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DISPOSITION
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MINUTES
LACTC

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

~US OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE

AUGUST 2, 1990

MEMBERS PRESENT

Name Aqency

Jim Parker
George Sparks
Tom Bachman
Birgit Brazill
Roger Chapin
Michael Uyeno
John DiMario
Debbie Frederickson
Mark Malone
Larry Tortes
Cathy Cole
Phyllis Cannon
Stephanie Griffin
Steven Brown
Bob Hildebrand

Gardena
Claremont
Commerce
Culver City
Foothill Transit
LADOT
La Mirada
Los Angeles County DPW
Long Beach
Montebello
Norwalk
Redondo Beach
Santa Monica
SCRTD
Torrance

OTHERS PRESENT

Michele Kremer Culver city
Hal Suetsuga SCRTD

LACTC STAFF PRESENT

Julie Austin
Jami Carrington
Rich DeRock
Rex Gephart
Deidre Heitman
Bryce Little
Margarita ortiz
Alan Patshnick
Dale Royal
Rita Vega-Acevedo

FILE:BOSMIN



I. CALL TO ORDER - B.O.S.

II. APPROVAL OF JULY 5, 1990 MINUTES - Action

With no revisions, the July 5, 1990 Minutes were moved,
seconded, and approved.

III. TRANSIT SERVICE EXPANSION PROGRAM - Information

Dale Royal, LACTC, introduced a new application form created
for operators to use in applying for Transit Service Expan-
sion funds. The three-page application asks for basic finan-
cial and operating data for each project proposal and is due
on Friday, September 7, 1990.

BOS members raised questions about how the projects will be
evaluated. Issues discussed included:

- reserved service area/ service duplication
- farebox recovery ratio requirements
- formula funding eligibility

At the close of the discussion, BOS members made a motion to
call a special meeting in early September to review all the
project proposals and LACTC staff’s recommendations. The
motion was seconded and approved.

IV. TDA CLAIM REVISED INSTRUCTIONS - Information

Julie Austin, LACTC informed the members that a revised set
of TDA Claim form instructions is available, slightly altered
from the set of instructions mailed out in July, 1990.

V. LEGISLATIVE UPDATE - Information

Deidre Heitman, LACTC presented a summary of five anti-
graffiti bills:

(1) AB 3580 - introduced by Assemblyman Katz, AB 3580 allows
a city or county to levy a tax on the sale of felt tip
markers and aerosol paint, using the revenues to fund
graffiti removal and prevention. SCRTD and LACTC sup-
port the bill.

(2) SB 2448 - introduced by Senator Diane Watson, SB 2448
would create a graffiti abatement district, which would
expand the authority of the California Youth Authority
and juvenile court wards to remove graffiti and compen-
sate property owners.

(3) AB 3844 - introduced by Assemblyman Willard Murray, AB
3844 outlines an approach to punishing graffiti offend-
ers, including fines, parental responsibility, and
graffiti clean-up community service. The Governor has
signed the bill into law.



(4) SB 1097 - amended into an unrelated bill by Senator Art
Torres, SB 1097 would make it a misdemeanor to sell
aerosol paint to non-commercial consumers. LACTC
opposes the bill.

(5) SB 1977 - authored by Senator Quentin Kopp, SB 1977
would allow a court to suspend, restrict or delay for
one year the driving privilege of anyone 13 years or
older if convicted for acts of graffiti.

Next, Richard DeRock and Deidre Heitman, LACTC, reviewed
amendments to AB 4089, the paratransit service bill. Amend-
ments discussed included:

- no exclusion of scooters and other wheeled devices
- trip prioritizing allowed in cases of "financial

burden" or "farebox and capacity burden"
- certain rules apply to "handicapped", but not for

"disabled" transit services

BOS members concluded that AB 4089 needs clarification and
made a motion to oppose AB 4089. The motion was seconded and
approved.

VI. REQUIRED DRIVER TRAINING - Information

Dale Royal, LACTC, informed members of the DMV’s 60-day
extension of the driver training deadline for drivers whose
licences expire in July, 1990.

VII. LOS ANGELES FESTIVAL - Information

Mike Uyeno, LADOT, reported that the Los Angeles Mayor’s
Office was prepared to go the Commission with a request for
funds to reimburse the following operators for additional bus
service during the two-week arts festival: Gardena, LADOT,
Montebello, Santa Monica, SCRTD, and Torrance. The festival
begins August 31, 1990.

VIII. FY 90 CONSUMER PRICE INDEX - Information

Rex Gephart, LACTC, explained that he used the Commission’s
CPI calculation procedure to arrive at a FY 1990 annual
average rate of inflation of 5.5%. A handout was passed out
to illustrate the CPI rate calculation.

IX. NEW BUSINESS

Election of BOS officers for 1990-91 will be conducted
at the September BOS meeting. Birgit Brazill, Culver
city, was appointed chair of the Nominating Committee.
The current officers are:

Chair - Jim Parker, Gardena
Vice Chair - Bob Hildebrand, Torrance
Secretary - Stephanie Griffin, Santa Monica



(New Business continued)

o The Los Angeles Mayor’s office has officially announced
one of its appointees to the SCRTD Board, who would also
serve on the new joint board shared by LACTC and SCRTD.
The new appointee is Councilman Richard Alatorre.

X. ADJOURNMENT
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BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE
SEPTEMBER 6, 1990

MEMBERS PRESENT

Name Aqency

Jim Parker
Birgit Brazill
Mark Malone
Larry Tortes
Cathy Cole
Stephanie Griffin
Ellen Gelbard
Bob Hildebrand

Gardena
Culver City
Long Beach
Montebello
Norwalk
Santa Monica
SCRTD
Torrance

OTHERS PRESENT

Steven Brown SCRTD

LACTCSTAFF PRESENT

Donna Barrett
Rich DeRock
Patti Holmberg
Deidre Heitman
Claudette Moody
Neil Peterson
Dale Royal



CALL TO ORDER - BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE

APPROVAL OF AUGUST 2, 1990 MINUTES

Because the meeting failed to reach a quorum, no action was
taken on this item. The item will be revisited at the October 4,
1990 meeting.

ELECTION OF 1990-91 BOS OFFICERS

Because the meeting failed to reach a quorum, no action was
taken on this item. The election was rescheduled for the Octo-
ber 4, 1990 meeting. The candidates, to be elected by secret
ballot, are as follows:

For chair - Stephanie Griffin, Santa Monica
- Bob Hildebrand, Torrance

For chair - Stephanie Griffin, Santa Monica
- Bob Hildebrand, Torrance

For Secretary - Birgit Brazill, Culver city
- Mark Malone, Long Beach
- Michael Vyeno, LADOT
- A1 Reyes, SCRTD

LEGISLATIVE UPDATE

Deidre Heitman and Rich DeRock, LACTC, presented information on
three bills:

(1) SB 2591 (Kopp) - regarding STA efficiency standards,
SB 2591 was sent to the Governor’s desk containing compro-
mise language worked out in a meeting between the author
and bus operator representatives, among them Santa Monica’s
Jack Hutchison. The bill specifies using cost per hour in-
stead of subsidy per hour measures and specifies using a
sliding scale instead of an all-or-nothing penalty for ex-
ceeding CPI.

(2) AB 4089 (Cannella) - regarding paratransit service,
AB 4089’s author was convinced by bus operator representa-
tives to accept amendments to the bill for bus operators
who receive TDA funds. The amendments remove language on
trip priorities, make the "handicapped" definition identi-
cal to "disabled", and adopt Medicaid wheelchair standards.

BOS members had questions about supplemental paratransit
requirements. Rich DeRock, LACTC, responded that the Area
Teams are hiring staff to be responsible for managing the
paratransit policy issues and DeRock noted that staff is
also awaiting directions from UMTA. To further define the
user definitions and service restrictions, the BOS formed a
Supplemental Transit Working Group. The volunteers for the
group are: Mark Malone, Long Beach; Larry Torres, Monte-
bello; Cathi Cole, Norwalk; Bob Hildebrand, Torrance.



(3) AB 3097 (Leslie) - regarding bus exhaust systems, the mea-
sure to prohibit the sale of buses without vertical stack
pipes has been sent to the Governor’s desk. The LACTC op-
poses the bill and has sent letters to the Governor urging
that he reject the legislation.

PROPOSITION C: HALF-CENT SALES TAX

Nell Peterson and Claudette Moody, LACTC, explained the ration-
ale behind the November, 1990 ballot measure.

Peterson admitted that the LACTC was caught by surprise in hav-
ing the tax proposal go tOthe voters at this election and com-
pete with another sales tax proposal for jails. But, Peterson
stated, the Prop C sales tax would provide much-needed revenue
to support long-term financial needs as outlined in the County’s
30-Year Financial Plans. Peterson likened the situation to a
four-legged stool, with the legs representing: (I) significant
private sector involvement; (2) federal appropriations;
(3) county sales tax revenues; and (4) state gas tax receipts.

BOS members asked for estimated allocations each city might ex-
pect and more information about how the money could be used for
transit-related streets projects. Peterson and Moody assured
members that information would be mailed soon.

TRANSIT SERVICE EXPANSION PROGRAM

Dale Royal, LACTC, asked BOS members to finalize a date for a
special BOS meeting to review staff’s recommendations to the
Planning and Mobility Improvement Committee for Transit Expan-
sion Program project selection.

NEW BUSINESS

Jim Parker, Gardena, offered closing remarks to the members,
LACTC staff, and Neil Peterson as he ended his term as chair of
the BOS.

Parker stated that he feels input from bus operators on policy
decisions has diminished over the years. Even though General
Manager’s meetings have become more frequent, Parker stated ’that
the other bus managers and staff would still like to have input.
In addition, Parker feels that it is wrong to assume that BOS
members cannot see "the big picture" oncounty-wide issues and
that it is incorrect to call the fights between staff and BOS as
unproductive or negative.

ADJOURNMENT



Los Angeles County
Transportation Commission
818 West Seventh Street
Suite 1100
Los Angeles, CA 90017
213/623-1194

SEPTEMBER 25, 1990

MEMO TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE - 10/4/90 MEETING

JULIE AUSTIN

EFFICIENCY STANDARDS LEGISLATION - SB 2591

SB 2591 legislation revises the allocation instructions for State
Transit Assistance (STA) funds. Incorporating recommendations
from the Bus Operations Subcommittee, the bill passed the Assembly
and the Senate and was sent to the Governor’s desk for signature
on August 30th.

Attached is a copy of SB 2591 and three correspondence from the
California Transit Association summarizing the intent of the bill
and urging the Governor to approve the measure.

Please review.

JULIE AUSTIN
Project Manager
Transportation Policy

JA:DR
A:SB-2591.DR3

Leadino the Way to Greater Mobility



1400 K Stree~ Suite 301

CALIFORNIA
TRANSIT
ASSOCIATION

Sacramento, California 95814 Phone (916) 446-4656

August 6, 1990

To: List

Fro: Edw2f,~/~t.~Gerber

Re: Final Redraft of El’ficiency Standards Language

Attached is the final form of the bill as redrafted after our meeting of August 3, 1990. It is
proposed to incorporate these amendments into SB 2592.

Please call me if you have any questions.

kilt:

Terry Cooper
Ed Fincke
Howard Goode
Holly Holtingsworth
Jack Hutchison
Joel Markowitz
Sharon Nealy
Roger Snob!e
Dana Woodbury

Fresno Area Express
Monterey-Salinas Transit
San Mateo County Transit District
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Santa Monica Munic.ipal Bus Lines
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Los Angeles County Transportation Commission
San Diego Transit Corporation
Southern California Rapid Transit District



MTC/SamTrans
August 2, 1990

A single, state-wide’formula would apply everywhere, except
the San Francisco Bay Area, which faces more complex coordination
needs. The formula is based on operating cost per revenue vehicle
hour. If an operator’s an.lSual change in cost per hour is below the
inflation rate, is recsive~ all the STA operating funds for which
it is eligible. If the [~perator’s cost increase is more than
double inflation, it receives no STA funds (operating or capital).
A formula provides a proportional reduction in full STA operations
allocations for operators i~hat exceed the inflation rate by less
than 100%. Only audited cost data are used, and the agency
responsible for STA al~cations may make certain specified
adjustments in the cos~ calculation. ~unds wi~hheld are
reallocated after three yea~r~ to other operators, or revert to the
state-wlde STA fund for re~llocation.

In the MTC region, a.multi-county area where there are many
operators, achievement of i~proved coordination (as defined in the
SB 602 process) is a necessary condition for receipt of STA
operating and capital fun~. In addition, MTC will continue to
evaluate achievement of’ its annually adopted productivity
improvement program. MTC Will make eTA allocations in proportion
to the operators’ achievement of those recommended improvements.

Replace Public Utilities C~de Section 99514.6:

99314.6 Except as pr~vlded in Sectloon 99314.7, the following
eligibility standards~shall apply.

(a) Except as provided in subdivision (b), funds shall
not be fully allocated for operating purposes pursuant to
Sections 9931~ and 99314 to an operator whose percentage
change in total operating cost per revenue vehicle hour in the
latest year for which!~udited data are available exceeds the
preceding year’s totalloperatlng cost per revenue vehicle hour
by more than the perce~tage Change in the Consthmer Price Index
for t~e same period. ~f the’operator exceeds that percentage
increase, the amount 0~. funds allocated by the transportation
planning agency or reslDonsible entity shall be the amount for
which the operator is ~ligible multiplied by the ratio of the "
percentage change in the Consumer Price Index to the
percentage change in the operator’s operating cost per revenue
vehicle hour. If th~’e ratio is less than one-half, the



operator shall not be eligible for any funds pursuant to
Sections 99513 and 9~314.

(b) The transportation planning agency or responsible
entity may adjust the calculation of operating costs and
revenue vehicle hours pursuant to subdivision (a) to account
for the following factors as it deems appropriate to encourage
progress in achieving ~he objectives of efficiency,
effectiveness and productivity pursuant to Article 3, Section
99244: (I) exclusion, of cost increases beyond the Consumer
Price Index for fuel, ~iternatlve fuel programs, insurance, or
state or federal mandates, as determined by the responsible
entity; (2) exclusion of start-up costs for new services for
a period of two years~ (3) calculation of a three-year average
to more accurately, reflect the trend in efficiency
i~pr~vement; and (4) adjustment of vehicle hours to more
accurately reflect changes in vehicle fleet composition.

(c) Funds withheld from allocation to an operator
pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be retained by the
responsible entity fo~ reallocation to that operator for two
years following the year of ineligibility. Fund~ not
allocated by the ~hird year Zollowing the year of
ineligibillty shall b~ treated as follows:

(i) Where ~here is more than one operator within
the respo~ible entity’s jurisdiction, such
unaliocated~funds may be allocated to any operators
whose cost per vehicle hour increases are less than
the Consumer Price Index. ~unds allocated for such
purposes ~Te exempt from the provisions of
subdivision: (a). The responsible entity shall
consult with the affected operators in developlng
rules and. regulation~ to implement this
subdlvision4

{2) Where ~ere is only one operator within the
respons~bleient±ty’s jurisdiction, such unallocated
funds shall revert to the State Controller for
reallocatio~.

(d) As used in this section:

(I) "Operating ~ost" is the total operating cost 
reported by the !~perator under the Uniform System of
Accounts and Rec~rds, pursuant to Section 99243.

(2) "Revenue ve~cle hours" is as defined as "vehicle
service hoers" pursuant to Section 99247.

(3) "Consumer Price Index" used for each operator shall
be the regional ~onsumer Price Index for the operator’s
region, as publls~.ed by the United States Bureau of Labor
Statistics. If a regional index is not publlshed, the



index for the State of California shall apply.

~o’l’~: Deletions from previous draft are shown in [braokets],
additions are ~.

99314.7 [A] The regional transportation planning agency
established pursuant to Government Code Section 66500 et ~~eq.,
shall apply the following eligibility standards to operators within
its Jurisdiction in lieu_~f the standards ~.e~ forth in SectioD

(a) Funds shall not be fully allocated for operating
purposes pursuant to Bectlons 99313 and 99314 to an operator
unless the operator ~as been found to have made reasonable
effort in implementi~ the productivity improvements pursuant
to Article 3, Sectlo~ 99244. T~e amount of funds allocated
[may] shall be reduca~ by the transportation planning agency
in an amount that it ~ems proportionate to the failure of the
operator to implemen~ the recommended improvem~pts. The
transportation planning agency shall develop ’rules and
regulations, in cooperation with the affected operators,
governing the allocation of any funds withheld under this
provision, subject to the limitation ~n subdivisions (b) and
(c) of this s~Ction. ,

(b) Notwlthstand~ng the provisions of subdivision (a) of
’s~hiZ~~, no operator may receive any funds pursuant to
Sections 99313 or 9S314 unless it has complied with the
applicable rules andi regulations adopted by the regional
transportation planning agency pursuan~ to Government code
Section 66516.

(c) Funds withheld from allocation to an operator
pursuant to subdivisi6n (a) shall be retained by the regional
transportation .planning agency for reallocation to %~hat
operator for two yaarm following the year of ineligibility.
Funds not allocated by the third year following the year of
ineligibility shall b~ allocated to any
Jurisdiction of the ~.ional transDortatloan Dlanni~g a~n~_y
for the purpose of imp~ovlng coordination among ~he operators,
or to any operators whDse co~t per vehicle hour increases are
less~than the Consumer Price Index. Funds allocated for such
purposes are exampt f~om the provisions ~f subdivision (a) 
~. For th~ purpose of this provision, "cost per
vehi=le h~ur" and "ConSumer Price Index" have the same meaning
as defined in Sectioni99314.6.



1400 K Street Suite 301

CALIFORNIA
TRANSIT
ASSOCIATION

Sacramento, California 95814 Phone (916) 446-4656 ¯ FAX(916) 440-4318

September 5, 1990

URGENT URGENT URGENT URGENT URGENT URGENT

To: Members of the California Transit Association

Fm: Edwar~..,, Gerber

Re: Efficiency Standards Le~slati0n; SB 2591

In a strong last minute push, we were able to pass SB 2591 (Kopp) to correct the efficiency
standards of SB 2591. The Assembly passed the measure by 48-24 on August 29th, and the
Senate by.24-3 on Augu~t-.30th.. ¯ .. ¯. ., ... ?.

Now we need to convince the Governor to sign the measure[ ’

Every transit property and our Associate members must write to the Governor in the next
ten days urging him to sign SB 2591. Please make the following points:

1. The new standards contained in SB 2591 are a necessary cleanup to the
transportation funding package of Propositions 108/!11.

California public transit.was a strong and loyal supporter of the Proposition 108/1
campaigns.

The proposed new standards are a strong and realistic’standard to promote efficient
transit operations.

o Without. this measure much of the new STA fundingwill not be available, to provide
public, transit service in this era of increasing air pollution and rising oil prices.. -

Following is a summary of SB 2951. Please send us copies of your letters to the Governor.

ACT NOW!!

(Over for SB 2591 Summary)



PROPOSED SB 2591 EFFICIENCY STANDARDS

" A single, state-wide formula would apply everywhere, except tile San
Francisco Bay Area. The formula.is based on operating-cost per revenue
vehicle hour. If an operator’s annual change in cost per. hour is below the
inflation rate, it receives all the STA operating funds for.which it is eligible.
If the operator’s cost increase is more than double, inflation, it receives no
STA funds. A formula provides a.-proportional reduction in full STA
operations allocations for operators that exceed the inflation rate by less than
100%. Only audited cost data are used, and the agency responsible for STA
allocations may make certain Specified adjustments in the cost calculation.
Funds withheld are reallocated after two years to other operators, or revert
to the state-wide STA fund for reallocation.

’!In the MTC region, a multi-county area where there are many operators,
achievement of improved coordination (as defined in the SB 602 process) 
a necessarY condition for receipt of STA operating and capital funds. In
addition, MTC will continue to evaluate achievement of its annually adopted
productivity improvement program. MTC will make STA allocations in
proportion .to the operators’ achievement of those recommended
improvements."



PROPOSED SB 2591 EFFICIENCY STANDARDS

" A single, state-wide formula would apply everywhere, except the San
Francisco Bay Area. The formula is based on operating cost per revenue
vehicle hour. If an operator’s annual change in cost per. hour is below the
inflation rate, it receives all the STA operating funds for which it is eligible.
If the operator’s cost increase is more than double, inflation, it receives no
STA funds. A fo~-mula provides a .:proportional reduction in full STA
operations allocations for operators that exceed the inflation rate by less than
100%. Only audited cost data are used, and the agency responsible for STA
allocations may make certain specified adjustments in the cost calculation.
Funds withheld are reallocated after two years to other Operators, or revert
to the state-wide STA fund for reailocation.

"In the MTC region, a multi-county area where there are many operators,
achievement of improved coordination (as defined in the SB 602 process) 
a necessary condition for receipt of STA operating and capital funds. In
addition, MTC will continue to evaluate achievement of its annually adopted
productivity improvement program. MTC will make STA allocations in
proportion to the operators’ achievement of those recommended
improvements."
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September 7, 1990

Honorable George Deukmejian
Governor of California
State Capitol
Sacramento CA 95814

Dear Governor:

The California Transit Association strongly urges you to sign SB 2591 (Kopp)
which is now before you for action~ This measure is an absolutely necessau
cleanup to a flawed provision of the transportation funding package approved by
the voters in Propositions 108/111.

SB 300 of 1989 conlains a provision establishing new standards for transit
properties to meet in order to qualify for slate transit assistance (STA) funds,
Section 99314.6 of the Public Utilities Code constrained growth in transit cosls by
an index known as "Subsidy Per Revenue Vehicle l lour". This index has never
been used in tb.e transit industu, and proved to be completely unworkable in
practice. In actual application, transit properties qualified or did not qua|if), for
STA funds. (This is demonstra|ed in Aitachment C.) This is because the SB 300
formula contains an.unduly vo!alile mix of variables. It does not meaningfully
reflect a measurement between lhe expenditure of funds and the actual provision
of transit se~’ice. Attachment>, B and C contain detailed descriptions of the
deficiencies of existing law.

The standard proposed by SB 2591 uses an established index of transit efficiency
as presently contained in Public Utilities Code Section 99247 et. seq. Under SB
2591, a single, state-wide formuht would apply everywhere, except the San
Francisco Bay Area. The formula is based on "operating cost per revenue vehicle
hour". If an operator’s annual change in cost per hour is below the inflation rate,
{t receives all the STA opera,ring funds for which it is eligible. If the operator’s
cost increase is more than double, inflation, it receives no STA funds, A formula
provides a proportiona~ reduclion in full STA operations allocations for operators
that exceed the inflation ra*e by less than 100%. Only audited cost data are used,
and the agency responsible fo~ STA allocations may make certain spedfied
adjustments in the cost calculation, Funds withheld are re~llocated after two
years to other operators, or reverl to the state-wide STA fund for reallocation.



Governor George Deukmejian
Approval of SB 2591
Page Two of Two

In the MTC region, a multi-county area where ~here are many operators, achievement of
improved coordination (as defined in the SB 602 process) is a necessary condition for
receipt of STA operating and capital funds. In addition, MTC will evaluate achievement
of its annual productivity improvement program in determining ellglbility for STA funds.
MTC will make STA allocations in proportion to the operators’ achievement of those
recommended improvements.

The practical effect of this sliding scale is to put significant pressure on transit operators
to control costs, including labor settlements. The proposed new standard is a strong and
realistic standard to promote efficient transit operations. We have prepared computer
models which demonstrate that efficiency will be encouraged. As appropriate, this
information can be shared with your staff.

Governor, California public transit was a strong and loyal supporter of Propositions
108/111. SB 2591 vdll implement these measures and provide additional funding to
strengthen California public transit in this era of increasing congestion and air pollution,
This is particularly important in a thne when rising oil prices will result in a much
greater use of public transit. SB 2591 will ensure that STA funds are available and wisely
used.

Therefore, we respectfully request your approval of SB 2591.

Sincerely yours,

Edward R. Gerber, Executive Director
California Transit Association

CO: Senator Quentin Kopp
Assemblyman Richard Katz
Members of the California Transit Association
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CALIFORNIA
TRANSIT
ASSOCIATION

A~AC~ A

o t~cfa¢ente, CalJfomi~ ~5~14 , Phone (916) 448-4856 ̄ FAX(91~) 44~-4318

~.ummary

There are three main variables in the current formula to determine the "subsidy per
revenue vehicle hour": "Total Operating Cost", "Revenues", and "Revenue Vehicle HOurS".
The interaction of these variables does not produce a measure of the efficiency of transit
operations. Several of the components of the three main variables may change withO,jt
regard to any relationship to ’trans# efficiency," thus causing fluctuations in the index
which do not accurately reflect underlying circumstances.

Because the "Subsidy Per Revenue Vehicle HouF’ is a ratio, the denominator "Revenue
vehicle Hours" exerts a strong influence on the value that is the formula’s overafl measure
of efficiency. However, in the real world, changes in vehicle hours are not necessarily
related to how efficiently a transit properly operates. Thus, ff vehicle hours go up in the
formula, the resulting decrease in overall "Subsidy Per Revenue Vehicle HOur" does not
necessarily imply that a property has become more efficient.

There are also problems with the fom~ula ’s numerator, "Expenses minus Revenues." There
are some components of these two variables which are not entirely controllable by transit
agencies. If one of these components happens to fluctuate one year despite a property’s
efforts at increasing efficiency, the property may still be penalized under this formula. In
fact, it may be impossible to limit the formula to variables that are controfled by properties.

As examples, labor settlements are not typically uniform for each y~r of the contract. The
typical pattern for a three.year settlement would be 5%-3%-2%. Similar large increases in
other costs, such as medical insurance cr alternative fuel programs, occur in an erratic
and unpredictable fashion. Expenditure increases do not occur in a straight-line fashion.
On the revenues side, revenues increase in a disjointed fashion. Passenger fares are not
adjusted annually. Thus, when the fares are adjusted, large increases occur in the initial
year, but in later years, the increase is much smaller. Advertising revenues have the same
paffern of periodic fluctuations.

In sum, the current formula iS an unduly volatile mix of variables. It does not meaningfully
reflect a measurement of the relationship between transit efficiency INPUTS (hOurS,
wages, marketing strategies, etc.) and transit efficiency OUTPUTS (level of service, often
defined as number of passengers carried). As a result, all facets of transit may be
operated efficiently, but outside factors may prevent a property from complying with the
SB 300 efficiency language.



, S E P-- i E~--°9 C~ MON 1 4 : 4T e . i~ 5

lllust[ations

we have computed the effect of the index on a selected group of transit properties. The
attached analysis shows no empirical relationship between efficiency and properties
which do or do not qualify. Foflowing are specific e~amples of counterproductive effects:

Santa Monica Municipal Bus Lines is currently in the middle of a lucrative and
efficient short-term contract to provide a shuttle service to a local college pending
construction of a campus parking facility. This contract will be terminated upon
completion of a highway access route near the college. In the meantime, the high
usage of the extra Santa Monica buses have decreased the property’s "Subsidy Per
Revenue Vehicle Hour" by producing high levels of revenue for a limited increase
in marginal operating costs. When the contract is terminated, the property’s
"Subsidy Per Revenue Vehicle Hour" will return to its pre-shuttle service contract
level. Whether this notmal level is efficient or not, it will necessarily be higher than
the level during the contract’s duration, and the property will be penalized.

BART recently built a yard to house vehicles in Daly City. The effect is to reduce
travel time of vehicles that are not carrying revenue passengers. Thus, the system
has become more efficient, but will be penalized because its overafl "Revenue
Vehicle Hours" will go down, which increases its "Subsidy Per Revenue Vehicle
Hours."

3. An extra bus may be added to a line which carries few passengers. This will
increase revenue vehlcle hours, without any regard to how this extra bus can be
utilized most efficiently. Costs will go up marginally, hours will go up substantially,
but revenue does not have to increase much.

o The formula Imposes unrealistic requirements on properties that wish to institute
new services, such as new bus routes or raft routes. In March, 1987, Sacramento
R7 opened its newly-constructed Light Rail line to the public. STA money seems
tO be Intended to fund exactly this kind of undertaking; serious efforts at congestion
relief and long-term transportation solutions. However, because new transit
services never produce revenues consistent with system-wide expenditure levels
during their first few years of operations, Sacramento RT actually experienced a net
revenue loss in 1986-87, compared to 1985.86, the year before Light Rail opened.
The agency had even cut back bus operations by 4,734 hours in an attempt to
make up for the costs of instituting 13,275 hours of new rail service, ff this formula
would have been law in 1986-87, Sacramento would_not have qualified for the STA
funds that it did receive that year. The result would have necessarily been a
reduction in service. Even in 1987-88, w,~en revenues increased approximately
7.5% from the year before, Sacramento would not have qualified. Thus the current
formula in law may seem to discourage the kind of transit service expansion that
the Transportation Funding Package is suptx~sed to encourage.
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ATTAC~NEN~
PROBLEMS HITH EXISTING SB300 STA ELIGIBILIIY STANDARD

There is already a statutory requirement (the Productivity
Improvement Program) to make annual findings for each operator
regarding efficiency, This findtng applies to the annual IDA
Increment and to all STA funds. In add~tion, the Performance Audit
requirement provides a regular, Independent check on productivity,
To add a slngle-measufe test which has the potentlal of negating the
morecomprehenslve review already required by TDA law would seem
counterproductive.

Potent~al_.Bias

The partlcular measure chosen (subsidy per revenue vehicle hour,
increased by 90% of the Consumer Price Index) is not a very direct
or precise measure of "efficiency," as it is subject to changes In
the component data which do not necessarily ~elate to efficiency
factors within the operators’ control.

"Subsl.dy? Hhile it is desirable to control costs, the subsidy
amounts in the current measure largely reflect local policy
dec|slons on 1ocally generated revenues. There Is already a
multitude of statutory exceptions to the farebox ~atio requirements
that will Influence the subsidy calculatlon.

~’Vehlcle.HouK~" The ~easure is influenced by the type of service
being provided, A simple calculatlon of vehicle hours does not
incorporate differences ~n vehlcle carrying capacities, from
m~nlbuses to art~culateds to rail cars. Operators expanding
services Into new areas would be potentially penalized by this
~easure.

~put~ttonal..Problems

Even if the chosen measure were mo~e useful, there a~e computational
problems. As it stands, the calculation is to be made for years for
whlch no real data exlst -- the budget year and the current year.

~he budget year subsidy and revenue hour data are pro~ectlons, and
the~e are no standard forecasts of CPI at a regional level.. Data
for the current year are incomplete and unaudited at the time
calculations must be made, and CPI data for the current year do not
come out until much later. The critical eligibility decisions must
therefore be made with essentially nonexistent data. Swings in the
eligibility calculation year to year would make prudent financial
planning even more difflcuit.

Source: Metropolitan Trangportation Comm,
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There Is a further problem created by the use of a slngle criterion
tied to 90~ of the inflation rate.

The ellglblllty finding Is absolute -- an operator either passes or
falls each year. If the operator missed the target, the entire STA
amount ~s withheld, regardless of by how much the target was mlssed.

By Iooklng Only at year-to-year changes, the required finding would
fall to take into account an operator’s trend in efficiency. A
sSngle "bad" year, despSte extenuating circumstances, would cause an
operator to lose funds for at }east one and probably two years.

Finally, STA programmed to be used for local match for capltal
grants should be exempt from the requlrement because it would be
Unrelated to operating efficiency and would greatly compllcate
multi-year capltal planning.




