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LACTC

LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 403 West 8th St.. Suite 500, Los Angeles, CA 90014 {213) 626-0370
_BUS OPERATIONS- SUBCOHHITTEE“ .
: 03,1988~ 9:30 a.m.J
TACTC Maln Conference Room, 6th FI.
403 West Eighth Street
Los Angeles, CA 90014
SUGGESTED
DISPOSITION
I. Call to Order
I1. Approval of Minutes for Meeting (Item 22) Action
of February 04, 1988
I1I. Legislative Update Information
(oral Report)
IV. LACTC Funding Policy During a (Item 34) Action
Work Stoppage
V. Review of Capital Replacement (Item £5) Information
Needs
vI. Intercounty Service and Transfer (Item #6) Information
Agreements
ViIi. New Business




ITEM #2
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MINUTES

LACTC

IS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 403 West 8th St Suite 500. Los Angeles, CA 90014 213} 626-0370

BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE
February 4, 1988

MEMBERS PRESENT

Name Agency
Earl Docimo Montebello
David Feinberg Arcadia
Betty Rose-Sheldon : Claremont !
Susan Cauldwell Culver City !
Jim Parker Gardena ;
Daniel Shoeman L.A. County

Dept. of Public Works

Dan Benson La Mirada
Karen King Long Beach Transit
Catherine Cole Norwalk
Terri Stimmer Redondo Beach
Stephanie Griffin Santa Menica
Leila Procopio SCRTD
Bob Hildebrand Torrance

OTHERS PRESENT

Jim Mclaughlin L.A. Department of
Transportation
S. Cunningham Culver City

LACTC STAFF PRESENT

Shafon:Neély LT e Alan Patashnick
Mary Sue 0'Melia St - Mariko Yamagami .
Richard DeRock e ' P e e
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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 standard
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 0'Melia and mid-year adjust-
ments to the FY 1988 funding projections and allocations were dis-
cussed, The report included the 1ist of recommended amendments to
the trinsit capical program for FY 1988.

LEGISLATION

0 5B 424 (McCorquodale): Vehicle Emissions

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

Proposes a reduction in farebox';éEEVEﬁy”?éﬁidr?bf"an"dﬁgfag“'
tor serving in a county of 500,000 or less population; per-"
oomi 'mation of a productivity committee to be optional.:

Propose
ticipation®
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Sharon Neely presented AB 1063 and AB 2808 for committee com-
ments. BOS opposes both AB 1u63 and AB 2808 unless arended
as follows:

Remove potrential precedent of dividing operators into sep-
arate requirement categories, determined by population, since
only 9 out of 58 counties would be affected.

In addition, the BCS recommends the following amendments:
1. Delete PUC Section 99421 (f) on competitive biddiag.

2. Modify PUC Section 99423 to use LACTC qualifier of "Sig-
nificant Savings" to ensure reasonable justification for
contracting service. Clarify that local decision-makers
authority should be preserved.

3. Modify Sectrion 99425 to clarify that only "new or signif-
icant expansion of capacity of an existing facility" re-
quires a thorough review of competitive alternatives.

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

o) No change in LACTC reorganization status.

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

Carr® -1 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 Patashnick. Operators were invited to paztlc— o
ipate in the Guidelines Advisory Working Group whose role is :. .-
to prov;de local 1nput durxng the guldellnes rev1s;on pro—‘

SRTP route evaluatlon also dlscussed brxefly. Operators ad—
vised to review SCAG memo dated February 1, 1988. .- BTy




- Tetter (Attachment 11} and’ summarazed the SCRTD concerns”and our
'lanalysis'below-”
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ITEM #4
Los Angeles County
Transporiation
Commission
403 st Eighins Strent
/ Suite 500
mcrc Los Angeles
Cahformia 90014-30%

{213} 626-0370

February 25, 1988

MEMO TO: BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE - 03/03 MEETING
FINANCE REVIEW COMMITTEE - G3/04 MEETING

FROM: EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
SUBJECT: LACTC FUNDING POLICY DURING A TRANSIT OPERATOR WORK
STOPPAGE

I1SSUE

Allocation of subpsidy funds during a transit operator work
stoppage.

RECOMMENDATIUN

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, 1985, the LACTC transmitted a report to the Beard of
Supervisors, per their request, which evaluated SCRTD law ana lapor
proy .ions. Al tne same time, the LACTC directed staff to report
back with current LACTC policy regarding withholding operating
funds from a public transit operator during a work stoppage where
service is discontinued. 1In 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 2 work stoppage.

“Current LACTC Po]xcy

‘ N R T

‘When staff returned to the LACTC with the current pollcy of w1th-
holding operating funds (Attachment 1), SCRTD sudbmitted a letter
‘requesting consideration of several issues. Staff has reviewed the
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1. Policy prevents SCRTD from providing any service during a
strike - 1his conclusion is incorrect. LACTC's policy alliows
adjustment to the subsidy allocations if some service is pro-
viged.

2. 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.

3. Current TDA law does not require reduction of operating sub-
sidies - PUC Section $99285.1 specitically states that a TDA
allocation shall be adjusted for a strike.

Staff does not believe readopticn of current policy is necessary.
However, in order to respond to SCRTD's concern apout adequate
funding during a work stoppage, it may be appropriate to indicate
that LACTC will review tne subsidy adjustments with SCRTD should 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 8 work stoppage available to qualified
publil./private operators to provide replacement service. Continu-
ing congestion makes it imperative that as many commuters as pos-
sible be kept on public transit. Upon adoption of the policy,
staff will work with the public¢/private providers to determine the
amount of interest and capacity.

@/Rxcx RICHMOND

Executive Director

_:igtta&hméntsf;Vﬁ'“
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January 22, 1988

Mr. Rick Richmond

cks restarted, thereby greatly

their own payche
nagement bargaining/position.

weakening the ma
g sentiment on the part

ncontinue existing policy,"” there was no
RTD when that policy was first adopted.
een adopted without full

1d consider the above listed

Although we understand there is stron

of the Commission to
consultation with the
Therefore, that policy may have b
information, and we feel you shou
facts before raking final action.

spectfull

cc: RTD Board of pirectors
LACTC Commission Members & Alternates
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John A, Dyer

MICROFILMED
COPY IN RMC

January 22, 1988

Mr. Rick Richmond

Executive Director

Los Angeles Country Transportation
Comm. ssion

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.

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

such a policy.

1. 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 perlod of
tlme. T

3. The 1eadersh1p of the Dlstrlct's unlons proposed"
and the District successfully opposed an operating
. subsidy cut-off during a strike prov151on as part
< of the TDA law. The reascn for union support of
the’ proposal ‘and” manaqement opp031tlon is that it~

‘forces managément to” compromise:in’ order to get

- Southorn Calitornia Rapid Transi{ District
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LACTC Minutes _ ~4- Septembe= 22, 1982

E&FTC Actcions Regardéing SCRTD strike

° adopt 2 retroactive policy that payment of proposition A
sales tax €are reduction monies to pransit operators
pe withheld during periods. such as 2 strike, when no
transit cervice is being provided; ané

Recuest SCRTD %o document within 60 days, changes
gget due to the strike settlenent. so that

to its bu .
adjustments to the state and feceral subsidies. which

were withheld during the strike periocd., may Se mace.

for approval: seconded bY mrs. Reed.

Mr. Sanborn moved
Eeazring RO objections: potion wWas carriec.
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ICK RICHMONL; tos Angeles County
XECUTIVE DIRECTOR Attachment I Transportation
Commission
403 West Exgnin Streen

Suite 500
Los Angetes
LAch Califormia 90014

1213} 626-6370
January 15, 1988
MEMO TO: FINANCE REVIEW COMMITTEE - 1/25 MEETING .
FROM: EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
SUBJECT: LACTC FUNDING POLICY DURINS TRANSIT OPERATOR WORK :

STOPPAGE

At the January 11 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. taff has
attached for your information the policy approved by the LACTC on
Septenber 22, 1982.

! /o -

——

< RICK RICHMOND
Executive Director

Attav..;ment

RR:SN/kgb
MISC2: FUNDPOL.SN




ITEM #5

Los Angeles County
Transponation
Commission

403 West Eighth Street
Suite 500

Los Angeles
LACTC Calforria 90014-30%
1213] 626-0370

February 24, 1988

MEMO TO: BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE - 03/03/88 MEETING
FROM: MANAGER, TRANSIT PROGRAMS
SUBJECT: 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 B80S task force.

At the March 3, 1988 B80S 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 0'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.

ﬁ\\ﬁr [y 9 MX

SHARON NEELY
Manager
Transit Programs

SNiWSDId
Lam 5




1TEM #6
Los Angeles County
Transportation
Commssion
403 West Eigrtr Street
Suite 500
Los Angele
I'Acrc Cairc Evi ()SOO‘ 3-3064

(213 626-0370

February 25, 1988

MEMO TO: BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE - 03/03 MEETING

FINANCE REVIEW COMMITTEE - 03/04 MEETING

FROM: EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

SUBJECT: INTERCOUNTY SERVICE AND TRANSFER AGREEMENTS

ISSUE

Intercounty service and transfer agreements.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Approve recomendations contained in the staff report related

to tne Riversiae County Transportation Commission's propasal
to competitively bia SCRTD Line 496.

2. Adopt 2 policy to require that all Articlie 4 TDA recipients
accept transfers from adjoining county operators as valid
payment towards the receilving operator's base fare, effective
July 1, 1986.

3. Autnorize the Executive Director to execute a contract with an

:ndependent 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 Bernardino County
agencies. Typically, the net cost {cost less farebox revenue) of
.these lines is split according to the mileage operated in each
county.  For example, on Line 496 (Riverside to downtown Los

Angeles), RTA and San Bernardino Association of Governments pay
.SCRTD. the net cost of miles operated in their counties; the LACTC

.via the subsidy allocation formuia, subswdxzes SCRTD for m11es
operated within L.A. COunty.

W‘th other” operators %o prov1de theseﬁserVices;ﬁ
broke down"on transfer’and pass acceptance‘recxprocity

St
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MEMO TO: FRC - 03/04 Meeting
February 25, 1988
Page Two

In May, 1987, Riversige County Transportation Commission {RCTC),
san Bernardino Association of Governments (SANBAG), Orange County
Transportation Commission {OCYC), and Orange County Transit Dis-
trict (OCTD), requested LACTC assistance in resolving these disa-
greements witn SCRTD. LACTC staff has met with SCRTD and the coun-
ties on several occasions in an attempt to equitably resolve the
service and transfer issues.

At this point, some issues relating to Line 426 have been resolved;
however, the broader issues relating to interagency pass and trans-
fer reciprocity require further work. The actions recommended in
this report will allow RTA to proceea with contracting Line 496 to
a private operator, while work continues on reselving other out-
standing issues.

For clarity, staff's recommendations have been divided into three
issue areas: contracting of Line 496, intercounty cash fare trans-
fers, and interagency pass transfers.

Contracting Line 496

SCRTD operates Lines 496 (San Bernardino-downtown Los Angeles) un-
aer 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. All three counties have conducteq a
cost analysis and believe that an annual cost savings of up to $1.6
million could be realized between the three counties, 3if service
were competitively bid.

Attachment 1 provides 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 E) Monte Station. Both LACTC and RCYC staffs
reccmmend (b).

Since the SCRTD would no longer operate the service, the District
would save an estimated 31,062,000 annually in operating costs.
_And, since there is a two-year lag in the LACTC subsidy allocation
calcu]ation, the SCRTD would continue to recelve credit for operat-
ing these services for two more yedrs. This means that the SCRTD . .
‘could apply the s1 million saving to reduc1ng the budget deficit” Orf”
to adeed service on over- crowded ]1"95-"‘nu. ;

Staff is propos1ngrthat-the LACTC dvrectly sub51dlze that portion
of;co¥§r§ct serv1ce operated in L A, County (estxmated at .$271,000
annuaid y ;@ : :







