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La Mirada
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S. Cunningham
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L.A, Department of
Transportation

CuIver City

LACTC STAFF PRESENT

sharon ’Neely ................. Alan Patashnick
Mary Sue O’Mel~a ............................... Mariko Yamagami ..
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CALL TO ORDER

APPROVAL OF MINUTES FOR MEETING OF JANUARY 21~ 1988

Minutes approved with the correction to Minutes for January 13
1988: ,

"Claremont and Montebello supported changing the farebox
recovery standard but did not necessarily support staff
recommendation to increase the farebox recovery stando~d
to 40% for FY 1989 and to 45% for FY 1991 and there-
after. La Mirada was absent and did not vote."

TRANSIT PRODUCTIVITY COMMITTEE (TPC) REQUEST FOR STUDY REGARDING
THE COST OF FARE COLLECTION

TPC study on fare collection costs and receipts will include a
survey of operators’ fare collection data. Staff distributed sur-
vey data sheets which will be completed by operators by April 1
1988. ,

FY 1988 MID-YEAR FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS AND TRANSIT TIP AMENDMENT

Staff report distributed by Mary Sue O’Melia and mid-year adjust-
ments to the FY 1988 funding projections and allocations were dis-
cusseH. The report included the list of recommended amendments to
the t~nsit capi~al program for FY 1988.

LEGISLATION

o SB 424 (McCorquodale): Vehicle Emissions

Impacts of the recently enacted bill on transit operations
were presented by Richard DeRock.

o AB 1063 (Leonard):
...... . ..... ~..:., , :~’. ..~. ..~ ~’~ .... ~. : : ..~

Propos~ ~: ~reduc~i0-n in ...... " ...... " .......... ’""farebox re~o:~ry =::~.~tiO~ :for" an" Ope~a;:" ....".’:!:;..:.:..:..
¯ -.-.,,:........ tot serving in"acounty of 5oo,o0o’or less"population;per-.". .... ’:::
¯ :..:’,:i mlts.formati0n"of.~ .productivlty committee to be optlonal ’; :"

o ~....~:.: :.’.".::!/:’.~./.
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Sharon Neely presented AB i06~ and AB 2808 for committee com-
men~s. BOS opposes both AB iu63 and AB 2808 unless amended
as follows:

Remove potential preceden~ of dividing operators into sep-
arate requiremene categories, determined by population, since
only 9 oue of 58 couneies would be affected.

In addition, the BOS recommends ~he following amendments:

i. Delete PUC Section 99421(f) on competitive bidding.

2o Modify PUC Section 99423 to use LACTC qualifier of "Sig-
nificane Savings" to ensure reasonable justification for
contrac+ing service. Clarify tha~ local decision-makers’
authority should be preserved.

Modify Section 99425 to clarify ~hae only "new or signif-
icant expansion of capacity of an existing facility" re-
quires a +horough review of competitive alternatives.

LACTC is participating in joint, bill with SCRTD (Senator
Russell - sponsor) to increase management¯ rights for collec-
-~ive bargaining and allow SCRTD to contract.

No change in LACTC reorganization status.

LACTC FUNDING AVAILABILITY TO OTHER TRANSIT SERVICE PROVIDERS
DURING A WORK-STOPPAGE

C~vr:-d over +o next meeting - March 3, 1988.

NEW BUSINESS

O Private Sector Forum meeting to review FY 1989-91 SRTPs on
March 2, 1988, was announced. Operators were advised to sub-
mit SRTP sections on private sector efforts one week before
the March 2 meeting.

o Proposition A Local Return Guidelines revision process dis-

cussed by Alan Patas.hnick. Operators were invited to partic- "
ipate in the Guidel~nes Advisory Workin~Grou~ Wh6se role is
to provide local input during the guidelines revision pro- .~ ~......

¯ cess. ’ ..... ¯" ~." "~. .~.. /:....", ~.: . ~-..~..;-.~.~..i~/~""ii/~:.i.:i "./i~.,~,:,.! "., .; ̄  ~i~. ,!~. :"i .,.,..i ~"~ ,~.....
,¯ ’ .... ¯ ,i/.¯,~.ii, i¯~ i~¯;"~,;~¯~!i-~ ~I¯¯¯, ̄ :¯~¯ ~¯¯ ¯~: ¯,:¯ ,:%~ ;¯~¯¯"¯¯:¯¯. ¯¯¯,¯-¯, ~: ̄ ̄  ̄  ̄  ̄  ̄ ¯ :’?iī~ -¯:¯i,¯ ¯ii¯: ,¯’~ ¯¯¯¯¯~~i ¯ i!~;~¯¯,¯,¯ :¯;¯’ ¯!’¯~¯¯~!, i¯¯’ i~ ’i¯~ ¯~ ~.,,¯: ¯¯ . ̄ ; :,,.,¯,¯: ¯~¯

¯ ¯ ,:.., .... .. . .. , .. .... . ! ..... ~, ~.~’,.~,~ .,~. ,., ....~ .....;.. ,,..~:~, ...,?.. ~,., .... ~. .....!.

~.~,: ~: . . ... o " SRTP rou~.e evaluatlon ¯also discussed briefly. Operators ad-
[~" ?~~~./:: :.":!.. ~sed to review SCAG memo dated February 1 ~ 1988 ~" .~i,.i. . .i~ ~i!i..i .!.~

.̄i ’..: ’..’ ;<i:~"::
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ITEM #4
Los ,Rngeles County
Transporl~tton
Commission

Suite
Los
Cahfom~a ~14-30%
~213~ 626-0370

MEMO TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE - 03/03 MEETING
FINANCE REVIEW COMMITTEE - 03/04 MEETING

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

LACTC FUNDING POLICY DURING A TRANSIT OPERATOR WORK
STOPPAGE

ISSUE

A11ocation of subsidy funds during a transit operator work
stoppage.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the LACTC establish a policy to allocate sub-
sidy funds withheld due to ; work stoppage to qualified public/
private operators to provide replacement service.

BACKGROUND

In January, 198B, the LACTC transmitted a report to the Board of
Supervisors, per their request, which evaluated SCRTD law ana labor
p~us ~ions. ;kt the same time, the LACTC directed staff to report
back with current LACTC policy regarding withholding operatin(~
funds from a public transit operator during a work stoppage where
service is discontinued. In addition, since the staff report noted
the potential for an SCRTD work stoppage in the summer or fall of
1988, the LACTC directed staff to return with a proposed LACTC
policy on whether alternate service providers (public or private)
should be funded with the withheld funds during a work stoppage. ¯ ...... ..,..

When staff r~~~r~e~-~6~i~h~:LACTC with the current poijcy of
holding operating funds (Attachment I), SCRTD submitteda letter

i:"" ~ reqi, estingconsideration of several issues. Staff has"reviewed the
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Policy prevents SCRTD from providing any service during a
strike - This conclusion is incorrect. LACTC’s policy a11ows
adjustment to the subsidy a11ocations if some service is pro-
videO.

Funds are needed to provide security - Again, the conclusion
that 100~ of the operating funds would be withheld by LACTC is
incorrect. Adjustments to the SCRTD subsidies would be made
to reflect security and needed administrative costs during a
work stoppage.

Current TDA law ooes not require reduction of operating sub-
sidies- PUC Section ~99285.1 specifically states that a TDA
aI|ocation shall be adjusted for a strike.

Staff does not believe readoption of current policy is necessary.
However, in order to respond to SCRTD’s concern anout adequate
funding during a work stoppage, it may be appropriate to indicate
that L.ACTC will review the subsidy adjustments with SCRTD shoul~ a
strike occur. Based upon SCRTD’s current overhead rate, SCRTD
should expect to receive about 20% nf the subsidy funds during the
period of the work stoppage and 100% of the capital funds.

LACTC Funding Policy for Other Public/Private Providers During a
Work Stoppage

Staff recommends that the LACTC establish a policy to make subsidy
fund~ withheld during a work stoppage available to qualified
publ~/private operators to provide replacement service. Continu-
ing congestion makes it imperative that as many commuters as pos-
sib]e be kept on public transit. Upon aQoption of the policy,
staff will work with the public/private pr.~viQers to determine the
amount of interest and capacity.



January 22,

Mr. Rick Richmond -2-

1988

own paychecks restarted, thereby greatlytheir the management bargaining~ position.weakening

Although we understand there is strong sentiment on the part
of the Commission to -continue existing policy," there was no
consultation with the RTD when that policy was first adopted.

Therefore, that policy may have been adopted without full
info~ation, and we feel you should consider the above listed

facts before taking final action-

~/~R~spectfully,

cc: RTD Board of Directors
LACTC Commission Members & Alternates



Attachment

John A. Oye,
Genera. ~,~anage~

MICROFILMED
COPY IN

January 22, 1988

Mr. Rick Richmond
Executive Director
Los Angeles Country Transportation

Co’m~ission
403 West Eighth Street, Suite 500
Los Angeles, California 90014

Dear’ Mr. Richmond:

Subject: LACTC Consideration of Funding Policy
in the Event of a Strike Against SCRTD

It is our understanding that the LACTC will be considering a
policy position on withholding of operating funds from the
RTD in the event of strike by one or more of the District’s
unions.

Although the LACTC established such a policy in 1982, it has
never been implemented, and we believe the following facts
should he considered as the LACTC debates the readoption of
such a policy.

It will prevent the RTD from providing any service
during a strike, even if some employees are willing
to cross the picket lines as occurred during the
last OCTD strike.

2. Unless some funds are provided, neither facility
security nor support for the management negotiation
team can be provided, effectively forcing the RTD
to stop negotiating and leaving all facilities and
equipment unsecured for an undetermined period of
time. . ~. :... ,:.. " " " -

3. The leadership of the D~str~ct s unions proposed. ...... ....... ..::.::<
and the .District successfully opposed, an operating ¯ .

¯ ..:... .., .. ’, .....,. subsldy cut-off during a str~ke provision as par-- ..: :.:..I,~,~.:L:~. :..

.....:.,. ;.,. :........: ...,; !,., :. ’, .





xECUTIVE OIRECTC~ Attachment I "l’~ansporl:atlon
Commission

~e ~

{2131626-0370

January 15, 1988

M~MO TO:

FROM:

SUBJECt:

FINANCE REVIEW COMMITTEE - 1/25 M~ETING

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

LACTC FUNDING POLICY DURING TRANSIT OPERATOR WORK.
STOPPAGE

At the January ii meeting, the FRC requested staff to return with
the action taken by the Commission in 1982 regarding LACTC’s
funding policy during a transit operator work stoppage. Staff has
attached for your information the policy approved by the LACTC on
September 22, 1982.

ICK RICH~OND
xecutive Director

RR:S~/kgb
MISC2:FUNDPOL.SN



ITEM #5

February 24, 1988

MEMO TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE - 03/03/88 MEETING

MANAGER, TRANSIT PROGRAMS

REVIEW OF CAPITAL REPLACEMENT NEEDS

In June, 1987, transit operators submitted capital asset inven-
tories to the LACTC for use in developing a long-range forecast of
bus capital replacement needs. This forecast is to be used as a
basis for future capital program guidelines, which are currently
under review by a BOS task force,

At the March 3, 1988 BOS meeting, summary results will be pre-
sented, along with nperator-specific information. This informa-.
tion is for your review. Any errors should be reported to Mary
Sue O’Melia of my staff by March 24, 1988.

The forecasts, prepared from the individual operator capital
assets inventory, are useful in preparing and reviewing capital
project requests. They do not, however, take the place of the
TIP.

SHARON NEELY
Manager
Transit Programs



ITEM
Los A~’~geIes Coun~
Transportation

403 V~est
Su~{~. 5~

(2~ 31 626-0370

February 25, 1988

MEMO TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMI41TTEE - 03103 MEETING
FINANCE REVIEW COMMITTEE - 03104 MEETING

EXECUlIVE DIRECTOR

INTERCUUNT~ SERVICE AND TRA)ISFER A~REEMENTS

ISSUE

Intercounty service and transfer agreements,

RECOMMENDATIONS

Approve recomendations contained in the staff report related
to the Riverslae County Transportation Commission’s proposal
to competitively bio SCRTD Line 496.

o Adopt a pollcy to require that all Artic]e 4 TDA recipients
accept transfers from adjoining county operators as vali~
payment towards the recelving operator’s base fare, effective
July I, 1988,

Autnorlze the Executive Director to execute a contract with an
:noepenoenc consultant to resolve the interagency pass and
transfer issues.

BACKGROUND

For many years, the SCRTD has operated intercounty transit service
under contract with Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardlno County
agencies. Typically, the net cost (cost less farebox revenue) 

¯ these lines is split according to the mileage operated In each .. "
............... Cd~nty; .... For example, on Line 496 (Riverside to downtown Los .:..,:.C~.~::..

Angeles), RTA and San Bernardino Association of GOvernmentS
¯ .SCRTD. the net cost of miles operated in their counties; the LACTC,:.,..I :#::~..i:

vla the subsidy allocati.on, fo~mula, subsidizes SCRTD for mile~:".:’iii.,:"~::,C..ii~:iC..il,i:=.
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In F1ay, 1967, Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC),
~an Bernardino Association of Governments (SANBAG), Orange County
Transportation Commission (OCTC), and Orange County Transit Dis-
trlct (OCTD), requested LACTC assistance in resolving these disa-
greements With SCRTD. LACTC staff has met with SCRTD and the coun-
ties on several occasions in an attempt to equitab|y resolve the
service and transfer issues.

At this point, some ~ssues relating to Line 496 have been resolved;
however, the broader issues relating to interagency pass and trans-
fer reciprocity require further work. The actions recommended in
tn~s report will allow RTA to proceed with contracting Line 496 to
a private operator, while work continues on resolving other out-
standing issues.

For clarity, staff’s recommendations have been divided into three
issue areas: contracting of Line 496, intercounty cash fare tr’ans-
lets, an~ interagency pass transfers.

Contracting Line 496

SCRTD operates Lines 496 (San Bernar~ino-downtown Los Angeles) un-
der contract to San Bernardino and Riverside Counties. The subsidy
is paid to SCRTD by each county on a net cost per mile for miles
operated within each county. A}l three counties have conducte~ a
cost analysis and believe that an annual cost savings of up to $I.6
million could be realized between the three counties, if service
were competitively bid.

Attachment I provioes specific detail on Line 496 operation in Los
Angeles County. There are two options for competitively operating
Line 496: a) operate service as currently provided; or b) terminate
Line, 496 service at El Monte Station. Both LACTC and RCTC staffs
recommend (b).

Since the SCRTD would no longer operate the service, theDistri~t
wou’ld save an estimated $1,062,000 annually in operating costs.¯

. ........And, since there is a two-year lag in the LACTC subsidy a11ocation .... ......
Caiculatlon, the SCRTD would continue to receive credit for operat-
ing these services for two more ~e~rs. This ¯ means that...the SCRTD ;~ .......

could apply the S1 million saving to reducing the budget ’defiCit".~Or"":::~:~,.~:.

.,, to added service o~ overJcrowded lines,
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SCRTii argues that aoditional service would have to be added between
the Li Monte station ano downtown L.A. because of the transfers at
El Monte Station. SCRTD has been unable to provide passenger
boarding data which substantiates this claim. There are 136 bus
trips pullinq out of the El Monte Station to downtown L.A. during
the morning peak hours and only two Line 496 morning peak hour
buses. The reverse would be true for the afternoon.

For these reasons, staff recommends the following actions related
to Line 496:

Support RCTC’s and SANBAG’s request to competitively bid
Line 496 service. Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) will take
’the lead role in bidding the service.

Line 496 service would operate on an open door policy in Los
Angeles County (SCRTD currently operates on a closed door
policy), terminating at the E1 Monte Station.

LACIC staff will develop a funding mechanism for subsidizing
the Line 496 service in Los Angeles County and report back to
LACTC before the subsidy agreement is approved. The mechanism
will include the understanding that LACTC will receive federal
funding credit for Line 496 miles operated in L.A. County., It
is estimated that LACTC subsidies for Line 496 service would
not exceed $271,000 for FY 1989.

The Line 496 service will be accessible to the transportation
.i:ab]eO.

SCRTD will no longer operate Line 496 but will continue to
receive $1,061,944 formula subsidy credit for FY 1989 and
FY 1990.

SCRTD AND RTA will accept cash transfers issued by the other
operators as base fare for connecting service.

7. RTA will reimburse SCRTD for costs associated with use of El

" .......... ........’ ............- ...... ~ ...,~."~.::~-:...~?.L’,...::,~.:: " " :
Monte Station ....... - .......: ....

i.’.:.GL: ..’:,~......’.: ..: .....
Intercounty, Cash Fare Transfers - Currently, Orange Co-u~ty~:RiV6f~
side County and San Bernardino have policies which require the lo- ’"

.,~,, . .,.cal operators to acceptSCRTD transfersas valid toward the base~ ...........
~: .... fare; LA,~TChas"a=~policy to require operators"within LosAngeleS
¯ ,.I.I~=:..:..,:....,".T..~ County .’ tO~do . the same thing , ’but has no-pol icy: for, .tn.~ercounty. ;~:~:: .:=.,:ii
¯ .:i.:."i":!:.).iiii..i.~:~~an~ferls~!-(see"Att~dhment.,II ). LACTC staff bel~.ev~s.""a~ ~eciproca] :’~::"?"
~U :. :=".,~L,=~.~ t~an~fe~,~’:,~oli~’~,:fo~.~..p~t~ns:~croSsing..-~~he~ .c6unty/l i.ne~,.,..~.h.ou] d~.E "~;:~~
.... ~::" ~ :, :.. ..:: :~}~ tablished i:h:Los .Angel ~: Coont~;"a~~T~a"Condi~iOfi.~: L:6f
:.~ .~,.’: ~ , :~.~: . ’f U n ds ( L BPTC" ~a s"suc h: ~:", icy.outrent]y) ..............

.... ’T f’"’ : ’".~ ....... ’:-.~


