystems are m~n-bed? integrated with Census, Federal

One view is that the Reporting System H/ghway, or other related data bases
is best suited for national pot~cy through geographic information systems.
analysis, and unsuited for local
management or pl~nnlng of operations. B. ,.~t~ucturol issues
Is ~h~ a roaseunhle view? Does this This sectlon.focuses on proposals to
imply that du~alt~ should be reduced? change fundamental aspects of the
Another view is that transit managers, structure of the section 15 systems.-
state Departments of Transportation, These proposals and related issues cut
and other public agencies re~j heavily across severul components of the

¯ on the =~stem~, partica]ar~ their systems or eddre~ areas ident~ed by
uniformity, for pe~u~,,~ce evaluation commenters as major weaknesses.
and comparison of productivity among Proposals to mod~j specific components
peer groups of operators. If t~s view is or the systems, ~nclurlln~ data reported
reasonable, should these applications be on many of the [orm~ mentioned in
encouraged, and should the original section, are elaborated upon in section
purpose be modified to be more explici~ El.
about such applications?

(1) Row Many Reporting Levels Should
(2) How Saceessful]y Does the Prod’am There Be, and Should the Level of
Serve the Requfrements of a Bread Reporting Be Voluntary or Required?
Range of Current and Potential Data

A major characteristic of theUsers? ¯ " ¯ ¯ : - ; Reporting System structure is the use of.
¯ How effective is section I5 at ~ ̄  .- different reporting formats. The required
~rnviding in.formation for the overall’ [R] level applies to all operators and
transit industry, including federal, state, specifies the minimum data that must be
and regional policy-makers, local transit reported by all beneficiaries of UMTA
operators, consultants, suppliers, and section 9 funds. Operators have the
academic researchers? How has section option of reporting additional details at
15 been successfully applied, and whet= any of three voluntary [A, B, or C) 
has it proved inadequate? Consider/as levels. In 6rder Of dets/l,the A level ¯
theimpassibility of est/sfying all needs requires ~e most |n~6rmation, followed
of all data users, while I~mlting the cost~ by B. C, and R levels. ¯
and burden of reportage0 doe= the ..~ Although UMTA suggests that -.
current structure, ~ormat,. and content- - operators with certain fleet sizes report ̄
represent a successful compromise at specificvoluntary levels, this is not a .
among competing interests, or are ̄ - requlrement.Operators that received

Information Systems are obligated tO"
report at voluntary levels. Several of the :
lazgest operators report at R level, while
some small Operators report at vuluntar~-.
levels.

The only difference between required
and voluntary levels of reportLu8 i~ id
the amount of data~ provided for
operating expenses and revenues. All.
other information is required of a.ll "
reporters and is filed on the same forms.
Voluntary levels of expense and
revenues have the same basic structures
as the required leveLbut expand into ....
greater detaiL There is no difference in
the underlying Uniform SYstem ~f "
AccountS and Records.

Should voluntary rep~c~nti~ue,.
considering ~e nsefnlnesso~ a da~a
base that provides different ]evels of...
financial details for di~erent operators7
Is a subset of the national data base "
with more detailed information of value-
for important analysis o~" does i~ ’i ....
encourage biased results? ~s the current
~stem urmecessarily burdensome or
excessively detailed? is. the principle of
a minimum required and one or more
detailed voluntary levels ~asonab|e; rmr
ShOuld aN levels be required? Is the "
current approach a sound compromise.
c0nsiderfl~ possible resistance- to .
required reporting for all report .er~f’, .
different abilities to provide acco_untin~.
details, and the interest pf analysts
detailed ddta? How many levels should
there be, whether required or voluntary?

UMTA invites additional comments
and proposals on reporting levels that : ..
ad&ess trade-offs between reporting
burden and use~ul.nees of details, and
t~e usefulness of details that are
reported by some but not at| operator.

Proposals that recommend different
combinations of voluntary and required
levels are fm~..~ar deve|oped in section

(2] How Frequently Should Reports Be
~ade?

Should the requirement that section 1,5
reports Be filed armual]y be mortified to
require reports every second or third
year? The law itseli" does not specify the
frequency of reportin~ Should reports
be less frequent for certain categories of
reporters; for example, those with small
fleets, serving small urban areas,
operating certain modes, or oporatin~
under contract, or for certain categories
of data? What effect would these: ̄
changes have on data quality and :
usefulnese for different applications,
including national state, or regional "
policy analysis, or local management ;.. "
and planning? What effect would this- ~
hev~ on reporting burden 8nd data!~:b~
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. -" " (3) Should Reports Be Made for the. -" . .become increasingly important .
" ~verall Operstions of a Traasit System ̄ improve capital ex~nse information by

br Should Some Details Be Separated by developing standardized procedures or
Mode?~ . . . - " ¯ adding new details.
¯Multi-mode operators report " ¯ ~ ¯ " " Current capital expense information

expenses, operators’ wages, labor years, . includes a balance sheet {Form 101} with
¯ service operated {for exaniple, vehicle : basic financial information on assets,

hours and miles}, ridemhip, and othe~ liabilities, and capital at the end of the
: data fdr each mode {for example, f6r " "
!.- ¯light rail and motor bus}. Opera’rig" " .

expenses are reported by function - ¯
{operations, vehicle andnonvehicle ’

¯ - maintenance, and administration} for
each mode. Multi-mode operators.

¯ ~ however, are not required to separat~
operating expenses by obiect class [for
example, wages, contracts, and fuel} for
each mode. Typically, a multi-mode
operator will.use residual expense’

. categories (joint expenses} for object
class expenses not:allocated to specific
modes. Revenues and balance sheet

¯ information are also not allocated to "
.. modes. .... " ..

Should modal details be eliminated ̄
¯ and only system-w/de totals be provided

. " by multi-mode operators? Should ....
additional modal separation be required
or should the structure be cbengod to
add modal details that can be reported
voluntarily? For example, farebox and -
other revenues are only provided as ̄
system-w/de totals, although modal

¯ fares can be reported as a voluntary "
memo item. Should fide approach
continue, or should fares by mode be
required?

It is important that UMTA understand
the ability and w/llingness of reporters
to prey/de these data. How difficult is it
for reporters to separate currently
requ/red modal data, or to make
additional separations? How useful are
modal data {for example, costs, .
revenues, service, ridersh/p} for different
t~es of analysis? In addition to .
allocation of functional expenses b~
mode, one proposal would allocate
object class expenses by mode. HoW
difficult would this be, and would the
additional details be of value?

(4} Should Capital Expense Reporting Be
Revised or Expanded?

"" ’ Tl~e Reporting System ~ollectk a"
¯ limited amount of information On dapital
expenses relative to the detail provided
on operating expenses. Some in the
industry believe that the lack of capital
costs encourages over--emphas.is on
operating costs in analyses of "
performance and alternative ¯ "-
investements, and limits thorough ̄
evaluat/on of all expenses, reven~e~,
and outputs. One view is that if the ....
proportion of UMTA grants for

-" operati~ assistance is reduced and for
c~pital assistance is increased, it will

financial year. Rolling stock, facilities,
-andequtpment are combined into a ¯ .
single category. Unl/ke operating., .
expanses, which are structured to allow
modal separation of costs, capital
accounts are not separated by modes.

In addition~ a single depreciation- ¯ -.
figore for all modes combined is
reported on the expense forms {300.
series} withno separations to identify
depreciation of vehicles or etherasset.
categories or assets by modes; The ̄
AccaantinS System does not prpvide or
recommend standardized approaches to
depreciation or require r~portere to
ident~ the approaches they use. The
amount and source of public as.siStanca
f~nds dedicated to capital are also
identified for all modes combined on ̄
Form 103; with ideni~cation of "
governmental source (local. state, and
federal government agencies), and 
method (for example, taxes or tolls}.
One proposal would clarify definitions
and add depreciation details. -

Although sources of capital assistances.
data are publ/shed in the Annual Report
and are available on diskettes,

~ depreciation and balance sheetdata ~re
only available on computer tapes.

UMTA is interested in whether the
current balance sheet is of interest to
analysts, whether its data should be
more accessible, and whether additional
information on capital costs should be
required, considering the value of the
information relative to the burden of
reporting. Should the balance sheet be
eliminated or restructured, or should
different information be collected? What
uses are made of current information?
Are any important analysesjimited
because of the lack of capital expense
details or inadequate definitions and
standardization?

Proposals to modify current capital
expense reporti~ include:

a. Eliminate Form 101 as inconsistent
across operators and of little value to
analyst~ In cantrasL another proposal
maintains that because Form 101 is the
sole source of capital cogts in the .
Reporting System. it should be retained
until an improved format is provided.. ̄

b. Retain the balance sheet but add

and provide modal breakdowns for
investment planning and analysis.

c: Add a new form to report sources
and uses of capital funds. Is there
enough standardization in the industry
to allow this report without creating
additional burdens? Could sources of
capital be reported and reconciled
against annual uses of capital without
double-counting? How useful would .the
information be?

(5) Shotild Demographlc Data 
Revised or Expanded?

Analysts are often interested in
population, land area. and population
density of the area served by section
operators. These data, epecifically ’
~lensity, are key environmental factors
"that are not subject to managerial
~o~troI, but are vital to understanding
the performance of transit operations
and potential transit markets. UMTA-is
interested in whethel’ current
demographic data should be retained.
redefined, or expanded to permit better
matches between service outputs and ’
ridership and population served, servi~:e
area, population density, or other~.
demographic factors. .

Each reporting agency is required to_.
submit along with its annual section 15
report, a statement from the local " ~
Metropolitan Planning Organ/~tion
{MPO} stating the square miles of" the
reporting ugency’a service area and its
population {49 CFR part 630}. The MPO
must use "rationalplanniug methods" to
determ!-e operational service area and
describe the methods to UMTA. In
addition, UMTA assigns a single
Census-defined urbanized area code
{UZA}, with population and surface
area, to each reporter. This code, which
is used to apportion section 9 funds, can
be an inexact measure of" service area
and population. For example, both the
New York City Transit Author/ty with
8000 vehicles and the Long Beach
Transit Authority with ~1 vehicles are
listed as serving the 15.6 million
.population New York City UZA. "

UMTA is assessing what uses have
been made or could be made of current
section 1~ demographic data. Are there
problems with accuracy or ¯ ¯
comparability between areas because
standardized methods and definitions of
service area are not specified? Are
applications limited by access to these
data? How burdensome would
standardization be? Should UMTA
recommend but not require one or more
approaches, requiring only that
reporters provide available information,

more epecifle details, including .- :... -. ¯ ¯ and describe the definition used? For
purchases of new transit vehicles and... "example~ reporters might.provide
facilities,, use o~debt finance, financial ̄  - available information un population
reserves~ and disposition of equipmenL-~ served as defined by: Political


