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LACTC

LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 818 West 7th. St., Suite 1100, Los Angeles, Calif. 90017 (213) 623 1193

BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE
Thursday, March 7, 1991 - 9:30 a.m.
.LACTC Long Beach Room, l1llth Floor

818 West Seventh Street
Los Angeles, CA 90017

DISPOSITION
1. Call to Order ACTION
2. Approval of February 7, 1991 Minutes (Page 2) ACTION
ORAL REPORTS
3. Proposition A Discretionary Guidelines Revisions INFORMATION
{(Gephart)
4. FY 1992 Regional Funding Estimates INFORMATION
(Royal)
5. Update on Transit Service Expansion Progran INFORMATION
(Royal)
6. Update on Bus Overcrowding Study INFORMATION
(Patashnick)
7. Update on Bus Electrification Proposal , INFORMATION
) (Ortner)
8. Update on Congestion Management Program INFORMATION
(McAllester)
9. Update on 30-Year Financial Plan INFORMATION
(Gephart)
10. Update on Proposition C Guidelines h INFORMATION
(Austin)
11l. Legislative Update INFORMATION
- (Heitman)
12. New Business
13. Adjournment
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LACTC

LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 818 West 7th. St., Suite 1100, Los Angeles, Calif. 30017 (213) 623 1194

February 7, 1991

BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE

MEMBERS PRESENT

Name Agency
George Sparks Claremont
Birgit Brazill Culver City
Joyce Baner Foothill Transit
Jim Parker Gardena
Debbie Lehto L.A. Co. Dept. of Public
‘ Works
Michael Uyeno L.A. City Dept. of
Transportation
Rick Otto La Mirada
‘Mark Malone Long Beach
Larry Torres Montebello
Catherine Cole Norwalk
Cara Rice Redondo Beach
Al Reyes SCRTD
Bob Hildebrand Torrance

OTHERS PRESENT

Barry Samsten, SCAG

David Pilker, L.A. Co. Dept. of Public Works
Jim Seal - California Bus Association

Rudi Beuermann, SCRTD

Patti Post - Patti Post & Associates

LACTC_STAFF PRES

Dale Royal : Renee Berlin
Deidre Heitman ’ Rex Gephart
Patti Holmberg Alan Patashnick

Jim Ortner



BOS Minutes
Meeting of February 7, 1991
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CALL TO ORDER

The Meeting was called to order at 11:20 a.m.

PPROVAL OF JANUARY 3, 1991 MINUTES - ACTION

Minutes were approved as presented.
AMENDMENT TO L,.A. COUNTY TRANSIT TIP FOR SANTA MONICA MUNICIPAL BRUS
LINES -~ INFORMATION

A copy of Santa Monica's request for Section 3 dollars to fund a
purchase of ten expansion buses was presented to the members.

TRANSIT STANDARDS/CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM - INFORMATION

Patti Post, Patti Post & Associates, reviewed some of the CMP
issues which will directly impact bus operators, including data
collection and performance standards.

ENERGY CONTINGENCY FUND -~ INFORMATION
Jim Ortner, LACTC, told the BOS members that Commission staff will

incorporate concerns regarding rising prices for new buses and
storage for older buses if implementing an energy contingency fund.

LEGISIATIVE UPDATE - INFORMATION

Deidre Heitman, LACTC, proposed that the BOS Working Group on STA
allocations reconvene to prepare arguments for the Assembly
Transportation Committee testimony.

BUS OVERCROWDING STUDY - TINFORMATION

Alan Patashnick, LACTC, said a draft of the overcrowding report

‘would be available for BOS review on March 6, 1991.

BUS CAPITAL FUND PRIORITY LIST - INFORMATION
Rex Gephart, LACTC, handed out a copy of the Commission's current

capital project priorities. He said the list may change in FY 1993
to reflect the impact of ADA, CMP, and other new policy directives.
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NEW BUSINESS

Culver City and Santa Monica noted mistakes on the Regicnal Express
Bus Route Map.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 1:00 p.m.

BCS :MINUTES.BOS
DR:db
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PROPOSITION C 40% DISCRETIONARY GUIDELINES DEVELOPMENT
OPERATOR QUESTIONNAIRE
SOURCE (OPERATOR) :
DATE OF INTERVIEW:

BY (AREA TEAM DIRECTOR):

'SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ALLOCATION: ——— FOR BUS OR RATL

LACTC staff has developed a four-component approach to allocation
of the 40% portion of Proposition C (approximately $160 million
annually). Percentage ranges have been proposed based on minimum
and maximum costs to finance the various scenarios being developed
for the Commission's 30-Year Transportation Financial Plan. The
four components and approximate financial needs are as.follows:

COMPONENT I. MANDATES AND TECHNOLOGY IMPROVEMENTS (32-64%)

' The maximum scenario assumes incremental air quality
costs based on 5% annual bus growth, replacement
with methanol buses, 850 miles and 1335 buses :
electrified. It also assumes that ADA costs and new
technology costs (e.g., fare debit card) could be .
covered at high end of range. ' '

COMPONENT II. SYSTEM CAPACITY EXPANSION - OPERATING (0—-45%)
This component will also include Proposition A
excess receipts and unused operator carryover.
Assumes an application process similar to transit
Service Expansion program; existing services not
included in formula may also be eligible (TSE, rail
operations, etc.) as determined by the Commission.
Funds may also be allocated to relieve overcrowding.

COMPONENT III. SYSTEM CAPACITY EXPANSION - CAPITAL (0-31%)
: To be used for bus fleet expansion and rail
construction.

COMPONENT IV. SAFETY, SECURITY & CONVENIENCE IMPROVEMENTS (0-5%)

: Will cover maximum security costs for construction
sites, Red/Blue/Green Line operations, commuter rail
construction, and security operations not funded
from existing sources.

All 40% discretionary funds will be available for both bus and
rail. No commitments will be made which exceed funding '
limitations. Guidelines will be refined based on discussions with
operators, municipalities, and others as deemed appropriate.
Currently we are planning to establish a three-year review process
for guideline revisions. : ‘



' PROPOSITION C - OPERATOR QUESTIONNAIRE

PAGE TWO.

QUESTIONS FOR OPERATORS:

1.

What criterion would you recommend in determining eligible
recipients for Proposition C Discretionary Funds? Specify

" those entities who you think should be eligible for each

component listed above.

What thresholds or llmltatlons would you propose in the
funding allocation process for eligible re01p1ents (i.e.,
maintenance of effort, cost control cost savings potential,
ridership increase, etc )?

What specific funding allocation methodology would you
recommend to compensate bus operators for the ongoing increase
in costs resulting from implementation of new or expanded
transit service projects?

If a maintenance of effort requlrement was 1nc1uded what
would be the appropriate criterion to use in deflnlng local
revenues (Prop. A Local Return, Prop. C Local Return,
advertising & auxiliary, etc.)?



PROPOSITION C — OPERATOR QUESTIONNAIRE
PAGE THREE.

5. How could farebox recovery standards be adequately addressed
when implementing new or expanded transit service?

6. What are the Security components of your bus operations
(passenger, facility, property, etc.)? What are the current
costs to maintain existing security levels?

7. Identify the type of bus service security.improvements and
- associated costs related to providing a framework for new or
expanded bus service projects.

8. What would be the cost attributed to providing additional
transit capacity and mitigating overcrowding for bus services
provided by your transit agency? How should funding be
allocated to relieve overcrowding? .

9. OTHER COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS:
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LACTC

LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 818 West 7th. St., Suite 1100, Los Angeles, Calif. 90017 (213) 623 1183

BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE
Thursday, March 7, 1991 - 9:30 a.m.
LACTC Long Beach Room, 1llth Floor
818 West Seventh Street
Los Angeles, CA 90017

7
/4i Call to Order
Approval of February 7, 1991 Minutes (Page 2)
REPORTS

/21

ORAL
gﬁ#ﬁgﬁ Proposition A Discretionary Guidelines Revisions
FY 1992 Regional Funding Estimates
Update on Transit Service Expansion Program
Update on Bus Overcrowding Study

Update on Bus Electrification Proposal

Update on 30-Year Financial Plan
Update on Proposition C Guidelines
Legislative Update

New Business

5
s
/3f lUpdate on Congestion Management Program
/.
P
¥
e

Adjournment

DISPOSITION

ACTION

ACTICON

INFORMATICN
(Gephart)

INFORMATION
(Royal)

INFORMATION
(Royal)

INFORMATION
(Patashnick)

INFORMATION
(Ortner)

INFORMATION
(McAllester)

INFORMATION
(Gephart)

INFORMATION
(Austin)

INFORMATION
(Heitman)
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 818 West 7th. St., Suite 1100, Los Angeles, Calif. 90017 (213) 623 1193

February 7, 19891
BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE

MEMBERS PRESENT

Name Agency

George Sparks Claremont

Birgit Brazill Culvexr City

Joyce Baner Foothill Transit

Jim Parker Gardena

Debbie Lehto L.A. Co. Dept. of Public
Works

Michael Uyeno L.A. City Dept. of
Transportation

Rick Otto La Mirada

Mark Malone . Long Beach

Larry Torres Montebello

Catherine Cole Norwalk

Cara Rice Redondo Beach

Al Reyes SCRTD

Bob Hildebrand Torrance

CTHERS PRESENT

Barry Samsten, SCAG

David Pilker, L.A. Co. Dept. of Public Works
Jim Seal - California Bus Asscociation

Rudi Beuermann, SCRTD

Patti Post - Patti Post & Associates

LACTC STAFF PRESENT

Dale Royal Renee Berlin
Deidre Heitman Rex Gephart
Patti Holmberg Alan Patashnick
Jim Ortner
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CALL TC ORDER

The Meeting was called to order at 11:20 a.m.

APPROVAL OF JANUARY 3, 1991 MINUTES - ACTION

Minutes were approved as presented.

AMENDMENT TO L.A. COUNTY TRANSIT TIP FOR SANTA MONICA MUNTCIPAI BUS

LINES - INFORMATION

e L Lok T XA £

A copy of Santa Monica's request for Section 3 dollars to fund a
purchase of ten expansion buses was presented to the members.

TRANSIT STANDARDS/CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM - INFORMATTION

Patti Post, Patti Post & Associates, reviewed some of the CMP
issues which will directly impact bus operators, including data
collection and performance standards.

ENERGY CONTINGENCY FUND - INFORMATION
Jim Ortner, LACTC, told the BOS members that Commission staff will

incorporate concerns regarding rising prices for new buses and
storage for older buses if implementing an energy contingency fund.

-LEGISTATIVE UPDATE - INFORMATION

Deidre Heitman, LACTC, proposed that the BOS Working Group on STA
allocations reconvene to prepare arguments for the Assembly
Transportation Committee testimony.

BUS OVERCROWDING STUDY - INFORMATION

Alan Patashnick, LACTC, said a draft of the overcrowding report
would be available for BOS review on March 6, 1991.

BUS CAPITAI, FUND PRIORITY LIST - INFORMATION

Rex Gephart, LACTC, handed out a copy of the Commission's current
capital project priorities. He said the list may change in FY 1993
to reflect the impact of ADA, CMP, and other new policy directives.
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NEW BUSINESS

Culver City and Santa Monica noted mistakes on the Regional Express
Bus Route Map.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned-at 1:00 p.m.

BOS:MINUTES.BOS
DR:db



10.

11.

12.

PROPOSITION A DISCRETIONARY GUIDELINE PRINCIPLES
RECOMMENDED CHANGES

Eliminate all bonuses and penalties in Guidelines.

Allocate 95% of funds to operators based on current share -
20% will be called fare subsidy. Use '90 audited share for
'92 allocation. This will be the base.

Operator's maximum share over time will be base plus the ILACTC
Consumer Price Index for Los Angeles.

In the event that Prop. A funds grow faster than the CPI,
these funds will be credited to the Prop. C Service Expansion
Account.

In the event that Prop. A funds grow slower than the CPI,
operators will be credited with the marginal increase for
future years as Prop. A funds become available.

Operators retain 100% of carryover credit for 2 years after
allocation. Unused funds geo to Prop. C Service Expansion
Account.

Continue to report TPM (AB 103) annually.
Carryover funds are now eligible for capital expenses.

Operators agree to the following warranties:

a. Span/scope of service.

b. Quality of service.

c. Level of service.

d. Riders (linked passengers).

e. Contracting not effectively precluded.

£. Recognize need to control costs within CPI in order to
keep base fare increases within CPI.

g. Local contribution.

IACTC agrees to speed up Prop. A Discretionary drawndown

process:

a. Process MOU within 30 days

b. Pay maximum share monthly (1/12)

C. Reconcile last month based upon estimated actual
expenses,

d. Will work with BOS to further refine.

Any net reductions in base service subsidies would be
allocated to the Prop. C Service Expansion Account.
Definitions for restructuring the base will be developed
jointly by LACTC and the operators.

Review incentive program for consistency on:
a. Reporting

b. Entry criteria

c. Permanent funding.



}i L
khkkhkkrkkkkkhkhkhhkhhkdhhhhhbhdkhhhhhhhhhhdhddhhdbdddddddddrdhhdhhbkhhdhhhdbhdirhhthbrtitod

* LEGI-TECH BILL TEXT REPORT 03/07/91 *
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AR 347 PAGE 1
1

2

3 Introduced by Assembly Member Eaves

4 January 28, 1991

5

6 An act to add Chapter 8 (commencing with Section 15330) to Division 6 of

7 the Vehicle Code, relating to vehicles.

8

9 LEGISILATIVE COUNSEL’S DIGEST

11 AB 347, as introduced, Eaves. Commercial vehicles: ' drivers: drug

12 testing. -

13 (1) Federal regulations require regulated motor carriers to implement
14 a controlled substance testing program, in compliance with specified

15 standards, for drivers of commercial vehicles in interstate commerce.

i6 This bill would require all employers of drivers of commercial motor
17 vehicles to require both their interstate and intrastate drivers and

18 driver applicants to be tested for the presence of those controlled

19 substances in accordance with the federal regulations. Because a

20 violation of this requirement would be a crime, the bill would impose a
21 state-mandated local program. ,

22 (2) The California Constitution requires the state to reimburse local
23 agencies and school districts for certain costs mandated by the state.

24 Statutory provisions establish procedures for making that reimbursement.

25 This bill would provide that no reimbursement is required by this act
26 for a specified reason.

27 Vote: majority. Appropriation: no. Fiscal committee: yes.

28 State-mandated local program: vyes.

29

30 The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

32 SECTION 1. Chapter 8 (commencing with Section 15330) is added to
33 Division 6 of the Vehicle Code, to read: C 8. C S T
34 15330. All employers shall require both their interstate and

35 intrastate drivers and driver applicants to be tested for the presence of
36 marijuana, cocaine, opiates, phencyclidine (PCP), and amphetamines in

37 accordance with the requirements of the Federal Highway Administration,
38 as set forth in Part 40 of, and in Subpart H of Part 391 of, Title 49 of
39 the Code of Federal Regulations.

40 15331. For purposes of this chapter, ‘‘employer’’ has the same meaning
41 as defined in subdivision (e) of Section 15210.
42 SEC. 2. No reimbursement is required by this act pursuant to Section 6

43 of Article XIIIB of the California Constitution because the only costs

44 which may be incurred by a local agency or school district will be

45 incurred because this act creates a new crime or infraction, changes the
46 definition of a crime or infraction, changes the penalty for a crime or
47 infraction, or eliminates a crime or infraction. Notwithstanding Secticn
48 17580 of the Government Code, unless otherwise specified in this
49 act, the provisions of this act shall become operative on the same date
50 that the act takes effect pursuant to the California Constitution.

DELETED MATERIAL IS IN BRACKETS [}. ADDED MATERIAL IS CAPITALIZED.
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SB 135 PAGE 1
AMENDED IN SENATE MARCH 4, 1991
Introduced by Senator Boatwright
December 28, 1990
An act to add Section 28113 to the Vehicle Code, relating to public
transportation. » : _
LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL’S DIGEST
10 : .
11 SB 135, as amended, Boatwright. Public transportation: air quality
12 standards. . '
13 (1) Under existing law, air quality management districts and air
14 pollution control districts are reéquired to achieve and maintain state
15 and federal ambient air quality standards.
16 This bill would require any motor vehicle operated for compensation to
17 transport persons in those districts, which do not meet ambient air
18 standards, to use methanol,[ compressed] ETHANOL natural gas, liquified
19 PETROLEUM gas, or electricity. -
20 The bill would [ beconme operative] APPLY TO ANY NEW VEHICLE PURCHASED,
21 OR ANY VEHICLE WHOSE ENGINE IS REPLACED, on OR AFTER January 1, 1997.
22 Since A violation of this requirement would be an infraction, the
23 bill would impose a state-mandated local program by creating A new [ ]
24 [crimes] CRIME.
25 (2) The california Constitution requires the state to reimburse local
26 agencies and school districts for certain costs mandated by the state.
27 Statutory provisions establish procedures for making that reimbursement.
28 This bill would provide that no reimbursement is required by this act
29 for a specified reason.
30 Vote: majority. Appropriation: no. Fiscal committee: yes.
31 sState-mandated local program: vyes. :
32
33 The people of the State of California do enact as follows:
34 ’
35 SECTION 1. The Legislature hereby finds and declares as follows:
36 (a) In many areas of the state, motor vehicles with conventional
37 gasoline and diesel combustion engines are responsible for more air
38 pollution than any other single source.
39 (b) Improved technology has made the use of low-emission vehicles
40 feasible for use in the state.
41 (c) It is in the best interest of Ccalifornia to require the use of
42 low-emission vehicles for public transportation because their use will
43 result in a decrease in vehicular air pollution.
44 SEC. 2. Section 28113 is added to the Vehicle Code, to read:
45 28113. (a) Any motor vehicle operated for compensation to transport
46 persons in an air quality management district or air pollution control
47 .district, which does not meet ambient air quality standards, shall [ use]
48 [methanol, compressed natural gas, liquified natural] USE METHANOL,
49 ETHANOL, NATURAL GAS, LIQUIFIED PETROLEUM gas, or electricity.
50 (b) As used in this article, ‘‘methanol fuel’’ means fuel which

DELETED MATERIAL IS IN BRACKETS []. ADDED MATERIAL IS CAPITALIZED.
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LACTC

Los Angeles County
Transportation Commission

818 West Seventh Street

MARCH 7, 1991 Suite 1100 ]
Los Angeles, CA 80017

Tel 213 623-1194
Fax 213 236-4
MEMO TO: BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE 2213 236-4805

FROM: JIM ORTNER
SUBJECT: CLEAN BUS REQUIREMENTS

For your reference is an attached summary of the federal Clean
Air Act requirements for urban buses. Several issues are omitted
from the summary.

0 EPA will issue retrofit regulations by November 1991. Bus
engines rebuilt or replaced after January 1, 1995 will be
covered by the regulations.

© 1991 CARB PM10 emission standard for urban buses is 0.1
g/bhp-hr. The federal requirement for this standard does
not occur until 1993. At the present time, LACTC is
approving purchases of buses equipped with traps. We are
awaiting a report from SCRTD on the durability of methanol
powered buses.

Leading the Way to Greater Mobility



Summary of Clean Air Act

{From Detroit Diesel Corporation’s Information Update, Nancy Martin, executive editor)

The Clean Air Act of {990 was signed into law in November 1990. Following is a
summary of the CAA showing how it affects urban bus engines.

Standard Setting Process

» The “percentage reduction” language in the previous CAA has been removed.
Before the CAA amendments of 1990 were enacted, the EPA was required to reduce
heavy-duty engine emissions to specific percentage levels which represented reduc-
tions from a pre-controlled gasoline baseline. For NOx, this would bhave required
heavy-duty engines to meet a 1.70 g/bhp-hr. NOx standard. The EPA Administrator is
now required to set standards based on the application of technology.

» The CAA requires the EPA to continue to provide heavy-duty engine manufactur-
ers four-year lead time in order to develop the necessary technology. It requires
standards be in place three years before setting more stringent standards. In other
words, the CAA continues to give engine manufacturers development lead time and a
period of stability when setting technology-forcing standards. For the customer—in
theory —this should provide a more reliable, more durable engine.

Urban Bus Engines

» The emission standards which apply to urban buses are shown in the table below.
For urban buses, the allowable NOx emission standard drops from 6.0 g/bhp-hr. in 1990
to 5.0 in 1991. The allowable particulate matter standard drops to 0.25 g/bhp-hr.,
in 1991, matching the heavy-duty truck engine standard. The particulate matter stan-
dard is reduced in 1994 to 0.05 g/bhp-hr. The 0.10 g/bhp-hr. particulate standard has
been delayed until 1993. : :

The EPA has provided the authority to relax the stringency of the particulate
standard to 0.07 g/bhp-tr. if the EPA determines 0.05 is not achievable. Additionally,
the EPA has the authority to set a more stringent NOx standard provided the EPA can
demonstrate that it is technologically achievable.

» Beginning in the 1994 model year, the EPA is to conduct annual tests of *in use” ur-
ban buses to determine if they are complying with the emission standards in actual opera-
tion, If EPA finds that urban buses are not complying, EPA is to revise the regulations
to require alf new urban buses operate exclusively on low poiluting (alternative) fuels.

This requirement would apply to urban buses operating in major metropolitan cities
with populations of 750,000 or more people. This requirement would start three years
after the EPA determined that diesel buses didn't meet the standards and would be
phased in over a five-year period. At the end of the five-year period, 100% of the buses
in these large cities would have to operate on a low polluting fuel.

* Low polluting fuels are defined in the 1990 CAA as methanol, ethanol, propane,
natural gas or any comparable low poliuting fuel.

» The CAA authorizes the EPA to promulgate regulations requiring urban buses, in
cities of 750,000 or more population, to be retrofitted at time of overhaul or engine
replacement. The requirements call for the best retrofit technology available and
maintenance practices reasonably achievable. :

URBAN BiJS HEAVY-DUTY ENGINE ' HEAVY-DUTY TRUCK ENGINE
EMISSION STANDARDS EMISSION STANDARDS

{g/bhp-br. measured during EPA (g/bhp-hr. measured during EPA

heavy-duty engine test) heavy-duty engine test)

Model Modet

Year NOx HC CO PM | Year NOx HC CO PM
1990 6.0 1.3 155 0.60 1990 6.0 1.3 15.5 0.60

1991 5.0 1.3 155 025 1991 5.0 L3 155 025
1993 50 13 155 0.10 1994 5.0 3 155 0.10
1994 5.0 1.3 155 0.05 1998 40 13 155 0.10

These two tables show the difference in the 1990 Clean Air Act emission standards
for urban buses versus trucks.

(From Detroit Diesel Corporation’s Information Update, Nancy Martin, executive
editor.)
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LACTC

Los Angeles County
Transporiation Commissisa
818 West Seventh Street
Suite 1100
: Los Angeles, CA 90017
March 7, 1991 Tel 213 623-1194
Fax 213 236-4805
MEMO TO: BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE — MARCH 7, 1991 MEETING
FROM: LESLIE V. PORTER, DEPUTY EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR - FAST

SUBJECT: FY 1992 THROUGH FY 1994 BUS TRANSIT FUNDING ESTIMATES

Transit operators should use the following growth and revenue
estimates to prepare their FY 1992 short range transit plans:

FY 1992
o Estimated CPI for FY 1992 = 3.5%

o Estimated FY 1992 TDA Revenue Growth = 3.5%
o Estimated FY 1992 Proposition A Revenue Growth = 3.5%

OUT YEAR ESTIMATES

o Estimated CPI for out years: 4. 4%
0 Out years TDA revenue growth: .25%
© Out years Proposition A revenue growth: 5.75%

FY 1592 AND OUT YEAR REVENUE ESTIMATES

Exhibit 1 FY 1991-92 TDA Projection

Exhibit 2 FY 1991-92 Proposition A Projection
Exhibit 3 FY 1991-92 STA Estimate

Exhibit 4 FY 1991-92 UMTA Section 9 Estimates

DATA USED TO DEVELOP THE ABOVE ESTIMATES

Table I Historical TDA Gross Receipts

Table II Historical Proposition A Gross Receipts

Table III UCLA, Security Pacific Bank and State Department of
Flnance Estimates

Table IV State Department of Finance Population Estimates
Table V © Historical CPI Record
Table VI FY 1990 TDA Receipts

Table VII FY 1990 Proposition A Receipts
Table VIII SCAG's FY 1992 TDA Estimate

Leading the Way to Greater Mobility



BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE - MARCH 7, 1991 MEETING
FY 1992 THROUGH FY 1994 BUS TRANSIT FUNDING ESTIMATES
Page 2

BASIS FOR_THE PRCJECTIONS

o Range of CPI estimates for FY 1992:%
3.5% - 4.5%

o Actual TDA growth rate - FY 1990 (July - December) to FY 1991
(July ~ December) = 0.8% (86% below the estimated 5.75% for
the year - Table I)

o Actual Proposition A growth rate - FY 1990 (July - December)
to FY 1991 (July - December) = 2.2% (65% below the estimated
6.25% for the year - Table II)

© 12% drop in TDA receipts from November to December 1990
(December receipts have been 1.2% [on an average] higher than
November - Table VI)

o 25% drop in Proposition A receipts from November to December
1990 (December receipts have been 1% higher than November -
Table VII)

Reviewing the above data, it is evident that the California economy
has slowed down and this trend is expected to continue into the
first six months of FY 1992. Given the weak economy, the TDA and
Proposition A projection for FY 1992 is projected at 3.5%.

o The unapportioned FY 1990 TDA carryover and interest funds
will be used to make up the expected shortfall in Proposi-
tion A receipts during the months of January through June 30,
1991. Funds left over will be apportioned at the FY 1992 mid-

~ year reallocation.

*Using fiscal years instead of calendar years as in Table III.

NAsxf
NAl: BUSMEET.MEM



EXHTIBIT 1

TDA PROJECTION ($000)

FY 1990 Actual Gross Receipts $208,205
(excluding interest)
FY 1991 Estimated Gross Receipts $209,000
(excluding interest)
LACTC FY 1992 Estimated Gross Receipts {3.5%) $216,000
FY 1990 Unapportioned Carryover: 18,791
Subtotal 234,791
SCAG Planning and Administration: ( 1,052)
LACTC Planning: ( 2,348)
Controller-Auditor Administration: ( 24)
Subtotal 231,367
Article 3 (2.00%) et 627}
Subtotal 226,740
Article 8 (4.5%) (__10,203)
Subtotal 216,537
Total FY 1992 Article 4 $205,7641
Outyvear Projections FY 1993 FY 1994
Gross Total TDA $227,672 $239,625
Article 4 (92.2%) $209,913 $220,934

Based on FY 1991 base year estimate of $209,000 and assuming
5.25% revenue growth in outyears.

1$10 773,000 of the $17,410,000 FY 1990 and TDA Article 4 carryover
will be used to make up the expected shortfall in Propositon A

receipts from Janaury to June 1991.

2/7/91
NA:rf
NAl:EXHIBITS



PROPOSITION A PROJECTION ($000)

FY 1990 Actual Gross Receipts
(excluding interest)

FY 1991 Estimated Gross Receipts
Revised FY 1991 Estimated Gross Receipts

FY 1992 Estimated Gross Receipts (+3.5%)
Estimated LACTC Adninistration

Subtotal
Local Return (25%)
Rail (35%)
Discretionary (40%)
Incentive (5%)
Bus Subsidy (95%)
Outyear Projections (5.75%)
(excluding interest)
FY 1993
Gross Proposition A $459,368
LACTC Administration (__21,000)
$438,368
Local Return (25%) $109,592
Rail (35%) 153,429
~Discretionary (40%) 175,348
Incentive (5%) $ 8,768
Bus Subsidy (95%) 166,581

Notes:

'EXHIBIT 2

$398,649
$419,7oo.(1)
404,000 =
$434,390 (2)
(__20,000)
$414,390

$103,598
145,037

165,756
$ 8,288
$157,468

FY 1994

$485,782

(__22,000)

$463,782

$115,946
162,324
185,513
$ 9,276
176,238

(1) Revised FY 1991 estimate based on first two quarters actual
receipts and last two quarters receipts at the FY 1990 level.

The revised Proposition A estimate causes a $5.9 million
shortfall in Proposition A discretionary (excluding incentive)
funds. This shortfall will be made up by unallocated FY 1990

TDA receipts and interest revenue.

(2) The FY 1992 and outyear projections are based on the original

FY 1991 estimate of $419.7 miliion.



EXHIBIT 3

STA ESTIMATES

FY 1990 unallocated carryover:

(PUC 99314 Revenue Base Share $ 774,000
Final FY 1991 STA ILos Angeles County Allocation
(PUC 99313) Population Base Share $ 6,423,795
(PUC 99314) Revenue Base Share $ 7,436,282
FY 1992 Estimate : 521,168,497
(PUC 99313) Population Base Share $ 9,811,063
(PUC 99314) Revenue Base Share $11,357,434
Finance

2/7/91



EXHIBIT 4

UMTA_SECTION 9 ESTIMATES

FY 1990 Unapportioned Carryover Capital (1): $ 6,144,069
FY 1991 Los Angeles County Estimate: 85,110,347
Operatiﬁg ' 47,889,860
Capital 37,220,487
Final FY 1991 Los Angeles County Apportionment 89,036,127
Operating 47,370,915
Capital ' 41,665,212
Difference: Total Apportionment 3,925,780
Operating ( 518,945)
Capital 4,444,725

Final FY 1992 Section 9 Estimate to be Used
By Operators (2) $104,323,921
Operating ' 47,370,915
Capital | 52,254,006

Operators should base their SRTPs on the assumptlon of status quo
fundlng at 1991 levels ($000).

Section 9 ' FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1998
Operating Estimate $47,371 $47,371 $47,371
Capital Estimate $41,665 $41,665 $41,665
Notes:

(1) Total FY 1990 carryover: $10,843,069. $4,699,000 was
allocated at the FY 1990 mid-year reallocation.

(2) FY 1992 estimate same as FY 1991 county apportionment plus FY
1990 and.FY 1991 cap1ta1 carryover.

Finance 2/7/91



TOA GROSS RECEIPTS

TABLE |

INCREASE JULY-DEC INCREASE  JAN-JUNE INCREASE
(%) OVER PERCENT . (%) OVER PERCENT FISCAL OVER
FISCAL YEARS TOTAL- PREVIOUS OF FY TOTAL-  PREVIOUS OF FY YEAR PREVIOUS
AND QTRS 18T 2ND JULY-DEC  JULY-DEC TOTAL 3RD ATH JAN-JUNE  JAN-JUNE TOTAL TOTAL FY
1985-1986 $40815898 $40 682 089 $81 497 987 49.60%  $41235051  $41 563 160 $82798 211 50.40% | $164 296198
1866-1987 $40484952 $43409 310 $83 894 262 2.9% 49.36% $42852732 $43210951 $86 063 683 3.8% 50.B4% | $165 957 945 J.4%
1987-1988 $45 745556 $44 910455 $90 656 011 8.1% 49.54% $47 828484 $44 493061 $92 321 545 7.3% 50.46% | $182977556 7.7%
1988-1989 $46 609173 $47976178 $94 584 351 4.3% 49.13% $50 354 782 $47 358 930 $97 7113712 5.8% 50.81% | $192298 063 5.1%
1969-1930 $50976 923 $54239872 $105218735 11.2% 50.54% $52618347 $50368205 | $102986 552 5.4% 49.46% | $208 205 347 8.3%
1990-1991 $53719274 $5224B608 | $106 067 882 0.8%
ADQPTED AVERAGE ANNUAL
INCREASE
FY 1969-1930 ESTIMATE: $197 500 000
. . FY 88-FY 89: 6.38%
FY 1990-1991 ESTIMATE: $209 000 000
.FY 89-FY 90: 6.68%
FY 87-FY 90: 6.12%




PROP A GROSS RECEIPTS

TABLE 11
INCREASE  JULY-DEC INCREASE  JAN-JUNE INCREASE
(°%) OVER PERCENT (%) OVER  PERCENT FISCAL OVER
FISCAL YEARS TOTAL- PREVIOUS OF FY TOTAL- PREVIOUS OF FY YEAR PREVIOUS
AND QTRS 18T 2ND JULY-DEC  JULY-DEC TOTAL 3RO 4TH JAN-JUNE  JAN-JUNE TOTAL TOTAL FY
1983-1984 $65 339 087 $59873050 1 $125212137 48.64%; $66558944  $65 672 453 $132 231 397 51.36% | $257 443534
1984-1985 $69 343 197 573282483 | $142625 680 13.9% 50.03%  $73503004  $68943 751 $142 446 755 1.7% 49.97% | $205072435 10.7%
1985-1988 $76 054 806 $75933235 | $151 988 041 6.6% 49.68°% . $77182521.  $76757 028 $153 939 549 8.1% 50.32% | $305 927 590 7.3%
1986-1987 $76 1088612 $82346 114 | $158454726 4.3% 49.069%) $81 073543  $83 440 320 $164 513 863 6.9% 50.94% | $322968 589 5.6%
19871488 $85 550 142 585515900 | $171066 042 8.0% 49,129  $91921236  $85 241792 $177 163 028 1.7% 50.88% | $348 229 070 7.8%
1988-1589 $88.914 325 $94 830 266 | $183 744 591 - 7.4% 48.37%) $97 345611  $91 110520 $188 456 131 6.4% '50.63% | $372200 722 6.9%
1989-1930 $97763305  $102948074 | $200717 379 9.2% 50.35% $701 149931  $96 781 776 $197 931 707 5.0% 49.65% | $398 649 086 7.1%6
1890-1991 $103915597  $101 179530 | $205 095 127 2.2%
AVERAGE ANNUAL
ADOPTED INCREASE:
. FY 85-Fy 90 7.57%
FY 1589-90 ESTIMATE: $395 000 000 FY 87-FY 90 6.85%
FY 88-FY 89 7.35%
FY 1890-91 ESTIMATE: $419 700 000 . FY 89-FY 80 6.99%




TABLE il

L

UCLA California Forecast
Forecast  Actual
1989 1889 1990 1991 1982 1993
Taxable Sales ' 8.1% 9.1% 4.4% 0.0% 8.3% 6.8%
CPl -5.3% 5.0% 5.6% 4.8% 2.1% 3.5%
bisposable Income 8.2% 9.0% 7.2% 4.4% 7.4% 7.5%
Po-pulation 2.5% 2.3% 1.9% 1.8% 1.8%
Gross State Product 6.4% 7.7% 6.2% 3.7% 7.6% 7.2%
§
State'Departmént of Finance - California Forecast '
1890 1991 Jegz 1983

Taxable Sales 4.0% €.3% 8.5%
CPi 5.5% 5.0% 4.0% 4.4%

- Security Pacific California Forecast

1889 - 1800 1991

Taxable Sales 8.4%  64%  57%
Gross State Product 7.1% 6.4% "6.0%
Personal Income 1% 7.1%  6.3%

. CPI 5.0% 8.7% 5,4%
Popt? lation 2.6% 2.4% 1.8%




TABLE IV

State Department of Finance - L.A. County Population Estimates

Percent Increase
Population "~ Ower Previous
Guly) July
1982 7,729,801
1983 7,862,104 1.71%
1984 7,964,602 1.30%
1985 . . 8,085,296 1.52%
1986 8,189,100 ‘ 1.28%
1987 | 8,286,797 1.19%
1988 _ 8,378,913 | 1.11% -
1989 8,.'464,468 1.02%
1990 | 8,543,687 ' 0.94%
1991 8,621,825 , 0.91%
1092 8,695,545 0.86%
1993 8,764,604 0.79%

1994 8,828,099 ' 0.72%




MONTHLY CPt INCREASE OVER PREVIOUS YEAR

JULY
AUGUST
SEPTEMBER
OCTOBER
NOVEMBER
DECEMBER

AVERAGE JULY-DECEMBER

JANUARY
FEBRUARY
MARCH
APRIL

MAY

JUNE

.AVERAGE JANUARY-JUNE

ANNUAL AVERAGE

Fy s
OVER
FY 85

5.1%
4.9%

4.4% .

4.6%
4.3%
4.8%

4.7%

4.4%
4,0%
4.3%
3.5%
3.2%
3.7%

3.9%

4.3%

FY 87
OVER
FY 8s

2.9%
2.2%
3.4%
3.1%
2.7%
2.1%

2.7%

2.5%
3.8%
4.0%
4.9%
4.8%
8.9%

4.0%

3.4%

FY 8s
OVER
FY 87

4.0%
4.8%
4.2%
4.2%
4.6%
5.1%

4.5%

4,9%
4.4%
4.4%
4.4%
4.5%
4.7%

4.6%

4.8%

FY 89 FY 90
OVER OVER
FY 88 FY 88
4.8% 5.6%
4.5% 5.1%
4.6% 5.4%
4.8% 4.8%
5.0% 4.8%
4.8% 5.1%
4.7% 5.1%
4.8% 6.0%
4.8% 6.5%
4.6% 6.6%
5.0% 5.5%
52%. - 5.0%
5.5% 5.0%
5.0% 5.8%
4.9% 5.5%

FILE: CPIREV
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FY 1990-91 TDA REVENUE RECEIPTS TABLE V1
ESTIMATES VERSUS AGTUALS .
1ST AND 2ND QUARTER
==================ﬂ‘.‘:===============‘.==='—‘====:==.==:================:=:=:===================‘_‘==============E=:::!==2=====:==S=====B=====::::::= ESRIzrxgeE=zsR:?
JULY AUGUST SEPTEMBER OCTOBER NOVEMBER DECEMBER
MONTHLY - -— 4 e e e 2 o e e e e " s mm e ————— T e e e 8 48l e
RECEIPTS ! 3 H H H H ;
AVERACE X! 6.48%! 8.64%! 9.35%! - 6.55%! 8.73%! 9,89%,
TOTAL TDA REVENURS $14,194,700.00 $18,926,100,00 $20,598,474.00 $14,902,100.00 $19,869,300,00 $17,577,208.00
CUMULATIVE REVENUES !$14,194,700.00 1$33,120,800.00 '$53,719,274.00 $68,621,374.00 $88,490,674.00 $106,067,882, 00
============823=:233===================3===’-"=============ﬂ=====================================2=:‘-’3========‘=========:======3===‘==========::===l========!=
TOTAL TDA REVENUES 1$13,547,431,.81 1$18,063,222.89 1$19,546,890,26 1 $13,690,380.52 1$18,253,847.75 ! $20,659,769.42 H
: ' : ' , v H . :
CUMULATIVE REVENUES !$13,547,431.81 1$31,610,654.71 1$51,157,544.,97 ! $64,847,925,49 1483,101,773.24 1$103,761,542.66 !
======:£B===========E===:===========================::==========é===:=t:======:====:=::::‘::============E====ﬂ=:===========E===t:==2==‘-’==:==:=======:E==::2
DIFFERENCE  —cc——eweec!  $647,268.19 «eeem P $862,87T.11 ~—eem ! $1,051,583.74 —eeeuw ! $1,211,719,48 —ceaa ! $1,615,452,25 ac—ae ! ($3,082,561,42)~cmmn H
-CUMULATIVE DIFFERENCE |  $647,268,18 -~-r~! $1,510,145.29 =wenu! $2,561,729.03 nmaee =1 $3,773,448,51 —<o-a! $5,388,900.76 =wcee! $2,306,339,34 wounnn !
e e e e e T T T

:============::z:====t=============:=:==:::::



FY 1990-91 PRCP A REVENUE RECEIPTS " TABLE V11 . B
ESTIMATES VERSUS ACTUALS ) - o
1ST AND 2ND QUARTER

i JULY . AUGUST SEPTEMBER OCTOBER NOVEMBER DECEMBER

HH ’ : ‘ .

e

"

] MONTHLY - - - e B T T ra—— —————— - - mermm. ——— e

1 RECERIPTS H : H H :

! AVERAGE % 6.54%! 8.71%! 9.03%! 6.66%) 8.85%! 9,731
1990-91  TOTAL PROP A REVENUES  $28,815,200,0 $38,420,400.0 - $36,679,997.7 $30,256,800.0 : $40,342,500,0 $30,580,238,0
\CTUALS :

CUMULATIVE REVENUES !$28,815,200,0 1$67,235,600,0 14103,915,597.7T $134,172,387.7 $174,514,897.7 $205,095,127.7
l99°l-91 =§====:::===2=====RE=‘==========:====‘:‘-’:==============:===:=::===========::.‘::::‘:2:===========:===================:===:ﬂ====t=l============:::E========:===
ISTIMATE TOTAL PROP A REVENUES $$27,431,142.2 1436,574,840.3 ! $37,903,030,7 ' $27,934,199.7 ! $37,152,738.2 ! $40,825,957.3

HH H ! ! ! ! H

1 CUMULATIVE REVENUES $$27,431,142,2 - 1$64,005,982,5 1$101,909,013,3 14129,843,212.9 1$166,995,951.1 1$207,821,908.4

=======::::::z========I==l===‘-'===:===================:=====‘:=============:==‘:=================:=================z===:2===3==============:=================

{¢ DIFYFERENCE ! $1,384,057.8 ! $1,845,559.7 ! ($1,223,033,1) ! $2,322,600.3 ! $3,189,761,8 1($10,245,727.3)

!4 CUMULATIVE DIFFERENCE ! $1,384,057.8 ! $3,229,617.5 ! $2,006,584.4 ! $4,320,184.7 ! $7,518,946.8 ! (32,726,780.8)

:::2===========-=3===8==:===2================3=====:'—'=============:::::::=================:===============233:32==2======l===t=!=x=!=ﬂ===!========I:===:=I=



COUNTY

Los Angeles

QUARTERLY GROWTH PATE

xCcPI (YR-QTE)
XPOPULATION
XR1PY/CAP
1,00 FYS1-1
0.50 FY91-I1
0.30 FY91-I11I
FY91-IV
- FY91-TOTAL
FY92-1
" FY92-11
FY92-111
FY92-1V

FY92-TOTAL

SHORT RANGE

LT¥ REVENUR ESTIMATES

DEC 1990

BASED ON FYS1-I DATA

SEASONALLY
ADJUSTED
TXBL SALRES
($MIL/YEAR)

87149,3795
88718.0654
90314.9936
91940.6635

93595.5954
$5280,3161
96895.3618
98741.2783

TAXABLY
SALES
T ($MIL)

21665.3358
21913,3629
24014.7568
21927.8482

23267.8650
23534.2381
25791.0667
23549.7949

Table V1i1

LTF SAFZ
REVENUES ESTIMATE

($HMIL) ($MIL)
53.7192 53,719
54.3342 53.470
58,5446 57.666
54.3701 51.818
216.673
57.6927 54.1i10
58.3531 53.85%
63,9489 58,086
58,3917 52.195°
218,250






