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Executiv&ummary

The Los Angeles County Metropolita W
Transportation Authdy (Metro) isa large, [. / /
complex organization that is involved wi ) 7

all aspects of moving people and goo-_
throughout thé&SoutherrCalifornia region.

This study estimatesthe economic and
fiscalimpactof Metro operationsand of
expendituresunded throuly subsidies to
other transportation services for the fisc
year ending June 30, 2040 the five-
county SouthernCalifornia regior(which
includes the countiesf Los Angeles,
Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino and
Ventura) the state of California, an@ tnited States.

Metrdds economi c i nmeppeddituresdaele bythee authofity itsetfo its
vendorsand its employees. i$tgpendingplus Metrod subsidies ofransit operations and
transportation infrastructure throughout lArsgelesduring he fiscal year exceed&l
billion.

Total Metro Expenditures

Fiscal Yeaending June 3@010

$ millions
Expenditure Category Wages and benefits Goods and services  Total expenditures
Operations $ 8714 $ 1,295.5 $ 2,166.9
Subsidy 384.9 503.2 888.2
Total * $ 1,256.3 $ 1,798.7 $ 3,055.1

*May not sum duedanding
Source: Metro

More than $1.2 billion was spent on wages and benefits for its own employees and the
employees of its subsidized operations, and $1.8 billion was spemtscangoservices,
much of which was supplied regionally.

Not all spending has an economic impact. Some spending is recorded as an expenditure but
does not represent the disbursement of funds, such as inventedownge Other

spending is done in an eanbe of assets, such as land acquisition, and is not considered to
have an economic impact.

Economic and glAnalysis Group [
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Economic and Fiscal Impact

As these funds werespent by therecipientsMetrad s 1 ni t i athroughogthe t s pr e
regional state andaionaleconones. The additional demand ¢mods and servicdsus
created led to still moirdirectand inducegbbs, income, revenues and taxes.

The total economic and fiscal | mpaae s of M
summarizedn the exhibit belowMost of the impacts feih SouthernCalifornia where
nearly akmployeeandover half of thevendors were located.

As shown b e |60biliion of Bkeanditwes ;1 Sduthern California resulted in over
51,500 jobs and $8.1 billion in econamiput and nearly $400 million in state and local
taxes. Nationally, an additional 9,700 jobs and $800 million in federal taxes resulted from

Metrods expenditures.

Tot al Economic | mpact of Metrods
Fiscal Year ending Jei30 2010
SauthernCalfornia California United States
Totahetexpenditures ($ millions) $ 2,598.7 $ 2,637.6 $ 28447
Total Economic Impact
Employment (jobs) 51,520 53,38 61,250
Labor income ($ millions) $ 3273 $ 3338 $ 408
Output ($ millions) $ 8,114 $ 8,276 $ 1,336
TotalFiscal Impact
Total taxe@ millions) $ 1,038 $ 1074 $ 1217
State and local taxes 392 406 47
Federal taxes 646 668 8

*May not so due taounding
Source: Estimates by LAEDC

Economic and Policy Analysis Group
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| Introduction

The Los Angeles County Metropolital%\‘:
Transportation Authority (Metro) serve

as a pulic transportation operating
agency and as a regional transportati
planning agency for Los Angeles Coun
Operating the thirthrgest public
transportation system in the nation, i
service area covers 1,433 square mi
During peak howr over 2,000buses
move county residents and commutegs
through the areaMetro Rail, the
Authorityd sirban railservice, provides
service between 70 stations in the cou
over almost 80 miles of track, with a
average daily ridership of 300,000.

The authorityemploysmore than 900

people in a broad range of technical specialties and services, including operators, engineers,
transportation plannersafety inspectors and customer service adérdse workers

include those in fulime positionghoseengaged ipat-timework, andadditional workers

hired forseasonal work.

Metro purchases goods and services worth hundreds of millions of dollars (much of it from
local vendorsandhelps fundhe operations dfixteen other municipal bservicesand of

the Metrahk commuter rail service connecting Mesystento surrounding countieBhe
landmark investment program of transit and highway projects funded by thpprotexd
Measure R sales tagether with state and federal fupdsvides additional constrtion
spendingln the fiscal year of 2010, Metmade payments to more thad80 vendors in

United Stateand Canadaf whichl,4& were located in California.

In this study, the LAED&conomic and Policy Analy§isoup estimateshe economic
impactof Metro in the fivecountySouthernCalifornia regiorthe state ofCalifornia and
the United States for thedal year ending June 30, 2048 .study proceeds as follows:

We outline the actual expenditures of Metro both for its own operations and for th
operations of other transportatiproviders that it subsidizésr each geographic region,

we estimate the expenditures that were made within that region, and using this data we
estimatether total economicand fiscaimpacs. The totaleconomic impas including
employment, labor income and output, disaggregated by industry sebbodemonstrate

the reach of Metro through the region and nation, we magetiggaphic locationf o
Metrods empl oyees and vendor s.

Economic and Policy Analysis Group 1
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Detailed data tablethe methodaolgy used in the analyaisd a description ofndustry
sectoran be found in the Appendi¥e also provide a comparison of the results of this
study to that of an earlier study completed

ending June 300Q@2.

2 Economic and Policy Analysis Group
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Il Metrdexpenditures

To estimate the economic and fiscal I mpact
provides to other regional trpngtation providerswe first examine the expenditures that
occur in the region and in the nation.

Expenditures for Ongoing Operations

Metro isorganizednto thirteenstrategidusinesainits. Total expenditures for all business
unitsduring the fiscal yeéxcluding debt and interest paymemesi$2.2 billion, almost

60 percent of whictvasspent @ goods and services, with the remainder paying for wages
and benefits of employees.

Expenditures by business unit are shown below.

Exhibit 21
Expenditures by Strategic Business Unit
Strategic Business Unit "benefis | senices  expendiures
Metro Bus Operations $ 597.6 $ 439.00 $ 1,036.6
Metro Rail Operations 1209 72.9 193.8
Countywide Planning and Development 16.9 55.2 72.0
Construction Project Management 126 260.4 273.0
Exposition Metro Construétimhnority 24 222.3 2248
Highway Capital Management 0.0 0.4 0.4
Communications 224 37.8 60.2
Economic Development 3.5 19.7 23.2
Administrative Services 53.2 21.6 74.8
Financial Services 17.2 71.9 89.2
Management Audit Services 3.1 1.8 4.9
Baard of Directors 3.9 14.1 17.9
Chief Executive Office 177 78.4 9%.1
Total * $ 814 $ 1,295.5 $ 2,166.9

*May not sum duedanding
Source: Metro

Economic and Policy Analysis Group 3
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The largest unit by total expenditures is Metro Bus Operations, accouabmgdiohalof
the authorityds spending. This unit I's resp
routes with approximately 400 million boardings during more than 7.5 million service hours.

The second largest unit is Construction Prbjanagement, accountiray 1.2.6percent of
expenditures. This unit provides engineering services and construction oversight for major
construction projects, transit corridors, capital improvement projects| amdjiregering

service requests. Expenditures of this unit alsdenodmtract construction services.

The smallest unit by total expenditures is Highway Capital Management, responsible for
short range and long range planning and programming for highway services.

Expenditures on wages and benéfitsng the fiscal yearere $8Z.4 million, almost69
percent of which were for personnel in the Metro Bus Operations business uniAHxhibit
in the Appendix preseritse detail underlying this data

Expenditures on goods and services during the fiscal year reach#idi®I.Bdsie include
spending on apds such asvehicles and equipment, fuel, computer supplies, office and
building suppliesand @ <ervicessuch ascontract maintenanceail and highway
construction servicesrofessional and technical services, aglugraind renexhibit A-2
presents thbroad categoriesderlying this data.

To perform our impact analysige eliminate some categofies) these expenditurtsat

do not have an economic impasich as land acquisition, allowances for obsolescence,
gains or losses on currency trades, and inventory adjusimesgsexpenditures totaled
$155.3 million, accounting for 18rcent ofspending for goods and services and 7.2
percent of overatxpendituresExhibit A-3 in the Appendix provides a sumynaf the
excluded expenditurd3ebt service and interest payments were not reported in the initial
expenditures noted in the exhibit above.

Although more than 87 percentMfe t r 0 6 s  eoxcpreed id Cdlifarmise payments

were made to vendors4fstats acrosshe ration Over $59 million was sent to vendors in

Alabama, $55 million to vendors in Oregon, and $10.4 million to vendors in Washington.
Exhibit A-4 pr esent s a compl ete I i st o f payment s
operations.

We wee not given detailed stdig-state payment data that is categorized by spending type.
We havebeen advisedhat busesfor Metro Bus Operationsvere purchased from
manufacturers located in Alabama, andothat rolling stock such as transit vehigkrs
manufactured across the natidogether, these spending categories accounted for 11.4
percent ospending on goods and services and 6.8 percent ofeoymraditures.

4 Economic and Policy Ars{ysbup
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ExpenditurderOperationand InvestmerdaEOther Trapartation
Providers

In addition to expenditures for its own operations, Metro is responsibalendst $90

million in expenditures in support of transportaitibrastructure and operatioosother
transportationproviders, including independent agencies such as Metrolifkatnidl

Transit and municipalities such as Santa Monica, Long Beach and the Los Angeles
Department of Transportation. Metro afsarchase transportation services from third

party operatord hese Osubsidyo expendi t utiorsdrangitr e cat e
capital expenditures and highway capital expenditures.

Subsidyxpenditures bgategorare shown below.

Exhibit 22
Subsidy Expenditures by Category

$ millions
Expenditure Category Wages and benefits Goods and services Total expentlires
Transit Operations $ 315.8 $ 232.0 $ 547.9
Highway Capital 52.5 61.2 113.8
Transit Capital 16.6 210.0 226.6
Total * $ 3849 $ 503.2 $ 888.2

*May not sum duedanding
Source: Metro

Metro spent more than $888 million duringfigmal year through othproviders a large
portion of which was for transglated capital expenditures and opera#@moximately
43 percendf the total subsidy expenditures wersviiges and benefitgiththe remainder
for goods and services.

In our impact analysis, we assume that the expenditure patterns of these subsidized
operations mirror thosesed by Metro in its owruboperationstransitoperations, and in a
combination of other business units refled¢tighway capital expenditures.

Total Expenditures Attributed to Metro

Taken together, Metro was responsible for the expenditures of more than $3 billion during
the fiscal year, in its own operations and in support of the operations of other transportation
providers More than $1.2 kibn was spent on wages and benefits for its own employees
and the employees of its subsidized operations, and $1.8 billion was spent on goods and
services, much of which was supplied regionally.

Economic and Policy Analysis Group 5
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Exhibit 23
Total Metro Expenditures Fiscal Year-2000
$ millions
Wages and benefits Goods and services Total expenditures
Operations $ 8714 $ 1,295.5 $ 2,166.9
Subsidy 384.9 503.2 888.2
Total * $ 1,256.3 $ 1,798.7 $ 3,055.1

*May not sum duedanding
Source: Metro

6 Economic and Policy Aradysbup
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Il Econmicand Fiscdampact

The expenditures made by Metro have an economic impact throughout th&mation.
impact is dependent on the definition of the geographic area of interest and of the
composition of the initial spendinghe metrics used to determithe value of this
economic impact includes employment, labor income and the value oftmupboyment
numbers include fdiime, partime and seasonal employees, and thensglibyedLabor
incomis a measure of all income received by both paypmtyees and the selhployed,
including wages and benefits such as health insurance and pension plan co@urituiions.
is the value of the gde and services produced. Farshindustries, this is simply the
revenues generated through stdesthes, in particular retamdustriesoutput is the value

of the services suppliedhe methodology employed in estimating the total economic
impacts is described in the Appendix.

Mo s t of Me t r o 0 s Sosthem@abfarnmgbut same purchases @are made
elsewhere in state or elsewhere in the pasodiscussed abo@ech purchases will have

limited economic impact d@outhernCalifornia (although we do estimate this impact and
include it in our analysis), but they will have an impact when we examine the nation as a
whole.

For this reason, our estimates are preparedree regions: tfgoutherrCalifornia region,
the state of California, and the United States. We examine each of these in turn.

Given our assumptions related to expenditures discussed in the previous section, the exhibit
below presents the net expaundis for each region.

Exhibit 31

Expenditures by Geographic Region
$ millions
Expenditures with Economic Impact

Southern California California Nationwide

Wages and benefits $ 1,259.0 $ 1,259.0 $ 1,259.0
Operations 874.1 874.1 874.1
Subsidies 384.9 384.9 384.9

Goods and services $ 1,339.7 $ 1,378.6 $ 1,585.7
Operations 964.9 992.9 1,142.1
Subsidies 374.8 385.7 443.6

Total expenditure’s $ 2,598.7 $ 2,637.6 $ 2,844.7

*May not sum duedanding
Saurce: Metro; Estimates by LAEDC

Economic and Policy Analysis Group 7
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We assumeéhat al wags and benefg¢ are made to residents tbke SouthernCalifornia
region. Although we are aware that some empl@sée in areas outside of tbggon, we

do not have detailed payroll data by goanby state to make a geographic determination
of paymentsln any case, any geographic misallocation is likely to be triviaf sivece o
11,400 records of payments made, on{§e24 than 0.2 percemtgre made to zip codes
outside of the region.

Of all nationwide spendingn goods and servigesiore than 87 percent occurs in
California, and almost 85 percent occurs in thedivgty region odoutherrCalifornia.

These data are used in the economic and fiscal impact analyses that follow.

8 Economic and Policy Ars{ysbup
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Soutlern California
Spatial Distributionacross the Region

The SouthernCalifornia region is defined as the five counties of Los Angeles, Orange,
Riverside, San Bernardino and Ventheeconomies oivhicharetightlyintertwined

Metro employs over 9,7@@ople, mst of whom are residents dbouthernCalifornia

although some also live further north in Kern County, and several commute from San Diego
County Exhibit3-2s hows t he geographic disthbyziputi on
code during the Bcal yeafdetails of the employees of subsidized operations are not
known)

Exhibit 22
Spatial Distribution of Metro Employees in Southern California

San Bernardino County

Ventdra Godnty 1

Employees
1125 Employees
2650 Employees
5175 Employees
76100 Employees

>100 Emypoyees T:«\-’.\\

' Riverside County.

Economic and Policy Analysis Group 9
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Vendors are similarly concentratednajor population centers of the region. ExI3t3t
presents the spatial distribution by zip code of vemd8@uthernCaliforniafrom which

Metro purchased goods or services for its own operation®(dacasubsidized operations
were not available).

Exhibit 33
Spatial Distribution of Metro Vendors in Southern California
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Economic Impactin Southern California

Thetotalestimate& c onomi ¢ i mpact of Metrods expenditu
its subsidies tother transpostionprovidersn Southern California shown in Exhibi3-4.

Exhibit 24
Economic | mpact of Metrobds Operat
Employment Labor Income Output
(jobs) ($ millions) ($ millions)
Operations 29,500 $ 1,958.3 $4662.1
Subsidy 22,020 1,314.4 3,451.5
Total * 51,520 $ 3,272.6 $8,113.6

*May not sum duedanding
Source: Estimates by LAEDC

Metr ods e xSopeherdalifomnia ewig therfiscal year generated $8libn in
economic output in the rieg and supportedn estimated 51®3obs with total labor
income ofnearly $3.billion.

Expenditures relatesblelyto its own operations genera$dd billion in economic output
in the region and support2d,500obs with total labor income alimast $2.0billion.

Expenditures of subsidies in support of operations of other &geistiegeneratedimost
$35 billion in the regionral supported an estimat2?,0® jobswith total labor income of
$1.3billion.

ExhibitsA-5 andA-6 in the Appendipresenthe economic impacts by strategic business
unit of Metrods own operations and by expen
included in the Appendix.

Industry Sector Impacts

The total economic impact spills across industri€douthernCalifornia through indirect
and induced effectas shown iExhibit 3-5.

Most of the impact®ccur in the transportatioprofessional, scientifiand technical
services and construction sectarfs course, since theseflectthe direct employment

related to Metro. However, other sectors reap substantial employment through the indirect
and induced effects, including health care and social assistance, retail industries,
administrative and waste management, accommodation and food services, and financial
services.

Economic and Policy Analysis Group 11
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Labor Income Output
($ millions) ($ millions)
$ 4.7 $ 126

9.3 35.7
19.8 119.0
242.5 533.4
111.1 886.3
101.5 255.9
158.5 293.7
1,348.3 2,629.6
58.1 202.7
157.2 503.3
40.6 692.0
424.2 751.4
26.5 53.1
105.6 218.3
32.3 57.8
230.4 416.9
25.3 59.5
65.5 169.5
81.0 152.4
30.2 70.5
$3,272.6 $8,113.6

Exhibit 25
Economidmpact in Southern Califoriia Industry Sector
Industry Em(?cl)%ysr;ent

Agriculture 100
Mining 100
Utilities 140
Constiuction 3,810
Manufacturing 1,610
Wholesale trade 1,20

Retail trade 4,090
Transportation and warehousing 16,670
Information 560
Finance and insurance 2,080
Real state and rental 1,660
Professional, scientific and technical se 5,730
Management of companies 270
Administrative and waste management 2,860
Educational services 850

Health care and socsalistance 3,950
Arts, entertainment and recreation 770
Accommodation and food services 2,%0

Other services 2,060
Government and AGAICS 340
Total* 51520

* May not sumelto rounding
Source: Estimates by LAEDC

The values in the exhibit should be interpreted as illustrative of industry effects rather than
precise given model and data limitations.

Fiscal Impactin Southern California

The economic activity generated Met r 00 s
of fiscal authorities the regionThe total estimated fiscal impact is shown in EgHbit

expe

nditures gener at

Total tax revenues generatedsauthernCalifornia are estimated to have exceétéd
billion. Of this amount, $39iillion was earned by state and local governments (including
cities and county governments), addb 86llion was earned by federal tax authorities.

12
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Exhibit 36
Fi scal | mpact of Metrods Opmiaat.i
$ millions
Local and State Federal Total
Operations $ 208.9 $ 3783 $ 587.2
Subsidy 1832 2672 450.4
Total * $ 392.1 $ 645.5 $ 1,037.6

*May not sum duedanding
Source: Estimates by LAEDC

Fiscal impacts by type of taxerewes are shown in ExhiBit.

Exhibit 37

State and Local Tax€gnerateéh Southern California by Type
Combined Operations and Subsidies

State and Local Taxes

Property taxes $ 103.8
Sales taxes 91.1
Incomes taxes 93.8
Social insurance 460
Fees, fines and other taxes 57.4
Totalstate and local taxés $ 3921
Federal Taxes
Social insurance $ 357.2
Personal income taxes 207.8
Corporate profits taxes 39.3
Fees and other federal payments 22.3
Excise taxes 18.9
Total federabxes * 645.5
Total Fiscal Impact * $ 1,037.6

*May not sum duedanding
Source: Estimates by LAEDC

At the local and state level, property tax, income tax and sales tax revenues account for the
almost threguartersof the fiscal impact. Propertaxes and income taxes are paid by
households supported by wages paid directly by Metro and indirectly by its suppliers and
contractors. Sales taxes are generated in the purchase of goods and services by Metro, by its
suppliers and contractors, andobyhs e hol d spending of Metrods d

Economic and Policy Analysis Group 13
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At the federal level, social insurance taxegeaadnaincome taxeaccount for almost 90
percent of the fiscal impact.

ExhibitsA-7 andA-8 in the Appendix presetite fiscalimpacts by sttagic business unit of
Metrods own operations and by expenditure

Economic and Policy Ars{ysbup
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California
Spatial Distributionacross the State

Virtually al/|l of

Ongoing Operations of Metro FYLR009

M eSoutheriCalifomienedion, yaesbavn abeve.i d e

However, Metro purchases goods and services from vendors throughout the nation.
Locations ofCaliforniavendors by zip code are presented in EX&bit f o r
operations only as data for the subsidized operations were not available).

Exhibit 33

Metrods

Spatial Distribution of Metro Vendors in California

Mokntain

1-10

Vendors
Vendors
Vendors

Las Vegas

Vendors . : i

Colorago Desert

Narme

i

@ Mexicali san Luis R

North Las Vega:

Henderson |

’?Coloradc

Metro purchasd goods and services from 1,46idors in California during the year,

includingl13vendorghat werdocated outside of tf&outherrCalifornia region.

Economic and Policy Analysis Group
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StatewideEconomic Impact

The total economic impaitt the state of California f Metrods expenditure
operations and on its support of other transportgtiomidersthrough its gbsidiesis
shown in Exhibit 3.

Exhibit 29
Economic | mpact of Metrods Oper
Employment Labor Income Output
(jobs) ($ millions) ($ millions)
Operations 30,50 $1,997.4 $ 4,755.3
Subsidy 22,790 1,340.6 3,520.6
Total* 53,3® $ 33380 $ 8275.9

*May not sum duedanding
Source: Estimates by LAEDC

Metr ods e xSoehendalifomnia dwsig therfiscal year generated $8l®n in
economic output in thetateand supported an estimaf3J33Qobs wih total labor income
of $33 billion.

The incremental impacts over those foundSauthernCalifornia (discussed above)
demonstrate the concentration of activity orSiigthernCalifornia region and tladility
of the region tdulfill its own supply muirements.

ExhibitsA-9 andA-10in the Appendix present the economic impacts by strategic business
unit of Metrods own operations and by expen
included in the Appendix.

Industry Sector Impacts

The total eanomic impact spills across industries in California through indirect and induced
effects, as shown in ExhiBifl0

Most of the impacts occur in the transportatmofessional, scientific and technical
servicesaand constructiosectorsagain since liese are the direct employment related to
Metro.Other sectorseeingubstantial employment through the indirect and induced effects
include health care and social assistance, retail industries, administrative and waste
management, accommodation and gmydices, and financial services.

The incremental increases in employment inateeetors reflect the captofespillover
impack t hat Metrobds operat.ions have throughout

16 Economic and Policy Ars{ysbup


































































