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EXECUTIVE MANAGEMENT

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee concurred with the following staff recommendations

regarding the State Legislative Update:
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913

1785

1478

1776

1315

1331

772

738

Cunneen
Granlund
Martinez
Aguiar
Escutia
Sweeney
Aguiar

Hayden

(Support)
{Support
{Support)
(Support)
(Sponsor)
(Support)
(Support
(Oppose, unless amended to original form

2nd Review)
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EXECUTIVE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE -

4/13 MEETING

FRANKLIN E. WHITE
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BARRY L. ENGELBERG '

CONSIDER RECOMMENDATIONS AND
ALTERNATIVES ON THE STATE LEGISLATIVE

MEMO TO:
THROUGH:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

UPDATE
RECOMMENDATION
AB 913 F (CUNNEEN)
AB 1795  (GRANLUND])
AB 1478  (MARTINEZ)
AB 1776  (AGUIAR)
AB 1315  (ESCUTIA)
AB 1331 (SWEENEY)
AB 772 (AGUIAR)
AB 738 (HAYDEN)

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

1

i

1

1

1

T

SUPPORT
SUPPORT
SUPPORT
SUPPORT
SPONSOR
SUPPORT
SUPPORT

OPPOSE, unless amended to
original form (ZND REVIEW)

The Board may wish to approve the staff recommendation or take any

other action as appropriate.
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IMPACT ON BUDGET AND OBJECTIVES

AB 913 would not have a direct impact on the MTA budget, but the
measure is in keeping with MTA policy to encourage ridesharing.

AB 1795 would direct to regional agencies transit demand
management/rideshare funding currently expended at the state level.
TDM efforts in the county would benefit,

The Executive Management Committee has previously been provided
material regarding the status in state law of the MTA transit police. This
issue has now been incorporated into AB 1478. Staff has determined
there may be unspecified costs involved with expanded workers
compensation for transit pelice officers if this measure becomes law.

AB 1776 does not have a direct impact on the MTA budget, but would
help facilitate Metrolink operations.

The MTA could receive additional funding for rail safety programs if AB
1315 becomes a faw. The MTA is the sponsor of this bill.

AB 1331 could save the MTA over $6.8 million in fees charged by the
Board of Equalization for the collection and administration of the
revenues from the authority’s two transportation sales taxes.

AB 772 could provide additional funding to the area for transportation
programs for the elderly and the disabled, based upon the population for
these communities within the county.

There is no direct costs associated with the amended version of AB 738,

but delays in work on construction projects could result from the change
order process mandated by the measure.

NEW LEGISLATION

AB 913 (CUNNEEN)- RIDESHARING TAX CREDITS

STATUS: - Pending Assembly Committee on Revenue and
Taxation
HEARING: Not set
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NEW LEGISLATION (Cont.)
AB 913 (CUNNEEN)- RIDESHARING TAX CREDITS

PROPONENTS: Rideshare agencies; businesses
OPPONENTS: None
IN 95 PROGRAM: Yes

RECOMMENDATION: Support

Current law provides a tax credit of up to 40 percent of their subscription
costs for employees participating in vanpools. State law also provides a tax
credit for employers for certain percentages (depending on the number of
employees) of the costs of purchasing or leasing of vehicles for employer-
sponsored rideshare programs. Tax credits are also provided to employers
for subsidizing the purchase of public transit passes for employees.

All of these provisions of state law are due to expire on January 1, 1996.
AB 913, introduced by Assemblyman Jim Cunneen, would extend the
above noted tax credits until January 1, 2001. Staff urges the MTA to
adopt a support position on this measure,

AB 1776 (GRANLUND)- ALLOCATION OF TDM/RIDESHARE FUNDS

STATUS: Pending Assembly Committee on Transportation
HEARING: Not set

PROPONENTS: Rideshare agencies; SANBAG; RCTC; SCAG
OPPONENTS: _ Caltrans

IN 95 PROGRAM: No

RECOMMENDATION: Support

In the past year there has been a great deal of discussion at the state and
local levels regarding the direction of Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) programs and the expenditure of state funding for these efforts.
MTA staff has participated in both a state-wide task force and a regional
task force on this issue. A more detailed status report on these ongoing
efforts is presented in the accompanying agenda item written by Brad
McAllester, Director of Mobility and Air Quality Programs.
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NEW LEGISLATION (Cont.)

AB 1776 (GRANLUND}- ALLOCATION OF TDM/RIDESHARE FUNDS
{Cont.)

Of particular concern to local transportation agencies is the historic amount
of TDM funds which has been expended for statewide marketing programs,
rather than used to enhance or expand local programs.

Although the dialogue between Caltrans and local transportation agencies
continues, several local transportation agencies have sponsored AB 1795
so that legislation can be pursued if the discussions with Caltrans are
unproductive.

Specifically, AB 1795, introduced by Assemblyman Brett Granlund, would
direct to Metropolitan Planning Organizations {MPQ’s) a portion of the
federal TDM funds, heretofore allocated at the discretion of Caltrans. The
bill does not specify the distribution formula for these funds, but notes that
the allocation would be based upon a formula mutually agreed upon by
Caltrans, the MPQO’s and the county transportation commissions in Southern
California, and that it would not be less than the amount allocated in the
1993-94 fiscal year.

In addition, AB 1795 specifies that funds allocated to SCAG would be
according to that agency's current agreement with county transportation
commissions regarding rideshare funding.

If agreement is reached with Caltrans this fiscal year, it is uncertain
whether this measure will be pursued.

AB 1478 (MARTINEZ}- TRANSIT POLICE: STATUS IN STATE LAW

STATUS: Assembly Committee on Public Safety
HEARING: Not set

PROPONENTS: MTA Transit Police Officers Association -Sponsor
OPPONENTS: None

IN "95 PROGRAM: No

RECOMMENDATION: Support
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NEW LEGISLATION (Cont.)

AB 1478 (MARTINEZ)- TRANSIT POLICE: STATUS IN STATE LAW
(Cont.)

Although never discussed at the committee level, staff previously has
provided material to the board in regard to the status of transit police
officers in state law. A copy of that report is attached for your review.
(Attachment A)

AB 1478, introduced by Assemblywoman Diane Martinez, would place the
MTA and BART transit police officers under the same section of law as
municipal police departments.

That reclassification would mean that MTA police officers’ authority would
extend to any place in the state (not just property owned by the authority)
and ensures that these officers are automatically covered under the Public
Safety Officers Procedural Bill of Rights Act. MTA transit police officers
currently have coverage under this Act, but it is as a part of their
contractual agreement with the agency.

The reclassification of the transit police would require the MTA to provide
additional workers compensation coverage for certain diseases (heart
preblems, pneumonia, hernia) arising out of their employment, but only if
the disability is not attributed to a preexisting condition. Other specified
government workers who currently receive this coverage include
firefighters, members of sheriff’'s departments, and municipal police
departments. The increase in costs to the MTA would depend upon how
many officers file claims in this regard. MTA police department officials
argue that these costs will be offset by the creation of a more stable police
force.

Staff recommends the MTA board support AB 1478.
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NEW LEGISLATION (Cont.)

AB 1776 (AGUIAR)- SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA REGIONAL RAIL
AUTHORITY(SCCRA): PREQUALIFICATION OF
PROSPECTIVE BIDDERS

STATUS: Pending in Assembly Transportation Committee
and Assembly Local Government Committee

HEARING: Not set

PROPONENTS: SCRRA

OPPONENTS: None

IN 95 PROGRAM: No

RECOMMENDATION: Support

The Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) has requested its
member organizations to adopt support positions on AB 1776.

AB 1776, introduced by Assemblyman Fred Aguiar on behalf of the SCRRA,
would permit the SCCRA to prequalify prospective bidders on personal
service and construction contracts. Prequalification would involve
completion of a questionnaire and financial statement detailing prospective
bidders’ financial ability and experience, and the verification of these
statements under oath. The SCRRA would be allowed to rate the bidders
according to the size of the contracts for which they are qualified to bid.
SCRRA was permitted to temporarily utilize a prequalification method for its
contracts in the aftermath of the Northridge earthquake. That experience
convinced the SCRRA board and staff that the authority could meet the
commuter rail transportation needs of the region more effectively if similar
provisions were in statute.

Some concerns with the prequalification of contractors which could be
raised at the state level would involve ensuring appropriate competition for
each contract and providing adequate contracting opportunities for
disadvantaged and women-owned businesses. These two concerns could
be addressed in the uniform rating system developed by the SCRRA, of
which the MTA would participate through its membership on the board.

Staff recommends the MTA support AB 1776.
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NEW LEGISLATION (Cont.)

AB 1315 (ESCUTIA}- RAIL TRANSIT SAFETY: ALLOCATION OF FINE

REVENUE
STATUS: Pending in Assembly Committee on Public Safety
HEARING: Not set
PROPONENTS: MTA
OPPONENTS: None
IN ‘95 PROGRAM: Yes

RECOMMENDATION: N/A

As approved by the board in December, staff has developed legislation to
allocate to the MTA and other rial transit authorities a portion of the
revenues generated by the finesissued to persons who violate laws relating
to rail transit rights-of-way.

AB 1315, authored by Assemblywoman Martha Escutia, would require that
of the revenues generated by rail transit rights-of-way fines currently
allocated to the county, one-third would be directed to the rail transit
agency in the jurisdiction in which the fine was generated for rail safety
programs. This provision would mirror current law as it relates to HOV lane
violations.

As the board is aware, the MTA sponsored legislation in 1993 {AB 1035
(Archie-Hudson), which increased the fines for the second and third offense
for viclations of laws regarding rail transit rights-of-way and alsc provided
for more rail rights-of-way safety information in Department of Motor
Vehicle material and testing. Unfortunately, the funds generated by
increased fines were allocated according to existing law on fines and
forfeitures; 75 percent to the State General Fund and 25 percent to the
counties. Los Angeles County currently assigns these funds to the court
system to cover court administrative costs. Additionally, we have
discovered that judges have not been issuing the fines uniformly.

Staff believes that these transportation-related fines should be treated in a
similar manner to HOV fines, with a portion returned to the appropriate rail
transit agency for transportation safety programs. AB 1315 would provide
for this redirection of the funds. An estimate of the amount of revenues
this would generate is attached. (Attachment B)
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NEW LEGISLATION (Cont.)

AB 1315 {(ESCUTIA)- RAIL TRANSIT SAFETY: ALLOCATION OF FINE
REVENUE (Cont.)

The MTA is the sponsor of AB 1315.

AB 1331 (SWEENEY)- BOARD OF EQUALIZATION FEES FOR
SELF-HELP COUNTIES

STATUS: Assembly Committee on Revenue and Taxation
HEARING: April 3, 1995

PROPONENTS: The Self-Help Counties Coalition

OPPONENTS: BOE

IN ‘95 PROGRAM: Yes

RECOMMENDATION:  Support

Local transportation sales tax authorities are charged a fee by the State
Board of Equalization (BOE) for the collection and administration of these
revenues. Unlike the 1 percent cap on administrative costs placed upon
most local sales tax authorities by the voters, there is currently no limit on
the amount of fees the BOE may collect from these local agencies for its
administrative costs. '

These coliection fees are currently assessed based upon a formula which
allocates to the local agencies the costs incurred by the BOE administering
the tax. The amount identified by the BOE to cover its administrative costs,
however, has long been disputed by the local agencies and the members of
the Self-Help Counties Coalition.

In Fiscal Year 1993-94, the MTA was charged over $14 million tc cover
administrative costs at the BOE. The total charge for that period for all of
the self-help counties was over $30 million.

AB 1331, introduced by Assemblyman Mike Sweeney, would impose a 1
percent cap on the amount the BOE may charge transportation sales tax
authorities for administrative costs. Based upon an estimate of Fiscal Year
1994-95 Proposition A and Proposition C revenues, if a 1 percent cap is
imposed upon the BOE in this period, the MTA’s charge will be
approximately $7.5 million for the fiscal year. That is a savings of $6.8
million.
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NEW LEGISLATION (Cont.)

AB 1331 (SWEENEY)- BOARD OF EQUALIZATION FEES FOR
SELF-HELP COUNTIES

Staff urges the Board to adopt a support position on AB 1331. This
position is consistent with the MTA's 1995 Legislative Program.

AB 772 (AGUIAR)- ALLOCATION OF SECTION 16(b) FUNDS FOR
ELDERLY AND DISABLED TRANSPORTATION

STATUS: Pending in Assembly Transportation Committee

HEARING: April 17, 199b

PROPONENTS: SANBAG; OCTA; RCTC; VCTC; MTA

OPPONENTS: Opposition may arise from some non-profit

agencies and counties who have historically
benefitted from the discretionary process

IN '95 PROGRAM: Yes

RECOMMENDATION: Support

In the last legislative session the MTA and other Southern California
transportation commissions strongly supported AB 2766 (O'Ccennell), a
measure which would have established a formula for the allocation of
federal Section 16(b}{2) funds for transportation services for the disabled
and elderly. These funds are currently distributed through a discretionary
process administered by Caltrans. AB 2766 was stalled in the Senate
Transportation Committee.

This session the above noted local transportation agencies are sponsoring
AB 772. This measure is similar to AB 2766 in that it would provide a
formula for the allocation of these funds and a mechanism for funding rural
counties at adequate fevels,

Specifically, AB 772 would allocate the funds as follows:

o} Five () percent to Caltrans for administrative costs; and,
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NEW LEGISLATION {Cont.)
AB 772 (AGUIAR)- ALLOCATION OF SECTION 16(b) FUNDS FOR
ELDERLY AND DISABLED TRANSPORTATION
{Cont.)
o 95 percent to transportation planning agencies, {in Southern

California to transportation commissions), based upon a
county minimum and the proportionate share of the elderly
and disabled populations within a respective county. The
county minimum noted above ensures funding for rural
counties under 200,000 in population.

Staff recommends the Board strongly support AB 772. The bill is
consistent with MTA’s 1995 Legislative Program.

PREVIOUSLY CONSIDERED LEGISLATION

SB 738 (HAYDEN)- LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY -
CONTRACTING AUTHORITY

STATUS: Pending Senate Committee on Transportation
HEARING: April 4, 1995

PROPONENTS: Author’s bill

OPPONENTS: None

IN ‘95 PROGRAM: No

RECOMMENDATION: Oppose, unless amended to original form

The Board considered the original versiocn of SB 738 at its March 22,
meeting. At that time, the Board discussed the staff recommendation of
“neutral” and the Executive Management Committee {(EMC)
recommendation of "oppose.”

The EMC recommendation was based upon a long-standing principle of the
agency to oppose legislation which usurps local control and attempts to
micro-manage the work of the agency from Sacramento. The Board,
however, voted to "support” SB 738 because the agency has already
partially implemented the questionnaire requirements of the bill for some
prospective contractors and the bill was considered to be good public
policy.
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PREVIOUSLY CONSIDERED LEGISLATION {(Cont.)

SB 738 (HAYDEN)- LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY -
CONTRACTING AUTHORITY (Cont.)

SB 738 has now been amended to include additional provisions mandating
a procedure for all change-order requests which would involve a review by
the general counsel. The bill also specifies that an internal fiscal audit
would be triggered by any proposed change-order in excess of $100,000.
That is an exceedingly low threshold for an agency issuing multi-million
dollar contracts.

It should be noted that, as written, the amendments are somewhat
confusing. The amended bill makes note of a contract administrator for the
authority, but there are actually contract administrators for each contract
issued by the MTA,; essentially the Contract Department staff. Additionally,
there is a mention of a "Change Control Board.” These boards are formed
on a selective basis and are not necessarily created for each construction
project.

Staff recommends the Board oppose SB 738, unless it is returned to its
original form, for the reasons originally cited by the members of the EMC.
The measure now goes far beyond an oversight function into the micro-
management of the MTA from Sacramento. [t is very likely that additional
amendments to SB 738 will be forthcoming which may or may not be in the
best interest of alocally directed, coordinated transportation program in Los
Angeles County. If this occurs, staff will bring this measure back for
further consideration.

PREPARED BY: CLAUDETTE A. MO&] }\J
Administrator, State J@a rs

CONCUR: GARY CLARKé_C .
Deputy Director,
Intergovernmental Relations
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TO: EXECUTIVE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE - 2/8/95

FROM: FRANKLIN E. WHITE W

THROUGH: %%, JUDITH/PIERCE

SUBJECT: CONSIDER RECOMMENDATIONS AND ALTERNATIVES AS

CONTAINED IN THE 1995 STATE LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM TO
CHANGE THE STATUS OF THE TRANSIT POLICE

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board of Directors approve the proposal to change
the status of transit police officers in the California Penal Code for inclusion in
the 1995 State Legislative Program and direct staff to work with the Transit
Police Officers Association (TPOA) in co-sponsoring the legislation.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Board may wish to approve the staff recommendation or take any other
action as appropriate.

IMPACT ON BUDGET AND OBJECTIVES

It is anticipated that a change in the status of the MTA transit police would not
result in any increased costs to the agency. Overall, there may be some
savings which occur to the agency as a result of a decrease in personnel turn-
over and the associated costs of training. Cost increases could occur if
additional correlated changes are made to the Labor Code having to do with
compensation for officers injured on duty. Currently, this is an issue which is
handled as part of the negotiated contract between the TPOA and the MTA.
The MTA does not intend to seek changes in the Labor Code. 1t is likely,
however, that the TPOA will seek these changes.
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BACKGROUND

Currently transit police officers are authorized and empowered under the provisions of
Penal Code Section 830.33. The powers and training of a transit police officer are
essentially identical to those of a municipal police officer, a deputy sheriff, or a California

Highway Patro! officer covered under Penal Code Sections 830.1 and 830.2. “Status® can

be an important employment consideration for both current and potential transit police
officers, and as a result, many specialized police forces seek inclusion under the state
code section governing municipal police forces and members of sheriff's departments.

The MTA police force is one of the largest in Los Angeles County. In addition, it can be
argued that the nature of the transit police officers’ work has evolved dramatically over
the years as violent crime and destruction of property has increased in the county. A
change in the status of the transit police would acknowledge that evolution, but would not
necessarily provide all of the same benefits as a municipal force, unless correlated
legislative amendments are pursued.

Specifically, amending the transit police into Penal Code 830.1 would provide for the
following:

o} Provide that the second degree murders of transit police officers are
covered under the mandatory sentencing requirements if they are killed in
the fine of duty;

o Allow transit police officers in the investigaﬁon of a traffic accident which
occurred outside of the officer's presence, to issue a written notice to
appear in court; -

o] Allow transit police officers to enforce statutory provisions governing the
transportation of hazardous waste; '

o] Allow transit police officers to enforce statutory provisions governing the
manufacture, sale, transport, storage, possession and use of explosives;

o} Allow transit police officers to obtain relevant information from the
Employment Development Department as part of a felony investigation;

ey
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o] Allow transit police officers to obtain relevant information from insurers.
relating to any specific insurance fraud;

o] Allow transit police officers to obtain DMV records of a conviction of
reckless driving or driving under the influence which occurred prior to
January 1, 1987;

o] Extend public employee’s immunity from liability for injury
resulting from discretionary acts to situations in which a transit police officer
stops to assist a stranded motorist;

o Allow transit police officers to visit and inspect licensed bars and liquor
stores for possible violations of liquor laws;

o Provide that transit police officers are exempt from jury duty;

0 Allow Transit Police Chiefs to obtain full voting membership status in the
Céelifornia Police Chief's Association (pursuant to the Association’s
guidelines).’

It is unlikely that the MTA Transit Police force would utilize all of the authority noted above
in the course of its work. It is important, nevertheless, to point out that under current faw,
the transit police primarily have jurisdiction within and immediately adjacent to the
transportation properties owned by the MTA. A change in their status, as proposed,
would expand the statutory authority of transit police officers to act in response to any
public offense committed within the MTA’s jurisdiction. Currently, the MTA transit police
force works cooperatively with other law enforcement agencies to ensure the safety of
transit passengers and MTA personnel. A change in status for transit police officers
would not alter this practice.

In addition, to the above technical changes, transit police representatives argue that a
change in their status could stabilize these forces by reducing personnel turn-over and
training costs. Most of the evidence for this argument is anecdotal, because the MTA's
current “exit" form and the former SCRTD’s exit form for employees leaving the agency
only provide a check-off list of reasons why staff leave, but do not provide space to share
more specific information. Nevertheless, in a review of the 35 police officers who have
left the agency of their own volition in the last five years, 29 left to accept new jobs with
other police agencies with status under Penal Code Sections 830.1 or 830.2. ltis not too
far-fetched to believe that a fair number of these officers left to assume these positions
because of the status issue. It currently costs the MTA approximately $65,000 to recruit,
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test, process and train one new officer. Any reduction in turn-over could mean an overall,
reduction in cost for the MTA. (Attachments A and B)

In general, changes in the status of transit police officers is a philosophical issue which
could certainly boost morale for current officers and assist in the recruitment of future
officers. It is conceivable, however, that a change in status could provide a point of
discussion for the officers during contract negotiations with the MTA. The counter-point
to that argument is the possibility for a more stabilized police force and a sense of
“fairness” among the transit officers.

RELATED ISSUES

In addition to the above noted changes to the Penal Code, the TPOA has expressed
interest in pursuing additional changes dealing with injuries occurring while on duty and
coverage of certain diseases suffered by government employees arising out of that
employment. Specifically, this would call for amendments to the appropriate Labor Code
sections of state law. As specified earlier, the MTA does not intend to seek these
corresponding changes in the Labor Code.

If, however, the TPOA is successful in obtaining these changes, the MTA could incur
some additional costs associated with the compensation for officers Injured on Duty
(1I0D). Historical data obtained from Transit Police records indicate, however, that the cost
impact to the MTA would be minimal. Currently, the majority of lost days due to IOD
injuries for MTA transit police officers are less than 6 months. In calendar year 1993 and
1984, the MTA Transit Police department had 39 10D cases where employees lost time
from work. Thirty-seven of the 39 cases were for periods of less than 6 months. The two
cases that exceeded six months totaled 35 days. Under higher IOD coverage the MTA
would have incurred approximately $1066 in addiitional 10D costs. (Attachment C)

POSITIONS OF OTHER AGENCIES

The Transit Police Officers Association (TPOA) is sponsoring this effort. BART Police also
support the effort but the BART Board has yet to take an official position. The Peace
Officers Research Association of California (PORAC) representing over 35,000 peace
officers throughout the state has endorsed the proposal. There may be philosophical
opposition from members of other organizations composed of sheriff’s departments and
municipal police departments.
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CONCLUSION

It is recommended that the Board of Directors support this proposed legislation. The
change in status will enhance the MTA'’s officers ability to perform their duties and should
assist the MTA in retaining the highest quality police officers.

Attachmentsitnst.pot]

e
PREPARED BY: DANIEL COWDEN GLAL E A. MOODY
Assistant to the Admiinistrator, State Affairs

Chief, MTA Police

. H,é, C .
CONCUR: ~~ SHARON PAPA : GARY CLARK
<77 Chief, MTA Palice _‘ Députy Director,
7 / ' Intergovernmental Affairs




Turn Over Cost Per Officer:

ATTACHMENT A

Recruiting Testing | Background

$100 $40 $900

Poly | Psych. | Medical l TRW I Academy

FTO Training

$40 $250 $200 $20 $400

$65,000

Totat

$66,950




ATTACHMENT B

Police Departments Currently Included
Under Penal Code Section 830.1 and 830.2

Penal Code Section 830.1

Municipal Police Departments

County Sheriffs

San Diego Unified Port Disfrict Harbor Police
Municipal Court Marshals

Judicial District Constables

Los Angeles Harbor Department Police

District Attorney Investigators

Penal Code Section 830.2

California Highway Patrol

California State Police

University of California Police

California State University Police

Law Enforcement Liaison Unit of the Department of Corrections
Wildiife Protection Branch of Department of Fish and Game
Department of Parks and Recreation Rangers

Fire Marshals of the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control Agents

Marshals and Police appointed by the Board of Directors of the California

Exposition and State Fair



ATTACHMENT C

MTA Transit Police Department

1993 10D Experience
Case Number Lost Days Days Over 180
#00795 2
#00771 7
#00772 54
#00753 - 7
#00615 1
#00541 180
#00044 6
#02677 10
#01935 5
#01766 3
#01768 3
#01783 3
#01813 2
#01784 4
#01727 1
#01700 191 11
#01778 7
Total Lost Days 486
1994 10D Experience

Case Number Lost Days Days Over 180

#01324 2
#01300 6
#01263 9
#01122 18
#01130 17
#01068 30
#01007 29
#01019 29
#00991 38
#01038 2
#00864 8
#00413 2
#00280 3
#02603 9
#02524 5
#02461 7
#02317 167
#02208 8
#02111 1
#01770 1
#01596 24
#01534 204

Totat Lost Days 619

24

RISIVE
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April 14, 1993

Honorable Paula Boiand
Chairwoman

Assembly Public Safety Committee
State Capttol

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: AB 1478 (Maiunez)

Dear Assemblv Member Boland:

The Qakland Police Officers’ Association is writing in support of AB-1478 peace officers.
This measure is to realign the peace officers of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation guthority and the San Francisco Bay Area Transit Authority into the peace officer
authority section that better suits their duties and requirements.

Metropolitan Transportation Authority and BART peace officers have been performing funtions
as city police and county deputy sheriffs. Therefore, they should be included in 830.1 of the
Penal Code instead of their current section 830.33.

Feel free to contact me at (510) 834-9670 shouid you have any questions regarding AB-1478.

We urge vour yes vote on AB-1478.

Sincerely,

Sy L)
Robert Valladon
President

cc: Assembly Public Safety Comsmitiee Members
Commirttee Consuitant, Assembly Public Safety Committee Members

7°7 Washingien Streer e QOakland, Callfornia 84607-3879 « (510) 834-9670
FAX (310) 834-0462
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BAY AREA CHAPTER
April 17, 1995

Honorable Paula Boland, Chairwoman
Public Safety Committee

State Capitol

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Chairwoman Boland: RE: Assembly Bill 1478

I am writing this letter to you in my capacity as President of the Bay Area Chapter of
the Peace Officers Research Association of California (P.O.R.A.C.). This organization is aware
that on Tuesday, April 18, 1995 you will be convening a hearing on the matter of changing the
status of Bay Area Rapid Transit District Police from Penal Code section 830.33 to 830.1.

At the April mecting of the Bay Arca Chapter, Assembly Bill 1478 was discussed as it
impacts Bay Area Rapid Transit District police officers. The members ptesent, representing
more than 5,000 police officers from Alameda, Contra Costa, San Francisco and San Mateo
counties reviewed the bill in its entirety. Discussion took place regarding the similarity of
ability and purpose that are found in the basic qualifications, training, and level of criminal
investigations of the officers of B.AR.T.D. and the officers of other police agencies.

Bay Area Rapid Transit District police officers work hand in hand and communicate on
a daily basis with police officers from nearly every other police agency in the four counties.
B.A.R.T.D. officers attend the same police academies and participate in the same in-service and
advanced officer training courses that every other officer in these counties participate in.
B.A.R.T.D. officers, like all other police officers, face the same challenges brought on by
violent crime, the need to protect the public and the search for solutions to criminal activity.
Their qualifications and abilities have never been in question and their participation and
partnership is always valued.

The members of the Bay Area Chapter of P.O.R.A.C. strongly urge your support and
affirmative vote for AB 1478.

'_§,_inccrely,<"'-

- h\ S,

7/
Ji@}efnningé,,l’r/esidcnt
Bay Area Chapter, P.OR A.C.
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24 April 1995

Mr. Luke Fuller

Police Department

Los Angeles County

Metropolitan Transportation Authority
1900 South Figueroa Street

los Angeles, CA 90007

FAX (213) 972 3666

Re: AB 1471; Reclassification in the
Penal Code of California to 830.1

Dear Mr. Fuller:

This 1letter is in support of the Police
Department, MTA, in its guest to change the
status of the its police officers from Penal Code
Section 830.33 to 830.1.

We believe that the change will benefit the
riders of the LOS ANGELES MTA S$YSTEM and the
general public in the jurisdiction 1t serves.
And, it will provide the authorjity and status
needed by the MTA POLICE to perform thelr duties
appropriately and efficiently throughout the
system. ‘ '

TOTAL P.B1



Los Angeles County
Metropolitan
Transportation
Authority

818 West Seventh Street
Suite 300

Los Angeles, CA goo17

213.623.1194

DATE: April 20, 1995

TO: Rae James

FROM: Judith Pierce

SUBJECT: : Information on MTA Transit Police Department
INTRODUCTION:

I have assembled the attached information in response to your concerns about
the MTA Transit Police Department’s status within the California Penal Code.
As you know, the MTAPD is currently authorized at Section 830.33 PC. The
Martinez Bill, 4B 1478, would move the MTA Transit Police Department, and
the BART Transit Police Department, to Section 830.1 PC - that section that
authorizes city police departments and county sheriff’s departments. It also

" includes L.A. Harbor Police, San Diego Unified Port District, Municipal

Court Marshals, Judicial District Constables and District Attorney
Investigators.

BACKGROUND:

It would be appropriate to provide a brief history and analysis on why there
are currently several subsections within 830 PC for the different types of law
enforcement agencies. As law enforcement developed over the years in
California, new sections of the Penal Code were written to address the specific
requirements of those agencies. Sections were developed to authorize and
empower police departments for port authorities, airport authorities, school
districts, park districts, college districts, marshals, specialized agencies and
transit districts. A couple of decades ago, several of these special districts or
agencies had their own training requirements and academies. In general, the
training required for these special district police officers was somewhat less
than that required for an 830.1 PC or 830.2 PC peace officer. The POST
Certificate issued by the state was a special certification that specified the type
of police training received.

Over the past 20 years, the California Commission on Peace Officer Standards
and Training (POST) has significantly increased the training requirements
mandated in POST regulations. Currently, transit district (authority) police
officers receive the same training and certifications as any 830.1 PC officer.
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The MTA’s transit police trainees are currently trained in several of the county sheriff’s
departments regional training academies or the Rio Hondo Regional Training academy.
Our police officers are trained right along side the new recruits for numerous city police
departments and several county sheriff’s departments throughout Southern California
and, meet the same POST standards as the LAPD and LASD. We are proud to say that
our officers are among the best frained police officers in the world.

TRANSIT POLICE OPERATIONS:

The MTAPD is currently authorized 425 sworn police officers out of a total staff of 539.
When the 59 authorized MTA Security Guards are included, the department has a total
operations staff of 484 personnel. The 55 civilian support staff give us a support ratio of
10.2% of total staff. This is compared to the state wide average law enforcement support
staff of approximately 35%. I have attached a document to show civilian support ratios
for all of the city police departments in California. This extremely low civilian support
ratio is one of the reasons why our department is unusually cost effective.

The major cost study that was completed last year, and audited by an independent CPA
firm, reported that the MTA Transit Police Department has a more that 40% cost
advantage over the LAPD and LA County Sheriff. The low civilian support ratio and the
lack of very costly overhead structures are two of the primary reasons for that dramatic
cost advantage.

MTA TRANSIT POLICE SALARY STRUCTURE:

The average salary of our sworn officers is as follows:

Rank Average Salary | Average Fringe Average Total
Sergeant $63,125 $13,000 $76,125
Sr. TPO $48,343 $13,000 $61,343
TPO $43,206 $13,000° $56,206

The attached spread sheets and organization charts show the current and total authorized
staffing for the department. The spread sheets and charts are shown by major bureau, unit
and function within the department.

INJURED ON DUTY (J0D) COMPENSATION:

I have also provided information on the department’s “Injured On Duty” (I0D)
experience over the past two years. Currently, MTA Transit Police Officers are provided
with 100% salary coverage when injured on duty for the first six months. For the second
six months, the IOD coverage is 80% of salary. Section 4850 of the California Labor
Code requires that city and county police officers receive 100% IOD coverage for a full
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year. I must point out, however, that the Martinez bill, (AB 1478) does not impact this
provision of the California Labor Code - it only amends the Penal Code. In order to
make 4850 CLC apply to the MTAPD, it would also have to be amended.

As you can see by the attached table, there have been only two occasions where a Transit
Police Officer was out on IOD for a period that exceeded 180 days. Of the 39 total IOD
incidents with “Lost Days” over the last two years, one incident exceeded 180 days by 11
days and the other exceeded 180 days by 24 days. The total additional cost to the MTA
for 100% 10D coverage for the second six months would have been approximately
$1,066 for these two IOD periods over 180 days in length. MTA executive management
does not consider the 10D issue, even if the MTAPD officers were given increased
coverage under 4850 CLC, as a major cost issue.

TRAINING:

The training that our officers receive, as stated above, is essentially the same as that
provided to the LAPD and LASD. The attached sheets detail the POST mandated
selection and training requirements for this department.

OTHER INFORMATION AND ATTACHMENTS:

Additional information is provided in attachments and includes the following:

e Staff experience in other law enforcement agencies.

¢ Civilian support ratio.

o 10D coverage.

o Training requirements.

o Selection requirements.

o Size of MTAPD compared to other agencies.

o Organization Charts.

o Five year history of crime statistics.

o TFive year history on crimes per boarding,.

o Summary of assaults against transit police officers.
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CONCLUSION:

Other than the Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) Police, which is also here in
California, of the largest transit police departments surveyed across the country, all
except Atlanta, enjoy state legislative authorization statues and powers of arrest that are
identical to municipal police departments. It is essentially only in California that this
unusual arrangement of a hierarchy among police agencies has evolved over the years.
The current system of classifying police departments by previous levels of training no
longer has a rational foundation.

I hope the forgoing information was helpful. If I can be of further assistance please call
me at (213) 244-7421 or Chief Sharon K. Papa, at (213) 972-3603.






